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EDITORS’ NOTE

Varanasi has been famous as a centre for learning since a long
time; this is indeed the capital of all kinds of knowledge, sarva
vidya ki rajadhani. The Department of Philosophy and Religion,
Banaras Hindu University is known all over the world. Eminent
persons like Sir S Radhakrishnan, T R V Murti, J L Mehta were
faculty members of this department, who made very significant
contributions in the field of Philosophy and Religion. This journal
had been published time to time being edited by great scholars like
Prof. T R V Murti. Publication of this journal however was not
regular and the present issue is coming after a long break.

There is a need of a good bilingual journal in Philosophy and
Religion. The present volume is a small step in this direction. We
are convinced to bring out the volumes, enriched with a good
number of quality research papers, of this journal regularly.

Many senior scholars of Indian Philosophy and some young
talented research scholars have contributed their wvaluable,
innovative and insightful research papers on very important topics,
which have raised the standard and value of this issue. To ensure
the quality of research papers they have been refereed by advisory
board members and some other senior scholars. However, we do
not think that we could achieve the quality, we are aiming at, but
we are convinced that in coming volumes we will surely make a
few steps ahead.

We, the editors, request the scholars of philosophy, specially who
are working in the field of Indian Philosophy, to contribute good
and thought-provoking research papers, so that we could bring out
the coming volumes of this journal timely and more enriched. This
will make the philosophy in general and Indian Philosophy in
particular grow and prosper.
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rfeahE Tl

HIA R 0 WRATT &34 # THTON i Teded i aRiet sife | fawfoma
o s 2| sfefy Tl @ fowa it e Suafsyr F weaer den
SIS I THIUN 1 I HlfS & T 1 & g i & Fig al o i
&M IUATY qF Bl & o I9 IUAATed I FUT (ITHURU FRUT) S
el oM € @ Al (FF-oERU) Safh T Iueiey
(SFHTEIRUT FIRT) WS FRIE-A-H1E T & gl Hell & (FA-FX0R) | T
AEd AT F “TRRIAERE S Aed=d & UG &, 39 HAATIRIT RO
1 AAT TATON & ITYh Teagt T g fIHIsH 1 erdene ueqd e &l
guey 2 foh 31s2 THIOT ‘ST 1 U W YA & Wik sTgadardl 39 awed
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TH TH AUREAAERE FUET THIU WITRRATETE UgTdel 1 Tt 36l
e -foriw & weed A W @ €| TaiU AR g3 @ T SRierEe
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‘FSETURISTATEE’ i JATUR ST 3 THTUT TEE, 39% SdR shl TR
Tl TATI FU T T 1 T 51 o 3162 TAT0T SR ST Afciieh, F A
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[ELRIERDIFARARIE T KA
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Ieaet il S At 2| WeF Y U el A i ST w6
ToTU T Fcai+eh IR0 FTEAaaTd o Tl H U & T Sren &) Sareew
T TR & 0 1 o Forareht = T 3 ot 6 TRe g e
1 IR T % fore et o | & el o T =1t 9, TR oft =1t & v et
B % HRUN o WIEH Tk el e R &l & goR AR W uga | T8
TEAd B 39 WaH T H Hag Soud B 1 ok e I 9w e A @ Al
T2 1| 39 e & Hanune I € UE e qashl B @, 0 &
FIE AT Fl DISH T AThaAl i & AT 39 TR Ucdsh Hfeh hl 0T A
T o Bl Ugeldt, S foh wrTiers &t o1 39 avg |t efca= 3wl 2 fh
IR 5 UF Aeft srava & 7 W g 1| o U g TAeAd G o IRl
TR W W A W1 F I AT ol T A2 o ITh! 1 7 of Al 98
ITh T SHTeh A H A A T BN IH TR A I @l T FAR
T el FX Fgl foh FH-JAH 98 ThH-Uh Afeh & U IR TH-39 U+
ek SO W1 1 SIS U SEIW HUN 36 Uisha1 Hod 98 FHAR & A+
=ik % T Uge ol 6 Sk 3 36 WA H IS | 36 3E 6 B &
TR 4 39 = % die H guuu g Fw B wd At g @
(FHETHRT) | 3H TG TSR % 36 FHUF H GAd & TF SAfh I 394 b
% T H T ol SO g5 R 3 Wt qE etmvaea g T R o |
=1 i rfen =t & ga e 2|

Iuh FHfeud SAET A 7 el 1 SgeaaT= Hi AR T &
o6 318 TRig Rife 1 THTOT B 3T Hi foRTy &0 3 U M 9 FeiehR Sl
Iehe AT AT i IcT= R Tl & 36 IGO0 | I3 THTOT T &
T T & e wrea o Wi wifirfer Seow ween &, e Tl v et
% 1Y TYh W3 IW Afth H THAUA 6 &0 H FeAUT STuRigl UfHf oot et
2| TR = - TS qu oot - | 36 ST F A & forg w
o i & TRl | IR vrror-TiwiEn # veene wedt v Sroa- e |
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T et et B | Forer vk €1 2 IR 6 o it ST - ret ferermd € et
& ofR o <t feren <t fareren o ufkdie & € <Temt-remt ymTor afewTfi 2 £
TS F AT S W ATH TAON Fl oo g ql q Rl &, AR o
0T STt iferRarehen # S <t for foren i o T B €, o feremet
T HGH TE & Tl | IATERV % forQ T Sufed aq T 3fvea 9 ueaet
IH AR TEU H T80 Fal &l g I o & qHE
IufRer & & IR ATAT F ER G STl S Felel T &6 A el 8| o
7 T # arga dara i 2y o i vefie St 2| Sarexon % fow e
AGAT 5 AT hl Bt o ST Whell 8| 36 SIFRATCT § I deiet AT
1 Tedere: E e B 8| helet i, Sl Yeded =R el 8, @ oWk EW
Irftr dren 2| o wEl wee Seen @ T afy qurwie e s #
oS (Ueid) Weded MR 2 & Al ST 1 SR ‘Uedl aigHT, Stel 9
B a1 27 39 R A1 Tg FE 9 a9l @ afem’ e @ efufa @
o & Al R o Al AU TRt afg:’ i TR T SITER AT 5T
TRl &7 IA: Ff 7 91 W 7R 2, A o e an g orgfirt o e
T e Tfemia: STafeTd 2 STt 8| ST i TR0 % T § WY &
YRR AR 39 HATE § wo o fou afguwa fafte weda etwen
‘gagfaeatafine afy’ ®i erfufa % faw % wu § Suaiia = 9d €, W
2 orfife 1 TR SR T T SRR ST € R A el 2|

TR U FHILN H R AR TR HATSTER Tel Hel N Fhedl| A5
AT AT STPHS T STTERUT Fl §U I§ WA H (A(haTd el 1o Tefal
AlEAN ATHR ATA AHATHS T e # Ueagt o forivona #
srfireTerE 2 21 39 W AR ag U 3 fh vk @ o swat R d
HhAT &7 AN THH IR TG &l Tehel| & Toh ST Tk 1 Toror Terfrst Tl | S
T 2 39 €T @ o et o oA Tt wwen o wwn 8| g
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W FEHAEE 2fE @ foem e o a e @ fafea g € saa e
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YeeTiad foRaT STl 2| 39 TE i T g & TR <A i U fow veER %
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‘FIAECTAT’ 3R Tkl AT’ & i % =X # Wi 39 o1 1 G110
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1 S Fhelt| Tget H 79 ANE F T H TG AU S TS Ak F
U H AR AT il § SR Ek H T STl St ST waamarer
1 1Y AR e Saw § Bt Toaree ufas g ) 39 vad
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FFHIATE ER & e 3R haeaTad a1 d ol TR # Ty
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et 2 o 2| aree # S o o T e -safiE 9 9 @
HIEHAH FHRUTT AR Sl 2| S a1 G4 9 Uga 98] iR A4 onfe
I TR % Bl §U Ht HETehr 1 1 3T &l S| TS 39 -
fordie 3 v1e2 2 TR 1 3 A R (TS UE O AR | O
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2 A e # e 2 o T 8| Teeq e 9 9 3hed @ w9
2T, Fifh TR IFUHR T JUET Ar=FaH Hi Wi S a1 & 21901 § gqau-
1 S B 2l Sl 8| T e avaaisii wier il Fifn ueh @i ‘e yeifa
ARIETY T & TeATH Bl & Al T ST 36 WieTehR § foreft 2t foror
BT 2| Ty % T # e i weEee ARt e & g
B, R Wi g e ey -ad @ gaUT AR Bl 8| 9& weusd
AT NS, TEWRIIIT, SN | ST IR feroehi =61 €t foomr g
QAT HAATH A T 3G B| 39 UHR JSAAT % IIRILTAEE FH
e 7g § T S WigTea-=A TF AFEc & iR TiRigied -S| gad
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‘TUHFIRIIAEE H Ufqued JHE 2| J=IfU I8 919 SUA YA &
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RERRE 2RI g qU w0 9 foreniva i gen & denfu orsa oera i
JIRTORITATETE] STEiY i AW I S ol SUATTG 39 TATON 1 i Tk
i 9 THTITIRIETATETE | SISl S Tl §| gEeT & T TR are we-
TeTfe aEgell # WA SIIETHE AgaaaTadl w Hi 7 T 2| T
a0 AR I[EF AR W dled Al | U ST
SATEATHE 1 Fead SR ufediea Tan & 2| g SuHM iRk Iuad &1 & &
SATRIGITIHE hi TEHTET Tl IURAT A & 39 TEATEAT I IgTIed A 6
o0 WY IUATA TATOT 1 U AT IR0 o1 3uG<h 20Tl | I &l A
FFETAT Tk AT Sfeh Rt emRuer | g Seen & o stae wmwes wmoft
T % SATHR-UFR FHl Bl 8| FS THA & IWd g AHU Al ST H

TN FRA GU T o ATHR-THR H1 W0 ST & SR I8 ARITH i a1 a4
ATelt 8 foh 7T T & SATRR-UFR T UT0M EIeT | 39 UhR dehicl a8 ATHI0T
=k I et & Toh g R o1 39 S € SIgeuTe WioR 1 e el
AT & | 39 WSIHS UhAT H T H 371 1 FIET 31 HRUT §| ARIE
FUA T T AR 2| TG e geon ug) s1e v o= &, Sufhfa u 2|
3 IURTel &9 T Sl Y&l &l Hal Sl Wehell Fi{eh 3 SATIR % IURd &l
S T I g T 30 Bl 8| 39 Srgifel ot 1t a1 ST wehett ifeh A
T % o & wg o Icuw Al 2| uR wek W oft W&l wdifn wEl
TERICETSITRTE 3 SULATAF His 63 al &, e T4 IS o 31 1 TG &l W&l
2| 39 TR SUHH U T U0 @ foreent srawte et e mmon # =€
e ST |

R gei= | WA, Tgd dard iR Aaiiet 4 Iuue yErr i
T I UATH HES & W1 TR R 8, Afehe 3 41 JTeii~ieh Wi
AUH-TTH TSI % ATEU FHR AChT-AehT AT e &| HIHR
Vo fogea: Fdedn:’ TR AU Aifawl | e desd auw aq weE
1 Iquf qT ored TALTHUT % ToTe Aeed I % AU hi TUeT 8| Fua
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A HET FF % 9IUE T W SUHT THI0 a1 el w9 # ITfHf w9
THIHR FXA & AGA Tl Tl AT & Fa hl ATGATan i {45 F 3R
fheaea & dgron # €t g ffea & f6 a7 w9, o ofR wewq onfe Fife |
fraeron 2 2| 39 dagua f saren duwl-dued 5w % o gea @)
3 FFaET~al  fore Frew yH-wut Suffa iR SWHT HY01 IUUH i
T AT &l ST 8| TR IMsg S % IuSterh & & # ITAM H1
UTHIOA WA §| 39H 163 1 Ik TEUT el 7153 1 e THSHT Bl Biell B
TRyt % fore IUwT A1 IUWT THON 3 TR | UTH FoRT T S U A IR
F aed 1 T 2| zefifere weg-mifth-ug % eraw WM % wu § IuAE i
ORI =T TRERT | e | o et 21

A IUYH A1 qRAA A AT~ AT IRk TATSI 6 AR ITA
it St =z i T R 98 & U Sodt fammedt # It ot 8| v it it
TRETER i SR &| TR TR HHiEE iR T3 Aar wed & gEd
TS TS i IR 8| 391 TUUA Fad AR Fd & Ugdt # SuaH
il Theladl TTIIEEIN AT T’ T S # St &) 3 % 39 WU § Ucad,
T 3R T3 I TEHR BT &| FATG HATER! IR STgaeaTi~=<al  SuAH
Tl AR AawTel Hl THEI Y- THR I 33T AT &l & gE # SuaH il
I TTAATS T FET & & AR g TTaauaaT=ded UhTNeht Tt & &
 wferd 2 2| &1 I8 FE A= 7d gon fok Ftenl it wea-wifh-ug
TF eVl Ueh % ©U H IUAM i SEURUN IUAM oI+ IgUE H
IHYAH TSR §| IUHT & 3H T i oo H AT i T 3375 511

et & Toh Tl Tt H Iea-Rih-TTg 31 THIOT A Wi &l Thel 8| TR 39
a1 1 AfE 7 i foren S d g e R it o o Rt T of
B Wehell & STel Yea-Tfth-Ig IUTHeATcHeh &4 & & gt 2|

gEea g TF WY il SeHcHs UiRa H e -aus-ueag A
HETYUl e St | & TR STaEiG Sia | el -Sut |t % @y
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IUATH] 1 SEATIR TR0 R €| T J A SuH @R SUAH % FE H S
1ol TeRETeHe faaeTon afiefe et & ofk Jal ae f 21 & T waey
% e AN ST FE1 % TAET IN §| TR UM & 39 oI |
fordte erfrefir 7 o | Tty aremm &' ey Suw o frh
Juferdea 3fr 71E FE TUSUAN AR SARTH h Fehfad o fhan &
AR TRt AR = STAT % TA0T & T 73 763 % 31 hl JHRI UTH
FR A1 Bl UATH A 8| T SRS H ZEULHIAT SUA THI0 % I
AT I IgTfed fohan ST wewa gon § R ameffeent =t = < S 7@
TR ot STaRUTTeRe: A1 # I A e 3o el wwe | ey
% folu SuAE T R & S S T 9T W Sifsash qieE 2|
wemfea oo difera’ & Fuw s oref faed 1 s # v g e @
gl & 6 Ium o= Aevaast: Sgwfa g sl UM R SuEE %
TR TSI I[UT- T <l ST ST JT0T 3 T & Rae It 81 39 G
& WEIRY | TeAeATTE TTOT o6 S oI STl ol g S gl UTd & 39 U gER
| JUfHd T W U T T & TS B T §| SUHH T % 39
Tl AT F JUHTEHR forore fafirs went ofk aw=wt # 3w S |wan
1 39 T2 % TaeiReoned St Fifeiar P T % UF RS Yol
TET IATEA FXA W |

T AUE A9 T e A |

ferefigdeert Arerggtfen wmre |

T TAH H HETH(D FIIETH Fgd & (o Gl HSWardt g, < Mg
TSATSAT ht SRTURFTRT i SIBAT Tl TG Het § T &3 g T Tal & Tt
8| TR oft # U i hl T R 1 TS R T | I8 WO T 3 e
& 2 S % 0F el | {9 F ZR GG F AR FA F T SIS AR B
T 39 906 H ITHAHA S FIGTE 1 A qUH U HIERAT 6
T & 36! SUHMT HEmardl TAwl hi STHTERIT ST % |l TeAa1
T H ATAfE E iR IUWH I AeAfaE ISl S J=F ST |
10 ftara Tt




Ugfifd it 7 B Ig SURA AR IUAW F ATNE TOEU FH Th YR o
TIEATHR ST G 2 S SUAT AU h HIATeHF TR & TFHe el & Fagdl
N S Hehell & foh ST AT AHWIG: S A1 U1 Sl & S T=st awg e,
IEH FAGT H T TR T 5 SHeh! JoAT ST T AT I STwarg Wt
B ATl ST & AT SR T 6 el | I SATeRyn # Siet § A
TgEEi TS % =i Sl | i TR e & U i -Uias 3 31 G
H IUNFEHINE T § ARG TR A IE kAR e H
FEAHAHAT TFSHR0T a1 2| 39 Ulsha | Aifecauneia fgi % JaR
I AR TR Tora-Alcfora 99 1 FXd §| SUAH & 9 07 TR d
SR TR h S 01 SUHE # AU Y 3 Wl & e 2 €| avea d
T IUAM R STHAYT TG & TIEU H FIATHR AL STURIATIHS & & 5
forett = Toreft e STt wramon 3 farfe wrivn & et gon 21 U o st
% 5 TR R SuRw (Wl deamii) & 3N U 9 s i sweht
TR I ST AR T i HIETCHRR H ol & O &l SURT & TN
Ht FHfeTo IEIEEET HAER F fog fFen wxa €| aegeaeu w1 w
HATHR T & UFea Ueaet o fofg ooyl € &l 8| 39 UK &gl o
Hhal & Toh STWE THT0T & FHTRIET JRIFT H ISUAH JHT0T F | q01-3
39 gt ervafely Tad § difhe dewa uftifa ofR erefeier 1 foraR s wnareht
ATITH i FSTH F ol g
()

T IIe8 YHTUT IR SUHT THIUT F TEe § THIOT STORISTATNE i
TR FXA 6 S T&1 A JAh THI0T SFORIGTATE hl FEHTEAT i
dorer feafarm 21 guea @ 6 Wt vwml @ ogE w1 T A Fed
FURYA & TAlcsh AW THR H W 2| TN SqameR Wigt THI &
Fwaria W U oA # @ TR ST 8| 39 HRU A H IO
FAANTET TIET THIOT F FU H H O 2| A AETdt el f AT H
IU: UCAETTeHF AAA 8| itk A it ufkn gof M % 98 We
feramentrel € dren 2| et fReurfer # SrgA THTONE STORigTaTETE B EHe

THTUT-AURIETATETE <hl FEHTET 11



ee € TF AU wE § R W 39 e i S-S # fog
FEULH ST 1 Tk WA IETE0 o iR I8ah ffgaredt 1 ferecrmn
AT 3=t 2|

TS el % IR § YU & aR i I3 3 T Ig ATAM I ol & 6
i % AN-UH AR HeH g 2l omud § TR oy fowew wg egEm
AT HT ATAH &l BIal FA((h A 6 Tk TR TFAT §| IITE &
forn s\ wewt | Seum B arelt, fawelt FRA /e €W aeft, argew §
IS IWIAT F HRUT 0 AT WEH IS alcll AR % TH I UHR &
Tehl §| Vil ST H U ki e g Wt 71 U 1 R0 R TR i et
2, I% a7 ST Hehat| 39 i or 1 <R w1t <t St 3 1 % SuR
TR ST YH Hl SEH AT T FTAT FXAT & 98 SATH ATHATHE & il
B | ArTTeRe: 39 ot # fo i A 1S o Tt 7 forelt oifr 9 ererea weata
B B <1 =i g iR A & Hew s o vy T @ g, gafn g
TorT < TTER M TR Hi STATAT SHh STYR W AR ST &l & ST dE
X U & TE FRU § T AW % TR H G i N TR
IJETferd T STTan 2| 39 219 1 FHIH deh(esh Aa1eh 9dquyg w0 9 2
urdl g, T ffver SR W e U e € 8] e 9 gaferg Ieae it & T
7 SR W1eA hi M T TT=ITene g 9 SATH S % 99 & 98 91
ST B ATt & Foh STEl el Wi YH Tl & Jal SNH-UTe I SIEvd U o
Teelt 2| ora; ferg wrermen w1 sty snenia e 6wl § enfarm & S
e € &1 7 onfem 4 % Frone & ot aifEE S A &
UFR % SMATER TTUERdell & wedifaa fhn on| 38| uga &
Fidiegied dfcifeel iR T i TR dfcifee! Fal S | g
afed BF | U9 g H WA & Wi o R e F@d e & ofR 39
AUR W AL A S Rl AW w0 9 Eeft | 39 o i 2 | faww
wewa 7 2| 3w fafy (Fefea afafedt) % g ot ogEe T @
‘A € T T 9 Tl § TR gU W % o W & 8 wehe 8| 3t 7 0
T fafs (oefes afafedl) w= wwa € wifF g
AT s et QUi i T giet &1 T 3 319 1 S g
12 ftara Tt




THR | T &l I ATHAR SAHTE kel 1 WU Iuh 0 |
AT e At e g 1 g e T R 4w
AR T TR S Fehel1| TR Sl B, T A0l U fereawor
HAT E IR TR AW ATelt & T ATATH Wfsha & oTH & Aot S Sga
FS Alda-==0n St & g 2|

FH FRUT S 39 ST Tl GG U=k B Thell & Toh STTAM il TF foreiw
THR H1 HIETCHR AL ATETIHS T WU Th {1 AR & qed Fd
SEAT AT Al 27 Tagd SAlfCifeiene | Tard Uk "1 i IqTad HeAl
et Wl gem) wftrg wfafE ded % ER R T o Te
IS T T % F9 2 &1 918 T g SAlfa deier i ag g
U1 T qa wg 1 Sl wAn et fuiia fanen rn 2 S99 9 gea & e
FRA1 | 319 39 Ugell W e gU foh T ferafora awon i o &, welfer
% WA 3 o @@ ol| S 98 Te9d & T dRAved &1 i Taar
g U AT TR A AT Tl IhT HETl A G T a1 &1 A R Tg ot
e € Toh 1S a1edl 71 S @Iut S SIThE R 8| 39 oRE % o ferhed
T T SR TIwawon U T €R Aued i S Rt & SR W
TR GU AV h STeReTe] WEATeRTR St wrefifer g fof s et g, T
AR Hgd AR 7l rorferer wu | ek 2, J 1 suehl gd fuifa wen @
firar-firsr SR TR Sl 1 v adeh | TR # | § 9 d g
AU 3 T & TR TR AANER A FTATS 6 A9 SANS i Frora T
TR STTehTeT # Uk TRy TU9 WR 9% A 9 U fRiY WhR <, 319 deh 3TeT,
Tg 3T e WehdT 2| 39 YT % SMYUR W Ieieaiast 3 91 at e e
forewa |, iR ot Fafer i et sTanfaea we frg 35| 39 ST # &
@ g frowd & firm-fim e i fie-fie 2gelt am fuffa 73 o *
T 32 Tal i § SieaR T Sy e e e 2| 9 fra-fie
R h AT TR FXA 6l T § ARIATIHS AT ATIHTER FEATEHR
HEI FE A Gl & AfS T T G Rl I A A S A 98 ATAH

THTUT-AURIETATETE <hl FEHTET 13




fore erafere weft SRRl Eie @ Wt Suge S freed o @ wgm
THAT I FfS F Gl Ah H Ig T G Tl & SR ITBT &6 F5 Th
HETaqUl ISt # SATHTI Teaeh hi 78 2fe =ian ot g 8| s A gm
TR H sk Traeeht STufara SIeemTiRal i o R H AT e TR W
g W &, 39 forg e W enenfa o SareRet oA wal wum g
FHET WA & Toh U Toreama ST STu T TTs i ST I H UIoTd
TieTunel Te FEATT WSt fashATieed % AR 6 o 0| TS A 39 F6ied
ST % TieTone STae U H ER i T SRR T o STk I R A g
H 1 87 AT St = =R & Reefer <R 7o et o T o6 SR
T A TAR G A FIE M awq G =fen| g wEfeufar # oiv
Ht GEHAT | T FXA F IWA At § FE e a8 Farn 6 39
el g % = H B B =AY, 30 15 oftew forewd saferst 3 sramn o
I Tt T % wea @ St oo €, S g A s gon B S aeg o af
MET| TS 39 A AN % Hierd T Hl $@ FX qgd TA 5 AR T8
FEA 3 oh AU AR H A I H U7 B T | 39 Al AT THA
S 2T E T B g # e g, @ A antt 9 S g S o A
T & ofer & ) waifad Sefert = qures & e foR et gt # =t 2|
T 2 T oe® dntt Wt e wer e #1 fafte wwwmaedt % o=
Tl TG R U hl FeTa; TRus 2 & AHTE | Tl a sed
2
(¥)

3 UHR 30w foafera Samen 9 39 qea W fhfaq uwm s
Ul & o orue 1 v e o wee € ol Wi vefiid Sarexun %
HATOH AW H Hiclegied Alciied! AWIGTIHS a1 FEHR 4
wfteefi Sferfedt § wio Siell 8| T SIAT! | g 910 SHE R |IEA
TE Tt | TR ST A (Y 9 dfg F ATAE) O AR o & @
T | FEUE THA A WY AT hl ST ek A (RRRTTaTireher 370hed)
g1 U1 g Th Wi 76 AW T el giel 8| T@l F Al vE |l
el & Toh STTAT o GEHTE Heaet i o # HIGTHR & of | 39 HRUT FTAA
14 ftara Tt



o 1Y FETCHR A1 ATIAIHS ST & Tl 2| 31c: 39 o1 i 1o | g
FXA i ATTTIRAT B T8l & | TR TRt Ut 78l 8| 5ued ¢ Tk urear
TvUETEl R SEAaTH 4 TeIE Fl ARSI TH AT
faregeTon # TuaRa R fo € S aredd # 39 1 Rl 2 | oI5 &7 (1
TIRIATRICET) & S S AT YaHTel &9 § A il SUR S 2
-2, AH-Free MG o GUAE & e 3foa-a9g@ Uee g
frifea & 9 €, adt uftt favemumefe & fore weae = foawa 2 g
TR 1 HAS Ht THT 361 TR 1 8| Ueael oo Ue Haed 1 2 3§
@A gU FE W Whal § 6 o wOiE SR WYX Wa o
fanguEtzee Tl it Said A &) e | Sfa-Siid T 6 i awq
& 7 2| IE TIED Feur T, Feudl-fd 2| 36 @RE F@1 9 | ¥8
UA H1 UF UHR § IRATh AU & 3R 36 UGRa § gaamel
TIEATCHRICHE U o oTQ hiE €I &l &l 38 S|

T FTRITTR A&t it Ut SR-TAIS &l Xl | Seh! Teded Fgsaitaa
IR A | 1o et @ 2| 3t | TUeaniedwh @ o
1 Bl TeaeTel= gl Xl & Hel B 39 g 1 Th & i1 3foa wege =i 9
Bl 2| WReg v Soe & foh g fowwsw W oW w0 oft o wd ot @
TETeFR M A1 uRieTyd | afifea ffem o wwen 27 gEem & 6
HATCHR T&l AT H T Rud aeg & quf &0 | forwftewon @ 7@t 2|
ot ger foor & STaT # UF R | TOw W A9 9% S99 | 9
RTINS T&l e, T T I [TRIAIEATHR AT U A& gl 311 S|
TET FaTwl T SUTE 2 H AT e 5T TE hEd & 1 Faleg s
wafe df 98 9Ta Tyl AR - & fore v wewaut Ry 2
IadT & T uBd darl 30 FEHEET SRR F Fad e a6 @
it el e afer AR Arga weuaty awqell % o # ot famm )
TS H & AU R §U UG H YA w0 & T Ter e R
FIRSTH! 7 AT T ARETITT......... | T W et e
T § g B T TURN FaF AT TRIGHT % sifdcd # oToet iR

THTUT-AURIETATETE <hl FEHTET 15




o= gt gneti w foefiv a 2a1 @, SHi USR 9 e Fa1 QIIchR it
IR Sl 1 W FEATCHR &l Tehall & T TARN ESd aegaT &
Aafits fawefieRor H S UGR 8, 98 WATHR H Afaaad # adt 8l
ATeATAsT Ht T Teaet € 2| T TH STTCHT il WA g fooreiieneur wHt Fed
%7 I8 w1 erew R T sty ferwefiseor i vafa @ e €9 % FR0
EH IO STTCHT o TFae H Wi Teeudl | Segar=il Uared! # &t o1 & ol
Ife SATeTE AU Ty # gofaan fawefiure @ e g €, @ o aufies
Irwe oft T i A @ weR, aegelt i fawefieRe @ 3% o | i o
Te fowa % w U # e FA Ail gAN g v U TR 9§ W
ToRET T SR MR & 8| et U9 & Hhoeaed g AR
TEGA H AT | A A THR il TSHF AR Tai e foh TireHe 2
| f= il 1 Tue &) Safs arafasar ag & 7 o it sumen # srar-
T TR WPIER 21 Tt i Tt SfiR e Hl o 36 THR 6
HeWa & fore € wum & 7 g =nfen

G IuYeh AT I ARG LA H W S Al S Al AT i e
ey @ g =ad1 & wwed # sureEriiE R S geRan @) T@f =ee
FTEFHE AR § s &0 § dfew-Ufgs mieaw 9 & yafda 2t @
Cfhe 3H Wadd J8 W@l (6 WA H ORATd iR R &1 & 3a
hamE 7AW forn S TR 9@ aratas fawf @ foramfia W
TeraRraramosten i TaTH R o | URAT™ S § FHad A3d dad &t U |
T T i AR B 36 FEHIHER 2 H ARared w1 8| FHifae Tgd
SEAEHT Teael i ATURUN H F1eTTehiied H S T IR F A
oI & T I AR T T TOHA 8| I AER T
I I e <+ Fl foat=ss =iaw & 1 Uk U & 9O @
Teag it Ufshan 1 ufed g1 8| veaet 21 i Rerfa # aeqa: fovafauRmme
TATH & a1 iR o uai-oe Jawa ¥9 g¥l U= dichifd® Ufrgh
i & FW o & T THER AR Th UHR H IHHT ATl FHedl gall
Il A T AU T H el R 3 2| Fgt Rufd ueasieHs wieteEr
i At Rl §| STIgRaE H# T FETTehived H FgHd e AR
16 aftaera v




Tt A gU AU IAcd~ WAIGKI T S U FET i A UTH €l |
feh-Ufeg Tway # T hl SATET FXd GU UH TR ohl AT G Bt
Hifh 39 THR & AWl # freafawfiwme i 98 T S JERe ueae |
TR Gl Rl &, ITH T e o AHAU &l STl & | 39 R d a1t g
# ey faufian ot g e e § el @ ot 2| geem 2 T
IR Feel § TH agell Hl aeit-eraw a1 eafd F1 G- gHT a4 2d &,
A TGS S H hIS Hl ST HHTATS: THIHR ol TR | A= Sl
21 o T oft & afa st A s e § gw o fawa £ eman
STl SIS THA 2| 39 FRO 1 F A1 THAAT Hl STGHS TH Hrere &l
1 UTel 8| S3aaE veast ) SEuRun g Ukt s fov-fereh
1 AT THETd] H Fohd et & (S Tgd AGd %t qHT0T Hawen d
A&l o SAfeiieh o UM hi Srareron Wt 3&ft Zfe =i =fae e gu il
Aeft <t 7rg e @ e fomam & fom v wegul ued 2t T
Al TET Fad T SEE hl SATCHET, Fed GU WeE, IUA SR STTAH TH0T
% TaH # forw-fawelt it T < SH AT ht TEITEAT i (o Fe
w1 T R &, el S S JEn SRistarEe 9 Jedt 8|
Tgadardl i TUU ‘TIHEH % UG H ISEORierdrenE ®i |l 9 U,
W] A T G TATUTORIETAIETE i el 99 | T afe-
e Tt & ST i T R 5 T T A ruierrEel Hef
2 U1 TF TG | Ik WHET STTH-TE0 i ST el & it (o8
<1 o e # T i HAiE A gU ATEd JHTON Wt AT a
ST FAT T 1 A G % AT H R AR o AR Tehart S it
AN

AT

e fawm

2. & e iR fevaferamem

TUR, (W.9.)
Email—sharma.ambikadatta@gmail.com

THTUT-AURIETATETE <hl FEHTET 17



HaH ud urg feoquit

18

B FET % I H IETRIETTaTs i Iqufa Wit SR afels wea
% AL AT & QI i o g3 8| “SATcHT 1 R FESA: iidedl Hecedl
fAfeeafiaea:” 30 offc 3 T T | sEun, 794 iR s w faum
T o AU & | a1 T 2| 36 AT 1 Ifiwd a8 &
SV -HAA | TEhd SR YE gl A NEIFEICHR H HRUN Sl & 7
STaul, T aread | ffaeamam % ufa o € ofR fafssamem € oft sraan
U 2| 9% Toudia arfdes e &1 it ag & % saon & v & iR
AR qen TfeeaTas IuF o §| T8l foame @t v a1 & 6 9@ offq 78
weell & o Teenemawieng s o smrwe wi o e e g =]
Ut fRurfel »Tero AT @ SEIATRR T &l Tkl Fiih o8 TR THT I
A 2| G SEIe™ 1 Ui Afe W ST Siferen & @ Seeh! i weae
T R et | TR el T 1 (GRESRTIE ) UedeR Ig 2 fh v
THIUL 1 el UeUE T ARG U @ Wehell §| TWlAU Thal deemiy
TR F 0 | & kg FI S TR 8 Il 8| 39 fore e e g
fAfasamm it erawwal T 2| o W I3 & Th e TR weER araRie
THT U Thel Tl Scdel Ll & Al 361 o STR H TIHSEHN Tl IaTed hed
T fomor weum # weERTRigEER # oouE ufaared B o g
TTeEfIEaE ATy R | IR ufteamrn faseriER ||
SewRwitete (90 146) Ue JeaRUTHATH dTicih H G

weEdl  dfgmifafd oMe gEw uafHides | weldwEm@|  qd
e eTeae AT -9ard URET, 90 151, WO WO SH=dHwor S,
FHAF fersataaned, 1930.

TRATCHT QT SHETHT ST % & FERaeU g & HIRUT SaTeHT qe1 IRHTeHT
T NG TS Fiel 8|

ellh IR YOIe: AT FEAl W T & HFih T AT B ¢ W
ARIGTITER 1 forera gan e 8|

rfErerre Tt



10.

11.
12.

13.

14.

15.

FAATHTHAR SRR HaTNad | SEvIeHNT  JrdeantaRuieta||
HeIaeit-790-92.

qrereatd fi geTe W UE A dtg ST & A -
‘YT R Al O 2| gl & ftma # | wraen w6
FR el farwe foeeuTans et e ffdeeus Teaet # wuand &l
S €|

A = T ATRITCIGTIIATA IR A Septa 3 areen | Safaaiy arw
T FEHA IEHHUHH AT, ..o A T AR TR
AFEAAFRAET JHACOH AR, .. S AEEsEun goad
HHRET THA AT AR a1 AATChRITIE | STty @
TEFRIG = qEEe arRd T, S SH RV SR
TR @ o WGERed: | Serdwheddra®l g, 79, TEHHe 9.
e, FRE, 1920,

¥ UeEEIUHRN U Sithcd,  dodiecehRY  defeenieiiged-
I HE R | 7 = Td TeaglaHie; weaed Tl aread,
AR A Nhed |l TITIHTRRUTCE UeIgaaHid dsiedTd|
aTarafg-g. 877, fofa anr ggumer 1937.

AR SATERUITHTHNHEATRTE  aeRasd| e fuifggadata
it Fgues 941 || FaREagwhEd, TeeErs|

T He-1.1.6

AT e -Feora- 1 1, ST 7 AevaasHieaa( A | e Fee
el TrtwaTEd ||

RNSTTWE: T REedl| AqAFURRIRAR arfeaa: ||
TR 3 Tt (9. 63) W AEiE w1 qHue 354 Fd g U8
Telleh 3gd R 2|

ITTAEE T AEH F SER WG §| U WAl AT S
Tl 7 |

UTg TR T TH, R | rawifafy & ot 39 ue w354
gl

THTUT-AURIETATETE <hl FEHTET 19



16.

17.

20

YEERTF IU. 4-3-22, 9§ e T Remn wufvadl 9 ww@l fh=e
ATRHSHAT JEN: ATRTCHHT HUIaIhl 9 sTal e s
AZAATA TG UAE & VN TEU Y e W AR el gl |
AU TF Ao “Teae it A uRkwmn” # werg w9 A R 2| 3
AT TR STeiih Teheol-1, “Tlifeha ameifeer femmet” (30 329-
336) # @R 2| 3t ool % IO # ued gU W A H I
ATRIETATATE 1 SfioTallel G o1 | g H 21 et St & 6 W (T §)
39 Y W Fgd Y U SR W3 UTH g 9| 79 37 Saehl o aws
#I A | | 3 g | Fafeyd R §| one wfta el St
TR & W ToTq 39 Hferres &1 s |



A= TR F AG hl drikh HfHH

afemes fs

e N gES:” 39 A F ATAF H WRA S H A
AT 1 T FAHE A6d & T H URgd R S 8| A H AR
SATCHITEN 316 | ST T Al T T el &R IR A Sited & Saihe
@& Higr Y Wi % forg enrerat @ v | 2, 39w weae | e
Sfer it TETAT F UH AR F T THFR FA 8| T TS F Frq & R
B ATeHa 1 o i SffermTT % R @ e &) wrEeurs o g
‘ST 39 G Al ARl WA U FEd e— TR A FHRO
AU SR T, ST (TR IR 2-3-3) R
AZAATE TR BN | FRO AFAA R Hft TER F AT W 9 A
URHTIE S WG, eifug wed % ERIAd § SAR #R SEER hil i W
wfafsa wxan 2| Tl Rufa & wgawa ¥ oqEr wwd e, 18, 98,
HHeHTE, T, FefHe, Tre WaRied URaT SITeHa~a 1 S Th THTT
Y TS § W) MR IEA % IER ol FHIOI-TET 9E H o A
&l & THR TR S ST | 36 HROT R e s H T 8|
T U H WEA B T T R g i ulRn A @ Fe T E S s A
THTOTTCA /I 1 Fehdl Sl & FATTeh THTOI-THIIEER X §Q Thd TR |
ST Tk AT SATeh ohl U= of Wehcll &7 AT THT § 1 1 S0 A1 1 Y
THTUN A5 1 S R U H e 2 el R g Wi g @ TR uned qen
ATR 1 g AR THd AR W HR FF1 T F 1 39 92 I FH6R
FRA R ATk AR A1 &7 AfS T A AT FH o6 Tolq g R
&l Tt| # e 39 Mg | I ISt i T T o foh TR |
FFIH H HUR I3 §U AT R & G i wferst i 1 Fhelt & Fiifew
THE TR T TN ARFHII TH AFIHS & |




()

Wifcheh STHAT o WIETH | gH ARG i JHI0T & IRt & 37
T T TN A TRl & it oo 3 Sftae # veae, oge |
1% ATV 1 &l &R URadl SURT &d 8| IReg 379 9§ Tohell |t T & g1
ST SATCHA H1 T WFHd 8 fee|

A AT F T STRI~gaeT Uedel F LT 9 & el qehell
Fife et off sreifeg it Wt 39 rga rTeHa™a &1 T & U 6t T
2| R ar "Rifgasa ueger Rt | Rt wd W fafk wwa §—
agfeea | AW IR F gy wEE @ il & SR e g
TR | TR AT TANIH G I & Uedsl THE B UTa 8| ST T,
TIAT AT 2051 Sl ol HAT: T+, T o 068 h1 & Ucded 7 Ul 8| 39
HroT freht off sTaifes™ & g1 T3a SIeHd™a T Ueet FRAT 1 Fehell &l U1
T T | 3 S AreifegEt % S ot S W S R €, S A S
# 92 oft v € Ten 21 afE g enera~ & T i e it S A
HATCHT TN UAF <+ Tl FHE SS-<Ia o a1 Al AHS F A are &, Al
TE T ABA ATCHATT H T HET Sl Wkl &, TR U o ot Foreft oft
rEIfeg % R T H S ¥ET| A A SraRieg™ A % N T ATcHeT
T IUA S Wbl &7 TEE o1 g ot 72 faean| = enfy @ufE %
SER 7 % R A get § 6 g § U veue 3Soue 2 o €, weg 3
TAel oo W I 5 SieHa™d &l %@l &l UNT 8l "1 S Sehdl
I 39 THR & AT & FRI HI AERITT | S THA @ &, IThl
e A1 e THS @ Bl &, TE TEFIcad | o, TaRieaad aell
devcaaaa | fis € udia g 8] serierd % i el g6 wwe g
AT 9 deucdd % ZRT WIHHTH &l 399 98 € Udia g1 8| ‘& & u #
ot &0 o & SEeR! ‘T F T H A I F w9 § g T | T FRO
HAgel g H e § T el & g1 Wt S T8 SITeHdRd il SHE
22 afeam=s fast




e | 39 e FEd AcHe™d 1 S WYE FHIO Tedel F g Al
T TR &l Teadl| 39 Tl AR 98 TeaaTqiid STuTad: sTgafesrd
& ferier i &l @St vrefiel gielt 8|
A HI TS ATCHATS H1 S FX 6 (18 W &l &1 Fhell FAMTh
A Y TS Ut HATT & | Ut A1 o 7g f SIAE Teaanes g 3|
uRg 3tk & “reaeranitid FSTATEY v Teast | S oref St g
2, SOH AFEH Wi AW 2| 18T JaTa & IYER AE5d SicHad SEl
faefden (fret oft ot & <fem) whier forn e 2| Foelvd & ergum it wgfa
AR T TR | & Wkl 87 AgHE i Ugla € 8 TR Tt uef A
I EH Thell T O il Tea8t % g1 AT THIOMRR | SR o) H
T AT FX & | U R &l 1 A 1 hi5 AU 9H & iR A a1 98 7&d
B Tohelt 1 &1 8| 39 HIR0T ST i U&7 ST |1 361 AT Afeeitedl 1 SR
AT et oft TR | A AT SRR Tl o T g el
BT o1 TEH S &l AATE His g (29) The THR S89a ghm qen
I ATAM h BRI T U1 H8 T EOT17 Tl 7 foh Sgon $ea <l =it i
Ht TR & G WA &1 R ST Hehall, ST foh = -aeiToeh SeaT &
ST FTTT T FX §| e Rl B I TER % FHell 1 AFAM H
T FEHTITS & o HRUT YHAT | Hel Bl I TEATAT o Schashiieeh
B % HRUT ITH FFAN A HUH AT ol T, TR I9h! A
TN % U H el TR a1 571 Feha1| T8 TehR e SaTaul Iued &
& o6 St o € g Tohelt sl o BT Icuied &, S o oie, Ue o | et TR
T Hft e IaTeRun WER 6 v & et w2 ot Tt 2, v e
Al TeAE % BN ATAAH &, TN ST H el &7, Aam o | o e
el I | STAT YA | g 8 U i A o aga T 8, Wi |
Fyar 1 T oft SIgAT T % g A g € wehell|
758 U0 T Hi et areq 1 o wee gt &, St foreft wres % g
= B | = TRl wea i v wek ffe e 2, e vttt
N WA | eR SUA Iv@l HerrHTl S, 0T, R e Tewst H
T Rk A R A 23




IR ST T B & ek ITsa I Bt e ST e 2 € wen
e IMfs veg Ueed Aifd i it s ug 2 €, e vecenta @
IR A FA 6 To7Q T I3 1 JANT TRl St 2| et @ATfe 9163 07 il
Trfht ST T 2 €, ey e i a1 o # T &, 36t st a1
TGl S A & (T T Aorwrez F1 TERT FRA 8| o I6a R
U T T I ST R 0 Bid ©, 9 UTah, STe TS 963 | 3 9ed
UTR{RAT, STEATRAT @fE i e it T R vew e €, T sufe |
UTh{sRAT 1 TFiefed & SIS UT=I Fed & d91 e Sramiwan 1 wded &
I YTTF | T I3 IE=ST AT Ihl ok WA i Ur 1 o= s
T B €| S Tt =t o g1 wge e o T foh we wTes o vee e
TR U2 il GHSET, ol 39 AT % gRT G2 I3 FT TART FH TR U2 Fl & Hehd
 uRfa i Swer 8| weg eidadar # wiga oga ARy s
forgrea: foreft oft ot wfay, Ton, forem e & o6 =@ 2, < o o o
TR & I 50 ATHA H U F TN STk Tt megfatwitil & |
et & ot 7 e % FR0 o Rt Wt vee @ AT T8 8l 9hdl| 39 UER
AR i % SR 2l &l T ATTE et | e J9hd ¢l ord: Forim
T T wehan & ok afe sran forsdt ot w1eg & g1 area gt & Ak, df e
2l 9763 THTUT o ST 51&l il 519 H § A HT-H19 Ol T2 Heran ot G|
T TR T Wl & T 5@l Wel @ Rl U= % g 9= | 2 8, U

e F1 e A 8 @ Fehe 8| St arerened @ € a1 e g g with
AR T € uaed | AAfives Sian & | SH1 HRU ATt & e & 6
a1 % T S 1 UL BId €, I 3 g I AUT 1 AFa= &l Sifera
B 8, aun o Ty felt off ug i oref S € wehan, 7 A Een & 8| R
Ty Tl Ug &1 o1 A 9% WY a9 o g1 ST 8l ol S| U
2 ? o S0 Ty § off g Inaan @ 7 9 ug % g difta & o it
rifer, fRen, o o TemwTEdl ugfHTT % g SR SiUE TeE S 2
Tt FRO THATNTE Rl % areE ug W # U e ¥ ueeg o Rl

24 Afreres fas



+t ag 1 o1l AL & A el ST b S0, To, [0 o TesTedt ngfatta
H A Tohelt @ Wi geh 1 S o HROT T Tt ot ue o ored s i wmmed
2 forem =i 2, T s e foredt oft Uehm | el a9 W) ST |t I8
ot 7 faraan TR SR THEA STRIMENT # USIAl w1 Wiy g e s=
FR TG BT | UReq e el § forell ot wvary <t shoden <18l i o1
Hehelt| 39 FROT ST Tohedt ot Uhr & ararned oft A o= wehont | el s
ferfer wrrg wrerfermon(s wsdi % wAE @ 2, TS0 onT &) S wrerfaor vres
1 TR R O g I163 YA TSl €, T S Wl EIell €1 € Ui his ol Al
e 7l TEe| I YRR Sa wed H G Wi wed qe S A $ raumn
Tt Al & TR I 0 hl T i g 3, u Feivon givwa € fewan 8
TnTaR G & TR e fore:” | foen T T e g,
e orez <t €, 7 ot R ug g @ 2| O T o e wiE aeg
TR & | S: A AT TS W 6 Z ol FHITESH Ieal b AU
1 forgTgfora wu & S1Y 2T 8, IRER WEae e el famor @ |
T 2| Tt eaearaeel S e At e o1ed ok ofeded oTed gH
R Wi I T Hl IeqA HAAT S & 36 AT RagTea bl Tl a1 |
FeEST A o forw srerfarmonta W &1 Fhd €, aeg o wRifomor enfe s
wrefen € 2| Tl Set vrea TR e Srsal i aie T ves T
TR S YEAT ol el TR TF S0 & fawt 8] ot Wi enfe d
T I UG THI TR F & JA W A1 | Al S F1 39 YR oA
TRt TR R Y T T, ISR TSt 1 R S e el 39 UER
& F U W AGARTEI Bl TR S 8| 39 wROT TRt ot v
| TS e A feraan| w9 ot gHrasy fEt el | aard =
Torspeu & vime foreft fersmr 1) sran fomedt vrmmon & et 2 fargren w1l 39 wROT
g forshea @ & foror 3 w0 @ uma €t |wean )

ATET IR % TG i ATlehdh Y 25



T et A ot 2 2R S ot T a9 €, oA W o
Ieafa i ufsean € Fo Tl 8 T I6H ofga AToRa 1 T qEAE TR
faman, forelt oft vammor % weaw @ WEA oNeHARS O UGSl WA @
T | AR SARATS § AT & T H1 AR e 50 FEd o
h—

“orefafa = YO ST wHE AiRfaereata waal. gy = e
frereada uiwmeR” |

TV & AT Bl T O THTAT, T a1 TRt 3 il W erefar &
e &) 3 = Tt # wwea srefama i ufvawnti @ S 2| e f
Tg =M area S § b Sieata % ared serasl TR UE € g ) e
T, S TR, IS THT0T A Teh WFHICT Bl & | 39 ShIR0T S el ke # &
AT A ST 2| TR T ot a1t <hl €t 8 311 Wehelt 27

39 faa=m & oMUR W MURF 9 § I8 Udid g ¢ T e it ot
T 3 7E §| 3 uikRufa # spferi i oft freferan gnt, st sffemt
forelt oft TR | S 1 T W A e E & S| 3t wRor S
TelTEEEEy Iuaw Hi Fref® €t wifh 3 Wt S@ W g W ue A
semed € 2t TR v Tt ot gee faeg & fon gfeega wu 9
ASATET hl TR TEE BRI

()

STl ToRefl STwToT % BT o1 Biell & A1 <T@ 7 39 UeHl i ghA T €
# Sufeera T ueg 3o Hi erftrs Hiforss Tewt wrE 5 o gl R
TR APHE o THITH Ueaed, ST o 9168 39 JAI0N &l WA & &9 d
AT ST AR 87 AT F1 THRT U T i 39 1 THTON Tk & | fid
FAT I &) T I AfAD AT HH TAON Dl SRR FXA H U1 THS
&l 27 T8l W 9g Hi £ § TR 3 vTor Shee At o g1 & U § R o
A, 2T TRge % g1 Hi 37 = SO AR IuHT R ST §| ugg H
1 H TUE forl 5T YO0 il I I SATeh o 1Y T AFAM F ol i &,
AT FETAR AT A T §| Fl AT ek U] Hi 10 QR AW 6

26 Afreres fas




S AT T e T A €, T8 Wi AR H 31 T & | Iudeh S ue
il U W1 THATER 31 T Tl & foh FI ARIHS ST AT 3 JHI0 Ak d
Tl I ATV FVIWTH F A g fort wien % =l fwa s
T 87 A w0 g foen when F ol i Tl 2 wehd €7 oFR g\ T
T & At freee & 0 o U aeie i fem e I R R e
Tl oot i e €t T2 ehTt| 39 RO §H TR0 il 10T W a9 a9
T2 THR T T TS T T SRl T0E 9 W Al T| U IHH TH
HiYFa &, TN i weT TRed i S ThRaR T & BT & g deehl
T FA &, TR TN i Ul fREE W) SWe € d giedl g
aRifera @1 SR ft 7 =R wwa qun v i wen F fow ymon |
fiieeh Fo & Wi T8 o Twon <6 wien i S| | 9 aden W aega:
TN % BT &, 7 hl Wl @ weated S 8 it gAR U i

T JUFRUT & B G| S Tohelt o1t Torfer & yroem el o weh |
TR TTON % WO i wiien  forn e w9 @ g g Fuiia
FRAT EON Toh S 1 STERT FAT & THal 87 T§ @1 ST 1 T STER R
Torelt 3T =l e AT S dent fohelt 3711 6l eredl| g Wt o weaut foreg
& o otmast o B o foft SR ST <hi | o 1 S ol Giereeraan i
AT &7 U SYUREI H TEHT S hl GATe=raan Sast S & i
T afarE 9 i wd % wu # aE i 2| 3 RO A o A
AT T % T H @1 1| R SR TR0 T S 1
ey % w0 # T Fwe| Sege: T T e 9 % et &
afTior 29 1 TR 2, forad ores oft € e o ot ureg g 7 2| T8
T SIS T 1 TSR Thd TR &l Tehal 87 TR SHET TRV 31
TS B §| T SrmueR! 7rg SR R & SR & 9 TR B §, el @
T 1 IR T & THNAT o 1 AN H 2 B, Tk o Teh 1 ART a1 & 2idl @
el §t T St ht O Toreg 1 A Tt forg % o o %@ 2| 1 S Ha
T T ST 3t A i FfvEa @R W A 3 8, T R W e
TR TR TR T & fo &1 IR T 31 i o ared A01 H1 TRUTH aR T8l
TR Rk A R A 27



I SR 7 ot STt ht U Toreg 1 Tt foreg o e o =1 wivorm® & &1 €t
2| U U # ot A % o W U Hegd TR e
T O 31T 2 1S Tl SR T T I Riith A Tt
EieTl 2, Torsavurerss it | 36 SR0T 31 W 1 S ShRET | 401 =R A 24
W i g0 ag w78 A R S e S I =R gt @7 9 Samaren
T e B wfceh &W U8 FEd § T &1 wehiEl i )1 | @ forn €, 3@
THRUT &1 I &l & T €| 39 UhR Tg T wea 2 {6 wiftredia s <l degan
TR AN HiATAl & iU & gt | Tael By & o« vl &1 q0
180 3T Tl §, 3@ MU 9 F1 39 A2T | *IE o1 a1 &l & &6
SRR SO # o= § g omewl B & ot o 78| T S O W g
Fe1 TaTa a2 T fascvuncns adhars (TUTsieF) 39 R0 "ived
T 2R iR 3 TR T ST TR P T Tl wa) AR A
TAR ATAFTF ST F TR # FB HUF TR R G, A Falrord R Aferh
ToRIE | I TR0 WINE 21| Jafh U & 2 18| 39 SR 39 91 9
I THATHIT <hl HAAT R IS e a1 Ul 1ok of ATHICH ST H Sqeamud
2 ot @ & o | era: forsetvoTenss Ut S it eI s ATaeve gAR
HATHTT ST ! T 1 R0 e % forg woaran # wfigpa 7@l & Fhal
TR EAR SNl ST frsaoTens =1 e WrawuIens 8id &| o 9
THifers fafireran % FRT 39 2§ UFER F T hl Feddl & AIES W d
|l WU held T2l &l Sohd | a1 % Aee Rie-firs g9 =nfeu)

TORR el STTHTeE: ST S T ITER 1 87 T o e &F H1 MR
1 %) T et 0l O0 F 9 Tohell S 1 58 | S g |l 87

T F WA B o o Uk 91 Warrtedt i IRgd St &, 95 aR
S il WISl o YR W HH % e 2 i 91 il ATl 8| T Al Fawehh
2l 98 Wcd & | I SRk TS « AfRIaTEs S i THTcHS HIA
U Tt foRan &) uReg o ol St S % Ted g 1 SR T 2
Tehell | TRl oIoTg & Toh T ST SaTel & A1 <18l 39et ud g di-aid =il
et FhdT| TAR T 13 THT MR & & T 51 3 Scue g 3 -

28 Afreres fas



IqH! Tt W RO R S A | T SeeE i & 1 E g
AT Ry T T 2| R S o St @M R faien wa % for
A TEel M W R & 92| 36t R fodioem i santean &
o A 3 folg et T OR HRIE1 AT US| T8 U FEl R WA B
1 AW & oll| I AT WU A e gnl| 39 YR FEl A wEl
TR AT THT ORI o et sial R T S 6t warean aHt Feaiia
AEl &, I T % MUR R 399 {3 S 1 AT S iHR A1 um|
IETER0T o & H UUH T k1 U0 o fgefta o9 & g fefica g, 39
Toelta o= =1 @ vmva w fautia wd 2| o e o dard & o =
THHT U1 el S T & Toreht Hanfaan arvt i wareil & 2R | & 39
THR TEPTA T § AT TH T H A0 THFR I @ &, Tl dartean
vt o Taeifea <1l &1 wht 8| 39 FR01 Gafean H A B FeId w1 ugig
TTEL AT ST Fehd1| ST ST 39 el i SHagR shi STTRIFT SaT 2
U U&7 Tl T 98 FXA 1 T Xl &, 98 GE T ATTR! FUSd W @
Bidl & Tk 39! (Mg g g foh Saer | e UHvd & S1uR W gar
wafal & @ €, 98 uud 9 A FH et s g @ T8 8| ot
Hartear & v § @t frvem € vgfa % gd 3 Sartean w1 Ao s
72| T Gafean et faefa s % g € ufvama @1 @ 2| 3 wRo s
U @ el % ToIu S % WRI0" R ST AT e g, 1 | gty
ATATE 1 o el gl & al It o | TR T & STl &) 390 3
Sitam # g W IuEe 9 € FifE vgra % fou 38 wanfea S S
ATETTF A& |

I T iR T & o W e 3 enave § 9 9 6 darfean %
T @ e WA 3 S Al oM R Tdd 5 Wi ahTas el @
ST & | 3 <hi Hanrfean 1 feriRor A % forn g ag 3 uedn & & Fib
S SATRATRI & AT hiv 91 ST Srifshamshit w2l 2| afe 15 ereifsharnri
2l g0 39 FF HI Wt A & den Afg iRt g & 9 Sae

ATET IR % TG i ATlehdh Y 29



foraTdt A €| ST 3 TTTETios | TUE €9 9 39 S H SURIIE
foran 2| wfor it v & wfor o1 T 29 W afe wiE st wfon w e wRE
fore gt e 2, 9t 3 =afth i v SRdt 2t 2| TReq Afg weta < e |
wfor it Fhg A U & A TR T T@1 Biet| <@ S A AT 6 AH
BaTen afor i wifed Jun v hit v @ Searet @ fowt G= @
el & a1 wifeaal &, Weg Th # orifwarial 8 weg g |
SrifraeRticet el 8| 39 FROT Afg rffshamerTivan 1 Harfadt 1 gt 7=
SR Al HHTCHE T H TBRATRRT i o RO HaTd §F o HRUT 9¢d &
sl Bl ug Teem @ o Tt e w1 omafRig 21 3| @ww
FfRATRTReaTE HaTfeat 1 S i Headl & b A S @
famgan|

TF gE0 A Wi e W # e § @ e N g o
GEITAAT 1 (TS FEd &| U T ohl Ferad 9ed T i 9 a Afeerd
I & AT A A T H ad e | T Tl o e gETd 9 g W i S
T T hl TEATET Tl TR 81 ST Hehall| SE: T ehl FEITaT bl AT
Ta aftass A 3 &, TR Forammafa 6 3 ) el foramuafa @ 39
TEft 2 o o0 30 T A € v wea % T S dan Ea € o g
Biell & | AHamfesh S8 Ged WA % folt JaR =2l gien st S =gl e
T 3H FRUT IF STFUTIRATEl il FET 9 S % HRUT gH Fived R ad
£, B 39 &) wReg 7g T T o1 H & U erufaTard # €9 odl 8, S
TH 39 e il Ug= WA 1 F FRA ovTd 8| I8 Rt ot avg 9§ faefia
T R S g o we g gETd € gem| o St ot Teht
TETEAIRT 1 TRRA el | I+ fRrgra Ht Faa fewel T uRkfeafe= d
& e it 7w §| R Tt afRafa § o % gEa g it win w
# g 2| o gl i Wt 39 UER @ g1 Sl Wehe 8, Stk g
Tamameht 3d &) St o & fafir Surareerl & I SuRITEl | 3Ed 8| TR
ITeh! ST LT il IW IUATH I AT el 99 &l IgTred L&l &

30 Afreres fas



TORR ST ot el T 27 TITRIE 39 TR o1 ST &6 T o forer=m
€ UTH 2 |eh Sl foh THE FHION H AN §| THI HREA STRIeh ORI S
1 TER e § et 21 HH S SEw TR S A WA
IR 71 & 7 T ST S, The e e S B 39 Teaeieus o
it forer=r g8 aened 9 i 7o faf 7 g St &l TR T % orawl
TR Teae T Y e ot o waed §| @ f 9 e g
T T ¢ o oTem &6 T R G @ foen 81 39 W R 9w e
Ifora T 2| T T TSR FAHHIIERS Tedet Hf w2t fafes 8| afE S
%1 76 I & uidiea # 3€ A g0 U o & fF o ar g e €
ST 8| 9gH1 AR WS H AT & T g/ o o Tl A Sl 3 . 9 98
TTAd S R 9| A F904 § Uagl § I8 SE 01 R &id & 6 g gesht i
TTGRAT R T@1 & IR Tt &6 s & foh aga: e 72t &, 99 i ek
geeft R ¥ 81 59 g e il v o <@ &, 39 o Bl en uee | @
ST Wbl i T i T gAR fow veagt frg =@ 21 an fim-fim en 4
T T U F &, AT I FIAM (AT FTHM) FX & T & | 10t 2
e o2 & 3t AW H TAd g A1 8| T % URAT F Al e
TFEU | UeaEl IR TR B &, S TH Tell ok ATER F 9 @ B E| g |
TH T % oW T | 39 UTCHIETE Tl STEeIdl il Ol Jadl o| 39
FHRUT TG A GO § Toh T AE T 97 TG0 AT S ol | IS T hl A
AT ST A1 & S {6 Tifard | weeg 31 o wRifera g A fhen =) wéifera
ST 1 &l 1 W= o R0

T o & Toh arg fore=rm el foeg @ ermerw =@l 21 <@t o i Feaat
& T 1 T Fe & o gam o afe sa fomg & w2 fo o
1 eIl 1 87 |l WG TAR foll 30 THEA F GHIAH FEAT Aferh
ek {fel | T Eiell| 39 R0 3t foreg | A 1ol ST o w—
T hl STl F1 7 HW F wwed fom=m # S it e i R
XA % G IHE (AR T H A1 T (HIR0T TR 1 91| 36 FRUT HW
% Toed gl # W Hl A1 U WAHE T@l oA, 007 o] 0y

ATET IR % TG i ATlehdh Y 31




T AU FI0T F TGA FL 3! U H1 AT I fomn 8| o it Srqean
34 o I it € 2| gn Tohelt oft s Rl it o Wit g o wRo
I A & I T i ST hl THHR Fe I I3 AU YR T2 &l
Hehall| S shl W 1 ST TehR | ST <ht Tl 1 YR <&t 71 S/
Hehell I UhR A T hl ST 1 MR 1 hi foredanfaan 7 & Fepeft
e fergenfean =1 uan o gf da-we € =rean| 7 o fodard o gn
FEITCTE /It & T o8 SR 8| 36 HIR01 37 shi forearmtea Ht sree: 7
F it B F FRU € wiwd 2| fRft o wrer @ )| 39 TR wun
A Tg I IUfeUd Bl & 6 S S i § 98 T 8] g 9} Sh
St erelt Tk aTfer e & g wiersa # anfera 2w, g | s wios
T I 9 1 ZH U =et T df S0 HY T ST | 39 HR0T S 918 § 98
Tl &) 1 IS S 18T 9 3 HRUT ST § A1 AT g % FRUT S 8
e BT A | S ST &, T el 2| o1 AR UTH 9 SMHR IuReerd &l
TR € fER ST shl Fedan q ST i HENor g0 91 Gohd 8— a8 STHR
2 T T T B e a1ty g1 R Wt sm A an F g ew It A
e #xa € fo el o o= e o 7 27 3t RO € A wdiferE o
TTHTOY &, SFiTeh Ui & ST R I ST 1 Te1ededl Ueh ST ok fHeiied &t
T B | eI THeTl 3 g1 S9 S W o1 whis foraiw o <1gi &t rmanfed gran|
el RO TfeId STl AT | R AR 8| fergawonens s it
Tega 1 ot oft 3ft 9 2 R fersomonens am wifie g W e W@ 2R
F1 TRl 9 &1 IRk AN % =R 9 8 W Wi 3 IR &1 =R B € I8 saaran
TIOTAT ST Sfera <Tel Sran ifeh 98 &1 SRRl | &1 IR1 o J0T hl =R TdH
T AT G| UTAdT| T ATFHITR ST h T H hIS Sgher Fel of 7@l
&, 31 HIROT ST T1al o SIRT UXT&Ta R 3! ST el Sl Fehell|

e EH 39 Torg ‘T 9 A R g A ? 9 B 9| A
iR STTNferR SHTA | ot foreiR it 91 1 ST §U &H I8l W ugH
79 fag W Hi formm forn S =nfeu f o anferq i gan &7 =8 2
T YR TR &0 S i I 91 16T e 87 T A g o | e

32 Afreres fas




Bl S TRt S T ST 21 el ol Wehdl ik & Uh S U o1 |
IeUH EiNETA TR A 1 fohell o Al i % g T g )
AT FTEMF IQ T2 & U H THR FOI 7 TG IHF FH Th
Y & Ieue gl Al shAWTElt Eid &) TR Tt st e g den
Torell ST <1 SraTTiRre €T <Fl 87 Seqet: =61 i 1T 39 o < fererar o wifera
T 9 & e g 2| Ty & orefie € e e #) 3ty el g
1 Tererat Tferel €1 ¥g1 8 1 & hed € e o STt g1 | ferse % s gu
ot o= et oft ST <@ graT| R Heded A1 e wt ot fowa |
forUer el & TehdT| T TF qgd 91 dlfehh Wl BON A EH THE AT hl
HeIA1 AT A1 1 (iRt fom fowa it fawan ffa e ot it o= 6
el A1 Al fovfarter w8l 21 Wehelt| gt FSF A(7) TH e &
T o H g STue T |G -H1E & S TR & I T Brhio fowesd e
# Al FAAW kU g oA ongufa® I, oI FiEA i
HATTTIHAT I Biet| U= AfS £ | 36 Al W Ut {6 39 Sl i R
FS e ToheH ol §, U SIgHerh o1 € 21 72 | 39 R0 et Bt & 9 2
% 99 H gH s 9 SIRR &l UTH et | a4y 39 S1 1 W e
7% fowlt it s % FR0 A St ]| wega § @ 3 e A
IENTTAT 37k foroil it STTHTEIET o HRUT St 8| T hl el q
FHFHTSIAT BT =Tl &l T THR W 39 TRGSAT Fl 36 ¥4 H ARATIT
ToREIT ST Eha @ Toh Tt T1¥T <1 ST S SIa &1 e, e 361 T 3Tt Bt
o ¥ g 1 o ¥t gAhI el €| Biel A 31 @ Toh & it gt feraren
TR % TeE Rl ST ol Foda1 Fed §U SHeh oTEed B &l sy {oehtat
A | 39 FRO T # e S 6 i st @ | g o gl et v
o BT AT &l gl | st o o1 # € STt 3l 7 & SA=aid 2|

Torelt oft 591 & Wl = TeAd B 1 o gn Rk 39 oH % fawa &
HE A1 A T F SUR WG TR el & | A T4 1 oo et @ ot 59 9t
IR A% S 1 o= o o S TTeAd | 39 E1 HIET ok AT HiS et
TS TEl &1 Tl | TGHT AGAAG o TG Hl TS 6 HH H T, G

ATET IR % TG i ATlehdh Y 33




quT Afe== 3 i Fifedt H ==t i # o St ], 991 39 HROT 91
THEH | I Wl 2| 39 A R W == FRd T TG &0 T S5
TR Et A R 3 2| 37 Al RN Hl g hl HIEAT A o & | TR
2 1 o i @I foraIR i Sifeat § Fifh IR T, S qel i
T I T FR THAT §| TR T ol & Rl &l (9T R HeRal & | H
qen erfe TR o it FfAT Fawt A | I F AW F forw
TR U H1E TIoE @ e 8| PR o i T - folt TR ur i |ied
Biell, | =g orad & e e it vet Ruf # @y W A we gen @
ATE=HIT| RO TEAT BO AGANE & Ik aR Igd (Al SAHaTell
AR = TG SR IS WA o S et af Uetd & w8l
Bict| I 1 i B & % A A & &l SEY &| T S~ &Il &
a1 forelt ft o it forer ord 9 &1 e 27 S ol e o St g1 3|
& o 10T A T g S0 2, It TR S W BT 39 ST
T €W T I THT | S 1A ST B Tehell & e Wl & Wehelt & SR
1 A1 T & Fehell & AT TeAd | ST A —raned &, 39 & Adqaard
21 € | T qAT SN T & B, IH & 19 I & A= | g6 T R
Z TEL T A g =hi ST I Thd &, Fo=IR o Tt o1 e 2 1 o1 <1gi
Hehel| UfY=l 3R | YURTE WETH URER i HEH 36 HROT SH & S0 al
HAHIT AN &l Tl &, Uq T A1 f=IR & 39 =X &l TR T A
TTFAT W 39 AW UikeR & =W (the law of excluded middle) =
] F 1 UATE {1 SRR, T SHI XE i oRiTicl SHR &R a3,
S o™ e 1 UE WIS a1 WA IS e SRt
FaerTene rfdcaemaes: s % fawg @ fova & 70§ R foea & PR
ToremR o Tt o1 et & <l 91 g e ot e ot ot v w5 9w i 9
a1 feram & 9t 1 Teta 9 i 91 T & W Fehd o <1ed # 51 o wdt
Tt & 3 ST & e B

T a1 fo=IR § T gd AEweyUl ofwcR & ToTehl ST g & &l
=feu| TR fomR o, o qun afsd=rta i ®i g€ fawa s e €,

34 Afreres fas




TR T il bl forsr @l S Fehll| EH ST SR H |i=l ol Wbl § TR
S &l Tehet | WO 3 FHHT, el BIYS & IR # g/ | dl Fehd 8 & 3R
T Gred i §| IR | A g6 WO i Hi & IR # A ohd &, IR A
et It % aR H € S whd 8| R S R TR R SR @, A
&, U TR 9 W | 3 HRT e v R @ oM % wed e
FXA o AfEra W SR 3 & 3 e #xd & 6 e g & e e |
el 1 T &, Fal =g dl SA TR AT 1 7 R AT =1L Ol AHT i o
| U] T % 9T & SO FI 3 TR H T € U 2| e o
forw # WA €, 3R S ol it & A1 W Soadt 2em | i ot =afe T8
ST &1 =TT foh ST 30 THg B 1 & AT SHR! YA fehT & R g
U 310 FHRUT % G 6 TR & F Wi Seael il & 8| 23] i wagfeg =t ot
T UCUE % BRI 9N &, 36 dTed, WaH TS i S@a AR | W SHd
B gfe % faevre 9 1 off T | S ST € 2, 39 R ety |
& 8| T RIS IR &l =il 36 WX| EH U1 T R U o 39 R 6 o
H U € &l 39 RN AMA a1 Fiee # (T au1 e #) e o
AT g & v B e v e € g o 3w wew i e i 2|
AT WG I T & Toh UTe=e Qreif=ch URFRT & SI-ieh ST Tereahi
T e fa=R & o eR W SUE El {3, a9 39 enferd wew wEl da
Jufera R faa| T SIgR 39 T | ofedwd |y §|
()
T hl ST i TP b TL-TT TS Hl A ! Feaall
T AR AW A G T R o= wgr & 39 % Joer £
T H A A Hl TeAdl H qAT T Hl A H HATF 2
UfTHTEHERTE # T 3 % =g a&g 1 91 &1 @1 &, iauTesseEea d
39 aeq H T Wt o A T & g @ i 2t ) wrera |
SR & W18 B4 o HRUT SGeh! TRATIIR T =g &, T ferieon & Siren
2| 35 Thearea #1 e Wt a@t 8| dfadaafeg % W § e wgR
g &— ol T8 & # i gon 8, afe 38 &0 il SAfH=ia 1 & d 9
e Wk A R A 35




2| wen Ay R = 3 fifter gon 2, 58 = Fi firia w= @ oA 27
T HRUT T W HIHHTE |Y i SA A1 THEATEE & FATTh 98 T 90U & &U H
e g8 8, g 59 ©U Fl 98 A= Fdl 8 36 R g o i
I € itk 3 foe for % wu @ fftem g € are @ sus =fimia
TR & | gAY FUSdA & T H (= TH F IW 36 FUSATY Hl ARG
Rl 8, AT sheh01 3ATf Tl H A= 2 8] 38 UehR TUST: STfersh ey
oft fore wu & ffvere 2t €, Frenwer @ 39 w0 H safirEia w3 S
E | Hreer H 38 T I ARG FRAT o TR Iy o g gl eiRa g
2| ST WA % 3R M SNt TaEU SR URATRIE TET T 8,
TR U1 W GHRT AT A 2 S 91 8| 3 RO ITh1 98 URATS
Ty wiE 2, I Fuiia g &) e orwren 78 € o erga & wyyes e
TS e =l Tt % fHeaTea &1 SIH E9ea Tl ¥ 9919 & W@ 2
TEG 1 T S I A o e EF % T e e e € it g
THE TIHA FS TF Tt W R R €| T T 8 S SrgHammT 2,
FIHS IeuA B i YoIRTd & 39 FRUT ATHATCHE S Tl he THR 4 &
THAT &) Al T & A TS 7 FO Tl WS T 2| T HRO THE ATGACT
M STl € S €, 9 Afe e T sittees € ot e @ &Rt
sitorfees §9 1 oft arewt geifore fvean g 21 gt PR erget SweR W oft
ThrearTea 1 IE1W X a1 & =i Site & Hi, it 33k a1 Sia A 21 8t He
ST 21 €| T SUTH o SR W $¥eR qent faefta Suttt & o w S,
T UHR UF ¢ TR § ST % MUR W 3d 59 A1l 8| F g Rl
FEPT uR | fire 7 29| 3@ favm # v aeawa e IaTer foren o
T &—Tce] H T U AT o6 SFaR g A1 Th sl 1@ & foreent fa enen
HIT STl % STEX AR ST el % AR W@, Al T8 Ahel ol g3 ad ak @it
TSl Tt ST O o T U1 § ARG I SAeHT el e | R SIHd il TR
T IR TG &, T T ARSI <ql (el et | T o1 IaTeeur Wt foranm S
T 2—for =afte =i diforan gen 8, SHe I T e W ot o i dien
& e, v dien € e WER H 39 S R w1 d—edaesy

36 Afreres fas




(ST &l oW WX it HR femamdt 3 e &, oia o foh 56 SR & faam
1 FHROT T 2| 36t il AgTl STEATId Fd & T TR 39 dF @ ad
T TR faEen @ e 8, it = @ Tt 8] g 9 @ s
AT &, TO Wi o § il 78 8, e It 6 Tl g% Ahsl ok 25U
* HAM SR § We e & wm|

S S ST & 8 e &, U S i TSI oo i STaTear W
TG BRIt STl &H TIE I Ioh ol FIwa S o anfera 7@t &hm, a9 o
I AL ol &l Whdl & S T8l g1 Fehel, FAiTh F H S1eTed fIvzranesred
% et 2| T 3 AMMET 6 o o U € S o1e e 87 Al S | A
2, 1 39 o< Tl TH 9 Fei| 39 FRU S § K vEnr | ok 720 7w v
3 U | TwTfed 2 S @ TR e i e e @ e o 9 em s
e W uga Weh T g TRt g & S w1t e 8| U A ®i 600E)
o i 9 el § e STewaTed IR e ffvea wu | R
THTOT o BRI 1S3 &l ald ik a1ed g o fore Ikt ot =1 foreft wramon =81
forsrr € um | freht o = T afy 9 sa €, @ 9 eroet et wif @
RN TR 1| 39 HRON SAcT~Tad IR A el vrmon & g aey e
Bl Tehd T W ST T e B o fore oft foreft = ferelt vromon & g
IRl Tefifer St =nfe| 39 RO e o €| Weq vy onfe i HE
T TS @l & iR o A% B A8l & AR FW aegaes gl 8| 36 HRu
IIOTELE o 1S B W Ht R S o fow | g % RRT IR 9 g
AT ST Fehell 8| Tl o e §, ueeq Toheft off ymon & g e 9 8 %
FHIROT Ieh! T el AT ST FehedT|

TR TS S % e ot Tt T B AR i 5 o e
& €, g o Tohell TATOT 6 g1 TH @ B ifeh o SRee: | Al g el
FAFEHRT 30 & qe 7 1t et awg o fovr & € Tl vae #ed & | 5 A
g TR Twmor g % fore eavee § fF 98 #E 9 #1994 IMERl e #R|
TR U S 1S A MR T8l 2| 39 HRO @1ed 9 8 W A
ITOTRIEIS T IO A2 1 &/ W & & H ThR Tel X Tt |

ATET IR % TG i ATlehdh Y 37




T T &l Hehall & T Sl o HUR Hi T @l ST AN g i Sl el )
Al TR ITR THRICHE &1 ST ATk STal 1 aredd e 91 9 2 iR g &
T T A1 bl SAH Rl gell & Sodel &Il 2| 386 FROT &l 1 g |l
1 ST T TR IO feroeT FRell €| gl SRl kel el € o & O o A
et AfrsTTene T & wu 8 oren € 2|

T Ty TR S ahal € Th 919 981 Tad &, ¥RIE & Hed 8,
Torerehl Tt it ST T BN | AR ST S ORI R 8, e Ao et e A
&, T W1 A I o R W AR & E| v @ o e i wden
78 g5 8, B 39 oM W foregat € o 7 9 €| e wwer | 3fn
Srelford &—

“orgl ) e T e

AT fagars: fhfaesm:||”

“er! gfgumi F: W Tg FE AR & 6 o F W H e @ v
TR T W H g fawar 7 w1 at fovars R w7 39 R e A
a1 T T e o A g & e, wwed o wendd € @ €| eieafis
f& ST UTHTOTH, ST 1 UTATOS T ger val & o= wgr Hi 3o
e ¥ T e AT B e FRE E " o aegae 2701 9 A
I B AT TE & Toh hig ¥ft o1t formmn areq) o =&l e | e o
TS MYUR AT TN I FRO a1 (R w9 | AW gem R
HATCHE Teel 9 I Hi SIS SR 1T 2| Sr=reurd fist o ol
W e & b ifede Wt aequ 7: o e Sl @, o @
g 1 Tl A ER FRA & o0 gAR Ty TRoese §| S g ot gn
I | 3 T R, I8 T W o A axfereniea ot ) safon wen-gen
e 7l ol & T St 5o oft gR orgwWa # on & 8, 9% o & 6 @l ae
IR BH 918 | &, IR I8 Al 7 & Toh 9% o9 el | B HTed Siord
farodia ST Fo Wi TR a1 SRR T8 R Thd | 39 FRU AfS JOTH
el <h1 T & 81 T1 €, Sl 3ol ol 7 € o o srequ =i &, T =7et ka1 s
Hhdl| ITHT ATATT TG R 1 Fhell| F FAA IA &, A, HARAA

38 Afreres fas



YA & Tooei i Ht oI TR A S S Fih o W WA | et
TTieAe Sl 1 S Hi g1 Bl 2l @l 8| 39foTe 7 dl Tfeas aequ iR F
Al SANT(crh S &1 o1 & (e ored &1 HIF Fel &l Hehal 8 36 TR
A # Wi ST el 1 WiH 2T &, I o i 39t uishen | g aen
T § Hifh Aa F W TEl Bl Sl TEaRgAISHE | 38t FR
A= R Fed & Th— TETE % Ul dh Wi SHGERl ht Feddl sl
St 8 Sl £, S T ¥ e 7 T wed g 27 | 36 R e
e ot wrelta S @ foF S ot erwerea @ SEh | SR wRA A
FFTCRETHYU TR 9 X U 37 WA ATYH{IE Segell i g 7 7
ST, &t Alfcher ART Uelld Bl 8| g @ W U A B, T B—aH
HTaret Hferd o faoid S F5 Hft TR a1 RalihR Tal FX qhd | 76 &
TS U TIATHF T gH FaTe & Foh QUETaAT o T & T SReTuTHTe
faelta o wramn 2 o e awg ad =8 2| & afy wed @i w &
MR FET 8, A AR U HE MUR A8 & F weR fawdia fawm @@
JURATI FATA 39 A1 S A & Th FF bl Faned A qe fgeia o
e | e 9 WA ST &l S § S & | ST & S S ol |
Y& o o R & 39 HRO AT A 1S RS A SR A0 A G R
A [T S| E1 1 Tt A= shl qoea I & 56 = g1 & o s
T 9T | 1 & Al WAl § T WA Rl HAA SR ok S 6
SEIAIAT i B SRR FXA1| A T TEga & A 9 e ol TR |
Bl T 8 T Torid i1 € ST 1 GHIAT H Ged HIH 1 Heleldl &1 T
ot foramR 1 g ot v RS e & I iR #ReAn| 9
Reerferai iereiTa e Tt e fewd | =R 7 ST
AT TR ATEINE U F S &l 1 hl T WA I U&7 W&
fowd €| 1M Toeud: SHEN 9ed Bidl & Hiifh THEd S Ao fova & a
TATE T &, HHT Hi oTereq 1 Wi 11 Bie| M T 18 &l ol 98 gl
A 9 TR 9 2 T 9 30 T | FEl 9 6 S o 9 30 g @
e A fawa & | Harg ffved wu @ T 8] ek 39 awhed | o
T TR F A R AR 39




g g STHEA( 2ok T T WE 1 foh JHTCH o9 fhel TR & a4
o & o wadt @ wwar 87 weg e wgR w fagra 3t uet |
e fomaan 2| vl i | S g6 FHeid € Ol 39 wd H I § I
U™ & Ht e v & Y F@AE & g ik 36 queE H o
wfersrerTer 8 geum ferfers wd &' | wrafert 1 ferre g fava 8 2 @
B\ e cifeheh Wl 8 W k1 e wiiferieeh € S 8| ST o el
B S ot eea B €, S orat o T % wy oft 39 erwEl 1 HarE g
& 2 Fif Sk g1 Wt T e % i @ Ieow foom & o Rl S
E| T IgyEl % A g % fawa @ O 6 v @ i &) 9f vere
TeIelTen S S &, A1 JHIers Uedel o Wi sege= & g1 =y
& T Tl T 9 AT | 39 TR T Tl h01 aeq: ATl Pl i AR &
T eneft 1 oiR 3 % forw TEm e g | 3 fafgened g @ Ry
T ot TEa: oTue T % Wi HaTE WAl 8| g au Aed 6 g
TS FRATAT T8 FU & 36 UHR H1 WARF JATCHS T qen I fawa d
IeTH EHGTE g T T &’ T UHR H1 ATREAIHIEA FH{EAR S ST
&, it foh wre ueh g ¥ foriedt famet €, foret o @ et 21 v €9
(¥)

AT TR h APAR Tegedfd g € 7 21 smmon wuft off o g
forieht i & wehat| S yTOr R wn <k feRieft =@ € wehan wifE A
TS TATOT bt g TrTon ot forieft g | ST dieRyief 1 STERon i
TU A GF A | HIE Th & JAT & e gt st €, 9@t W S @
TR T JHTUT JHIOT TEH & I8 TR 69 1 & AT FAT 50T | 61 HRT
ST IR Fed & R “ymnor wedt oft frelt gER v @ foreg W€ S| S
foreer TRTOTRR @ T 7 2 2, Seft Y g A e 87| et
IER il U Thed THIR THE ATTHIE S i AUl FE FA 6 Td-|1
HHTCH T hl TREEAT i Hl T T4 d SARATRIG el | I i fowa
FIAATAT TE WY & 39 THR H1 ALHF JHCHS T a1 6 ot & Ieuat

40 Afreres fas




BMATe TE WU 8l ' T9 YR 1 SAAReIuTel WHiseds S i g, St
foh oRe O gER o foRiEdl fawd €, oegn: Uk g & R @ €| gae
FRU 7% & % 31 @ ol & T € ie-m & iR e d fema s |
THAT 87 T T T T WITATRTeh | o feta e a1 forsr qargm
wefuTor W | #e 2| afs e w= w foavs wd @ 33 # erde qun e
o 1 o o @ 34 1 9 2, O 3 S S A R S | W)
T ot 8 & 1| 39 RO SR ST oh IReR AfeRiEh € % R ST g gl
T U0 THR FXA | HE G af 78 foamh aedt| TR 3w s
% B giUEt 1 Sl Fuee ST &, foee Sueht sare T R 2
e eur & erwEl & gR e gl % fudus | geeran @
e TR I FTHS il AT FAT & T TAteh Frorel T & o ot o
I A Hh § et ate A givreh oo femmh 2 @ 8| forsm o wam
T gftreft 3 Tferefier 29 wR ot fofe Fruil @ TR e erwEt | T Rer <
Tefi 2ieft 21 a(fe 3 ZfeRion @ S S | uet =ean & T g e erya
T I AT TeIeT THTT % ERT S S UTH F=I 7141 8, T & g e
EIMETCAT ST SWh! ok 7 FTd GU FS Tl AR WG Hel 8| I el
S & Uiied | giosht & fader aun Rer feemi ueq it surea st &
et 81

= TR et veenfs w1 forier wa & fore e Wi € st
Teaenfs | foreg et frgra w1 wfcrames e v & gm1 s € w8 2|
afyr sfiaet &, T quen i 2, genfs ufiures s % g TRt ot R |
v 7 wiith o, T onfy Ty gER v @ oreen v £
et TRl oft v @ vremanfs vl 6 gt ufernfea ferwei v fermewon
TR THAT, T A AT & & IH T A AR U & @l gel| ueg Ale v
TR T ST UTUTE el § T el Tl &, ol fohafore oo 87 aege
F ST T & IR TROTER FA ¥ fore e e gen 31 A am
THE JHTUN & HUR AF] Bt €| Toh TAI0T & S AT 38 T €, e e
THTOT § S S 8| T # WY F ok e § Wi Test 9 w1 ueda 2

AT IR F A i ATfheh R 41




TH o 2 & Fof g | @ 9 STonoRred 9 IE T W o g & TR T
Y &l & vl €] A 39 Tl | g € ) R S I W A qen e
T ! A SFHE TR 2l TR WRIAT Y (I1E T foh AR U1 g8 i
T2 2) A1 IRgRUfd TEt sl & TR mem 9 w1 W gH a9 9% Tad [l
T, T a9 T I Forreht et o Scue 7@l &t S| g widi & il
T <t U S Rl EH O 9 WEl & JHE & o a% S9! feriel fEe
T Icae &l &l 11| 36 SIWa hi Tl aHl 2 Tt &, AfS &0 TRl TR
SATATRIER T % THTed 1 STGeATIH F Hoh| I8 It Rufa & wwva &
T &H |+ Toh 98 T S ekl 8319 8701 § Icdel U | i foee e &t
2, Sit foh et wferarararst i # 8| ={fs Wferredm it | feremam ad
I WAtHF o (T8 g0 o IR JATeHS T Fed &) fawa = @ g,
FHHTUT g TTTH ST Hi Sei==t & < HRUI T &| F #1011 o 18 Hifed
i fgf o TareR W Seu gt U 9d wE & v faeda o oft s
30 T = iy 7€ W @ g, @ 5 vfownfa @ @ o) ofig 9' I=
TSGR WA AT AR |Y 1 (09 R @ 8| 1eE1 e U &
uraTfihe % a1 armeRad @ iy o w211 T R | e e
wrfed 8, e 7 el o €| S & o Sed €| 9ed 39 HR01E it 39
F A ST A - e % we Hare 2| uieq < € S emifar
w0 | 9 §, Rue1 wu § 9 T4t 37 a1 & i 1 o Tt & e
Garg g Wt frenfasa F @ dag @ @ ], 39 R0 3 T H e
TS FEd 2| 3 HROT YT % i@ T=UTET=r geawadl foed &
5 “zq wru faearfas™ 1 oFse FEaT o Bt fHeae™ 8, &a: d
foreht oft o 1 forearrea <l e iR S PR SET 9 A Y g &
7" | 70 RO agE: A F AT A A & R I ¥ R o
Frive for ¥ aner airgn 3 o A Frgfe @ | wE ¥ T d o
HUFSTET &l STt & 9 SIHfadt |U o fofe F4t i Tgt 72t aren Fith
T 59 & FRU 98 94 i Mg & fou vaia 81 @ o, 39 o= #
g &1 it | 3t TRR 39 THed SR it Udifd 59 9% 81 W@ 8, 99 9% &

42 Afreres fas




T %, 99 9% SR & |1 H € €| g I8 SER Al 91 Al URATRIE 39
T TG & FAIH Hf * FRTIHHT 14 Tohart S & 2|
T TUH FE o URHEd 99 At A T &, T 7 e
T % uiied # ag WUl arfd TE 8] SegeE Bl SRR FH =@
AR F W AUR TAIV § &, THI & TGH1 &l Sqaemud a1
FTFEU FXA E| THIU H VWS dxadedhed @ 8| “drardeded
ST TTHT0EH” ST 1 UTHIOY didashed & &| Woeud # Huwies FH
TEIE hl AU R @ &, a1 fgelta T aeqe i Sredeenud
A i Reafa # 2 Ty # 9 1 oW | 1 € SIEEATIH R @ & A1 Sy R
T € I S T H ST X Tl 8| 39 HRO1 IfE 3 FA & e
ot vrefta FaTat st % ufkdlea & foem fhen s &t wara gem TR 3w
Tt F TR FE A AT ST FE T G S T waH
IR EA ol € 1 TH T Yivhol H U WA §| A1 A 397 qoiificd a0
AT TR UTH H IR fored € € Fife awg A @ A FifeAl &
TEH WY TAR U TRE TF S % U1 § 0T Ui A 1 R aR
T €1 W HRO1 hE1 T UGS o FE A Th| T FE 7@l a0 Al
foreatea 8| e Wk oM® SR UF Ul @ TER wRa e E—
TS =R | 5 al d<d Fal ST Tehdl @ 9 df fa<dl, 39 &l &l
TR W e | S8 v Fe oft gl i ST 8 el | v 9 o
1 TS FHeAl Wi YR FATTh WAt B & 8| THR 1 Tl S To SI1q
T T U 92T S Sgivah ©F | ST I9d 7 B 1 S el 8| 39
TR g 3! o R ug=d § T 9 ergwfass gred Soq A i a8 A Al
I, Afug ATfver=ra 8| SR STgHa i Tasagr fore=rmn & et fshd
TEAT @ o SAWI S He® ST W @l 8 Wehdl, U ot Hi Rl &
1| v SART MWl SHTq—&AR W i TR # srwaren
FAFS—Tq AT A A Toreaeqon 8, At fovean 81 39 v 39 21 & i 6
Torrr <ffeh freen €, 50 rwn 3 S & o faen €)
T TR AR A R 43




TR STHE i URT H THaTel S Tl & e g 1 ron a@
2 T AR SIwa # e THE S F9 AUSTST i SUR T41 R I
B §| T8 THROT G & Toh AYHEA T ScAS I = TR 6
Thearrea 1 faum #xd fewd 2| freft ot og =1 22 S0 30 9 T2 el
T 1 IR & TEHE T U &, e 18 | TS geerd o A af 5 1 TeAd
B & 2, it veh Reufa d awg w1 ey w7 g g, o R
el &, SreaTied Ty @ STl T S e e 2 A 1 e e v
o fora 1 +ft T g 2 RiifeR o o T o fivesn gu formn 371 o Ttera =
ez g i 51 S| 2|

FEAEALIU & R 36 erfHe=iae =t SIfHum geae fohan s &
qenn forerumRa™ # wiigd nfqusimel SfonRemiaeticasdt ffera
=1 Ht et et | ]| wemifoen iR F9 w1 ag W e % g fodem @
ifea 2| S g AITHIERA | & HIGHH &, A1 AiaHTaiRaTd § & a1ed
8| STh T i § Wil WqATEHEEE |# A 98 H oW @ 8| W
TfAHTEHRIA A | STE1ed g W i 98 912 2, 36l %Ro1 & a1 e 8| 39
FHIROT A Ht I & SHeR! AT IR helt TR ST A&} TohaT ST Sehal?
T TATAA & Toh ST ot AT ol e SIeTRIgTTe i Sl o e o AW @l
TH ST =AMET FATTR TS 1 A T Tuer § 72t foran i wehan| S
o & R & 7 € Swe iy R veR @ R T8 v frean R g
afs &0 A Th STt wgr I it | A ey wRa | aegafd 9 38
Toroia 2, o ST ot Tt o1 e 1l et | @i o T o T Wik g
1t T I TER Fd §| TR T FHHTE Ui i w0 Wi S 2, a1 v
1 T T T FT 1 TR &1 el SURCHIT BiAT & | TR 3eh! Sl UIRATII
T I ST AT WA H HIG UaTef WH o i | 2F | W W T1e g
&l AR # A BH h HRUT T 1 URHTSH &l AF ST HehedT|
TRATA: WAl AT AT & U, HHTSo Tl ST e
TFTHTE FTA | §, TAT 0T hl AT FIeR Fd | §| 39 HRU TF &
ATEITEN FA1 FH UMY F 68 @ A & Tl 2| 39 UHR TH & |1 H

44 Afreres fas




SAfaea ot aeqa: S M & FRU AEENE & 8, Sl T
e T U R

TR SAGER o HTcd H AL A i o SMYR W A AHIE U1 oA 3ferd
& o 5 3 Savu T w0 # e w0 # Sud udifd 2 @ 8| TR
T TR o AT AR TR FHI T3 T2 Xd | TReq A= 30gR i T
# ST degEe | el 2| o when % sE W we T wien
ST e | SN A€ R AT AFAE A wiforsh foda 2|

&R |t Tl U WHE UTeA iR W e § TR ‘et fen @
TG el & TR F 3 WA AWET R EH T B ST =) F
TH T8 AMER HqE &l W1 T §H I 3 WHG & Aeide & gH SR HE
BT AT &, Tl oI (il T o STHI 1 U &l 8| T&qd: &A 36t 2o |
T Tal ST | A6 i S &, THTOTR | T F §| e 9 THIE T
95 2 ST & Toh avga: TRt o WHg N AT U | €, Al S9! &1
THFR FR o &| Teaet Fl TEHHIUERS A G0 36 W U & 7 TSl W
Tg ot Ifera e | aEdh i daw et oft v w R wen Sta @
| I 3 € T AR o i vk # gHN Swe SEl aeh STel € el
T T, VR, W o w9 fem 3a &) weg 3 Te =ik R
T JATCA, TEA, THI01 S Wit w9 G Rt v & gw e @ @ gl
TEA: THTAT, THE, THT01 3 UTHTS 1 98 We fredt oft ommn 6 g/t g 8
T TEE THTN 6 W % G | erafeed 2

T URRfT # W 75 i UfcTaTes Feal g aeqq: Tt ot s
% B fcuTiad fohal SaTet forear 1 forer =1t e St o J@l el
2 Toh IeRTIcHT o &0 | STfTerare gt 1 WferuTas #Rd U o, il qell e
anfe et A G A A1 B| AT T A AferEd A Fa B39 UER @
FXAT| A, A=A qAT A onfe F wew W forelt oft v & g frg 7 R
TEIA: FE HRO qE A= F FR Hioud & IT AR % FRI Hioud WS
FHETROn R 3 W TR ) wTefeer & el 21 2 = e 1 e
73 % T H W Al remfur 98 se W e @ g et s o s

AT IR F A i ATfheh R 45




I 38 % & | T &, T8 SIaREUt @l TR € /T S & | Syt §
STl ST&1 31 &, I8 SIS 1 RO &l 8 319 2| 98 el $3aRedrid gl
8, I8, Peheawa, fjur, Fefwe s df o o 3 |t 5 7 2| I
i oot T 2| 61 ShRUT 318 STal 1 Wi Wi ATeIiue: 9 9 8 2

AT % el i AU | feaml dewaTct Shiceh hi IRAT i ThidHh
T A Gl 8| T AT 1 ST 2| S UER W e, E, T
Jq= B UG AHATAT S, e ATTS Ht SATeHT 1 aATfeh Ty fhe
TFR H B Whd &) TEH THR FRUCIUR § ATHTAH SR ge-ue afe o
T TTEETC & | THUl TR 2 3 URR § et Teeuare 8, ° 3
T TR € O B 9ohd o] FH e al B T I I & A
AR T TGl @ qohd | SATCHT H AR T e B gQ Wi
FTRIETITER 1 v 2 & 8| e wft oft S 7 S, wmeg S A 2
B ¥ sTRigrerergR 1 fore gian 2|

e Al AT ATHA hi fg % Tolg Foan! et ot oo 1 eren
T ATEIFAT el sl Hifh S A+ &, ITh S & @ JHTOT
HATTTIHAT &l Wehcll | T 511 THEA W1 & W 8, I foroar  Tehelt 1 ot
FHt oft gwToT At TR TS BIAt| SATHT | T THE WY A W §| 7
et oft erom et & o & wwag 1 2ran| TEf RO e wTgR wed €
Top—“arrem foreft 3 forq ot et =12t 8, 3ot ot wRifg 2| ord: ere
rrentarsr wHTon i e W fag & gan i gwmor wt ot v i
fafeg % forw v =@l @@ wfug emife v 1 Rafg % fore e € )
ATHITNS 36 THR & TA101 & ToRUE 2 THig § Uen i i R 72l
FRT| THh fURia ATCHT |1 JHTONTE SHgRI ol M EF % HIRUT THTUNG
ZER! % qd & frg Year 2| S vmonfs seeri fi vt % o @ R g,
I9 AT Y R TR | R S S 87 FiTh AdE aeq
foRTeR=oT 2 £, g o T i iR ST | it S Rt & JE
A o we 21”7 =6 wro e A Rifg 3 fore R v 6 erien @
T 81 SH ATCAT 1 ToRTRuT 9 i fohell TATOT < SR @ € 9 |t Tt

46 Afreres fas




Tk | G| ATH T FRO TEiRg & Hfh 98 ey g 36 FRU 39
ST I e AT AT 8| AR et Srgwall i veierd 2 e i
TElFic| 39 UHR A Tfe=rt 290 i Il 1 TR0 F3A i START o
ST A 9g FHEAT GO {6 SATeHT ad: RIS (A Priory) T4 & &g 2
& oTTen A a2 | =i 98 e §, 36 FR01 gy 2| T FRU g
ATEHT o ST i1 A1 ot &H TRl THTOT & 4t el o Tveiid UTITOT R Tehd &
3R 9 o U= SFUORT # URTg 9 % fasdsuned® (Analytic) deT
HYAUUIcH (Synthetic) SITieRRUT # & Tehdl €| T8 Tered & Toh 30 TR @
TRIRTg et 1 g 91g | fohedl o ol e v % g o R
Tehdl 8, THI HROT I Tl U IR IHHT TIE Tgd ad & fh— 1ord UhR
| HISTSITE H hac 9% THIO &, et TR § &l # Fhald SgT=d TH01 & Ul
&l & iR STEl T S STFHATSATE BIe & T YT (oI &iv & HIRul
Tarfirar gwTon | Icu g TRl 8, Sl i gH i Tt % g S wehd 8
(o YA ATIH S & oo # Fhet T w0 1 e &1 9% oiawrs
& 217"° zeht wru ey % fore ow, frem, s, T, TeER,
YIRUM, £ QT T 36 UFR & S WAt At == Ht A et 2| 396
FEIAT § FSATRIY il AFFAT T H AT A 8| T I Few TR
TG R o THE TATUT AT STHE T5d 1 19 o Hft et ot Se-=d
IS T SN & B el ATk WA hl Ui & | & 21 forfirt wam &
Bl 1 VLT B TR FAT 8| T HRO T F e g w e g
oran #va €

I AT ST Hi STTCHT T A it a Tt w1 fohelt Surfer @ g
ATEHT T &t ST HRIAAT | SR SMfg ot STt SITeHT i1 Uedel W9 % gR1 98
AFd &, 98 Ht e F e Teae i fawa JE@ A, fug §F et
ATCHT o Torei™ 70T T AT 21 WX & ATCHT 3 HIMEHCIE B &, TR 7 &
T HRUT IUTRAATRTE eIt & I Aa # ot o= &1 foor &t whant g,
TreuTiereR TTent w2t | TR Tt IuTfT o STTUR TR IHR WIH TiaT 8, 36t Ut
F MR W U 1 URATRIFR 9 TAER FA1 F&l 9 Stod 87 IU

AT IR F A i ATfheh R 47



IR R Reg garen 9 1 i € 2o | a8 arfads T2 @ wwarn| =
TR A1 Ufeer 9 1gd er i Rafg gl €, 39 TR = ufatyr 9 fafie gat f
fafg =i el | =g aea T & urHTifE qun sureErve 39 & w6 @R
Tgd UE™ FA1 | IH YRR AaniRrn fafimraned # wier w on w W
URATRIE EU | AZd H W TR i aHa F B Ry & 2| 39
T 13d A 21 & W §, wReg 1 - R W e €,
TR W 7| Fg U & e & fF oga w € fre s areanfYe gt m
TeTfir fohen S, S 1 & e A g urRATiE i W wefud R W)
B hl WA W g€ TEed 341 i ufes €, 5 eneraa i fafg v
THTHTIEER, Y A FagRl, 90 gal #i fafg qon wuea yam
Tl it QAT 2, 39 HRUT IE! Rl URATRIER Y W F&mud B s
T &, 3 I 7| 3 H A SRR YW W 2 wiUd w1 ghm|
IR
g9t ud e faramn
et ferg forvaformem
E IR

Email—sachchitmishra@ gmail.com

wey e urg favaofi

1. IeEA 1.9

2. Tt TehaTRT SRR Shadt fafie wisal an i Sgal 1 R e ert
H AT FRell €, TR TEIHRV S €| 361 FHROT IFhl THIN & & 3 i forenn
ST HFAl| g A AU SATTH FeI=d (e oFl Tehell & foh &R IO
TSR 1S Hi el SRR el ot | TR 361 O 0T 9fS &/ 1S eftet
T TE USE I dl IR IWAW F B) W A S € TR fafi
URSTURT % ER1 &/ S UH1 T & Tl ST a1 UIaTu 2 & o el
W %2 B9 E| e 39 o 1 ferserworenes wredt % fom @ farfie areeme
fargmi 9 St ford=m fora & S aitied # 3@ W @ 91 WA S gl

48 Afreres fas



Al T AT * AwTd B TRTIUT B & ATRRT &, Sterarstt gd
ITH! HEd & wal W [ 3599 9 eAfeiich @5 Wt o faga § 728 @ s @
&, T T ST & A 9 | T a1 giees | Ug (g A i waw
o 2 o i =it g0 o | € oAy R WERd & QU1 3E HRT T
et it Al Tl § @ [ FR Whd &| Sl o T § 39
# Whel TE U Weg F FRI &3 9% 3@ FE § A g0 §| faeiwenA
T el i erAtS % STwnd TR A FRd g 39ehl et
Il IRITOTE oAl U el €| Ereilieh 3 SIel sl H Sigel STed 8 2
39 TR A Al ATleheh ¥ed TR 7 T T 9ed 2t fohelt i TR 9§ AR FH
iR AR T A TR A TR TR A g e FA e we
THH Th FIF | TR F Hl (07 w1 & Tem ot &, Torwent 6 &0 vaet
| & IEGA: S B §] 36 HRO1 3 ST % IR A T A, TR Fad § v
The point is that neither say anything about the world. The only
way in which they can add to our knowledge is by enabling us to
derive one statement from another: that is, by bringing out the
implications of what, in a sense, known already. P.12, Ayer, A. J.,

Editor’s Introduction, Logical Positivism, The free Press, New
York. 1966.
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%1 AT The old and the New Logic §8e3 2| 36t TR 39 fowe =i &4
g Ht eue emel® Logic, Mathematics and Knowledge of Nature #
goae Afd | Tega FXd &l I I & A Ayer, A. J., % gRI wRdTed
Logical Positivism, The free Press, New York. 1966 H HAT: 9.133
| 146 TF AT 147 H 161 TH Fhioid & o9 & 36 [T Hl TIL FA 6
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We saw that the reason why they cannot be confuted in experience

is that they do not make any assertion about the empirical world.
Ayer, A. J., P. 84. Language, Truth and Logic, Dover Publications,
New York 1952
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A NOTE ON SUNYATA IN BUDDHISM

A.K. CHATTERIJEE

The most striking feature in the development of Buddhist
thought throughout its career in the course of the millennia has
been the bewildering variety of schools and sub-schools, sects and
sub-sects, which separate themselves from their parent bodies,
forming different sects which stray apart and again come together,
differentiating themselves from each other and again joining
together in a syncretic school. Its history is thus simply mind-
blowing, very complicated and confusing.

Despite these complications, there is yet something, which
connects all these schools and sects, some common strand running
through all of them, which makes them schools of Buddhism,
which is the identifying tag as it were, binding them together. The
notion of Simyata is one such distinctive feature. Whatever their
mutual quarrels, each school claims to be some variation of the
theme of Sinyatd.

The long career of Buddhism is usually traced through three
distinct phases, viz. (I) the early Abhidharmikas, comprising
mainly Theravada and Sarvastivada, with the Sautrantika playing
a pivotal role in the rise of later schools; (II) the great Madhyamika
philosophy, critical and strongly negativistic, which can be taken
to be the midpoint of the history of Buddhist thought, and lastly
(IIT) the idealistic school of the Yogacara. After this last phase
there is no further doctrinal development, at least in India, though
Vajrayana emerged as a very strong continuation of Mahayana
ideas, yet introducing several esoteric rites and rituals, which
however does not make it stray too much away from the
Mdadhyamika and the Yogdcara philosophies.

The notion of Stmyata looms large in all these developments
and acts as the connecting thread of all the Buddhist schools. To
take up the Abhidharmika schools (also known as Hinayana, but
that being a derogatory term, is to be avoided). We take up for



consideration only the Sarvastivada school, which alone was
influential in the subsequent developments. Sarvastivada is
literally the theory that everything exists (sarvam asti). The
external object as well as the knowing subject, both are
ontologically real. It seems to favour a realistic theory of
knowledge.

But there is here a radical twist; by ‘everything’ is not meant
that any whole (pudgala)- whether that of an external object, or
that of the knowing subject- is real. Any sort of wholeness or
substantiality is anathema to the Buddhist. The whole is a
construct, a figment of imagination, and is to be analyzed into its
constituents which alone are real. ‘Everything exists’ is to be
understood as the real existence of these constituents or parts,
technically known as ‘dharmas’. Dharmas exist but pudgala does
not. The theory is thus that of pudgala- Stnyata. The pudgala is
merely imagined to exist, but is essentially, ‘void’ devoid of any
reality. The external objects are constructed out of their parts,
being nothing apart from the later. The sage asked the king about
the reality of the chariot apart from the wheels, the seat, the
railings etc, and convinced the king that the chariot is essentially
naught.

Similarly the subject also is nothing in itself but is to be
analysed into its five constituents, known as skandhas, viz. ripa,
vedana etc. Hence a pudgala, whether objective or subjective, is
essentially void (Sl?nya).

But soon difficulties arose with regard to the notion of
pugdala- Sinyatd. If dharmas alone are real, and they are all
isolated or discrete, how do they come together, and why only
some dharmas go into make up one ‘person’, and not the other
dharmas? The Vatsiputriyas and Sammitiyas were led to believe
that there must be some sort of continuity in the life of a ‘person’,
who has to exist from birth to death in order to make possible the
fact of memory and recognition, personal identity many and other
recaleitrant phenomena. These schools believed in the existence of
a quasi-self (pudgalatmavada) over and above the dharmas. All
this is highly heretical and apostatic, but is revealing how the
ground is being prepared for the advent of the Madhyamika.

The logic employed by the Sarvastivada is half-baked says
the Madhyamika. The former says that there is no whole apart from
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its parts, and it is therefore purely fictitious. But the Madhyamika
contends that the whole and the parts are relative categories and
one is not available without the other. Without a father there can be
no son, but without a son one cannot call himself a father. The
Sarvastivada has proved only one side of the dilemma, and has
denied the reality of the whole. But in upholding the reality of the
parts he has betrayed his own logic, since it is inexplicable how the
parts have come together without something to hold them together.
In the logic of relations one term cannot be salvaged and the other
term denied. They are mutually dependent, and are void (sanya) in
their isolation (parasparapeksiki siddhih na tu svabhaviki).

The basic relativity is between existence and non-existence,
between ‘is’ and ‘is-not’. These again could be conjunctively
affirmed as “both ‘is’ and ‘is-not” or again disjunctively denied as
neither ‘is’ nor ‘is-not’”. These four alternatives exhaust all
possibilities of judging. Each is an exclusive view (dristi) at the
cost of the other, but because of mutual dependence this
exclusiveness is not tenable (drsfistunyata). Four basic kinds of
drstis form the catustkoti of the Madhyamika. It may be mentioned
here that the Madhyamika is going beyond its brief. He maintains
that he has not added anything to the drsfis but analyses them as he
finds them. But catuskofi is not a part of any metaphysical system,
and must therefore be a Madhyamika discovery. One can ask him
as to how he comes to know that there are only four possibilities-
neither more nor less. Why not the scheme of threefold predication
as in Advaita Vedanta or even seven-fold predication as in Jainism.
Hence catuskoti itself must be metaphysical and is to be viewed as
lapse on the part of the Madhyamika.

Be that as it may, the Madhyamika argues that all the four
possible standpoints are void (Sinyatd), devoid of any essentiality,
because they are all vitiated by an inner self-contradiction. A
position is not simply refuted by an opposite viewpoint; if you do
not agree with me, so much the worse for you; I can only pity you
for your stupidity. But when the opposition is within me I am
startled and am compelled to review my position. And then I find
that contradiction is endemic, not in this view or that, but in
viewing as such. Affirmation depends on negation by ‘A’ can be
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affirmed only denying ‘not-A’. Similarly negation is significant
only by presupposing a positive ground which negation leads to.

But what is the point of this kind of wholesale denial, denial
of everything thought of, denial of thought itself, whatever form it
takes. Denying everything right and left appears as sadistic or
psychopathic. But what does negation lead to? Negation is to be
understood and appreciated, not for its own sake, but as an
impartial tribunal before which any metaphysical construction—
affirmative or negative — has to stand trial. Sinyata is thus the
conscience of philosophy, the ‘impartial spector’, which does not
accept, or even deny, any system. For it, all systems are tenable
from their own points of view, but all untenable from the point of
view of self-consistency. It accepts all views (sarvam hi yujyate
tasya Sinyatda yasya yujyate) and rejects all. Sudnyata is an
invitation to reason to commit suicide.

But the Madhyamika presents a very desolate landscape
where nothing but ‘nothingness’ is to be found. So attempts were
made to tone down the dreariness of Simyatd and supply some
positive content to it. Jainas, we are told, are split into the
Digambara and the Svetdmbara sects. We can speak of two
versions of Sinyatd, viz digambara Sinyata and svetambara
Sianyata. Stnyata for the Madhyamika defies all predication, and
stands therefore stark naked. The Yogdcara accepts this version of
s unyata but tones it down and clothes it by a constructive account.

The Yogdcara starts with a pure idealistic system where the
subject is everything, the external object, nothing. Consciousness
is the sole reality, and the so called object existing outside is
created by consciousness, and projected as if it were outside. This
creative projection is the cosmic illusion, since the object is noting
outside consciousness (vijAaptimatram evaitad
asadarthavabhdsanat). The clinching argument for this position is
the non-availability of any object without consciousness (the so
called sahopalambha-niyama). Apart from consciousness anything
confronting it is like the appearance of the double moon when the
eyelids are pressed.
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But this is not the complete story of the Yogacdara, though all
the Brahmanical systems made this subjectivistic position their butt
of criticism. Idealism in reality is only the preparation for the
emergence of a much more drastic theory. Idealism is only one part
of the picture and has to be sublimated into the more radical
position of Sanyata. It is not to be forgotten for a moment that the
Yogdcdra is also Stnyavada, albeit of the Svetdmbara variety.

Subject and object, the knower and the known, are correlative
categories and one becomes void without the other. Just as in the
father-son relationship we cannot have one without the other, so
also an object is an object only when it enters into the ken of
knowledge. That is to say, nothing can be known without being
known. But consciousness assumes the role of a subject only when
it is confronted with something outside it, i.e.” which is an ‘other’
to it. Without ‘otherness’ then is no knowledge.

Nothing has done more injustice to the Yogacara than being
branded as subjective idealism. Idealism is certainly the first step
to be taken; we denounce the category of the ‘other’. And we have
also to remember that consciousness, when disrupted by an
external object, gets fragmented and thus becomes momentary. But
ksnika-vijafianada is not the last word. When the object or the
‘other’ is negated, the subject function of consciousness also
lapses. Voidness pertains to the subject-object dichotomy (graha-
dvaya-sunyatd). This is the constructive or speculative aspect of
the idealistic version of Sunyatd. Not being confronted with any
alien intruding into its peace, consciousness rests in itself (cittasya
citte sthanat) and becomes non-momentary. As long as it is pulled
outwards it gets dissipated into moments, but when it comes back
to itself (asraya-paravrti) and regains the pristine purity of pure
consciousness, it  becomes unruffled and quiescent
(vijAaptimatrata).

Thus, the long and torturous journey of the notion of Sunyata
comes to an end. It begins with the pugala-sunyata of the
Abhidharmika, for whom the ‘whole’ in any shape is a construct,
but the parts which go to make it up (the dharmas) are real. Then
we come to the pure criticism of the Madhyamika who denounces
any kind of relativism (pratitya-samutpada) and stops with pure
critical awareness of various views (dristi $inyata) which cannot
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be given any content to it. This apparent lacuna is made good by

the Yogdcara who gives and idealistic twist to Sinyata

(grahadvaya- sunyata), but ultimately dropping even this idealistic

garb (Svetambara), and arriving at a consciousness which cannot

be characterized even as consciousness (acitta, anupalambha). The
pretence of wearing a fig-leaf is finally given up.

Ex-Professor,

Department of Philosophy and Religion,

Banaras Hindu University, Varanasi
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MUST JNANA BE PROPOSITIONAL?

P. K. MUKHOPADHYAY

Part -1

Any student of contemporary Anglo-American philosophy knows
that belief and knowledge are two central notions in epistemology.
Part of what we intend to do in this paper is to raise and try to
answer the question: Do we have in Indian epistemology any
notion that corresponds to the notion belief? In recent times, we in
India often use the two terms knowledge and jfiana
interchangeably. We do not normally doubt or deny the legitimacy
of doing so, just as we do not often inquire if there is in Indian
epistemology any notion corresponding to the notion belief. Some
may think that such questions are banal. For there is no compelling
reason why there must be one to one correspondence between
philosophies of any two countries or cultures in respect of notions
used or problems discussed. But from another point of view the
question seems to make quite good sense. It seems reasonable to
expect that the basic epistemological concerns of two philosophies,
granting that they are equally adequately developed, should be
fairly similar; and there should be close correspondence between
the concepts used and distinctions made in them. To put it
differently, it is expected that in any such two cultures, the logic
used and analysis offered in the clarifications of the central notions
and problems will be similar. Against this background how are we
suppose to understand the situation that one of the two cultures or
the epistemology in it, say Indian epistemology, uses less number
of concepts or draws less number of distinctions than the
contemporary epistemology of the West. How the logic or analysis
employed in Indian epistemology compares with the corresponding
logic or analysis, which is used in Western epistemology? Can



they be equally rich and effective? Generally speaking, the system
or theory that uses less number of distinctions and concepts should
be considered simpler and hence better. This simplicity is a great
virtue of a theory. The case may not be so easily settled.
Sometimes the simplicity is only apparent; behind the apparent
simplicity there remains hidden the poverty of the theory. In
principle therefore in the case in hand the theory, which uses less
number of concepts and distinctions may prove to have a stronger
logic or a poorer epistemology. If with less number of concepts
and distinctions or with simpler logic we can answer all or the
same set of questions, establish all or the same set of truths,
explain all or the same set of phenomena then any logic or analysis
which uses greater number of concepts and distinctions must stand
theoretically condemned. Where fewer concepts and distinctions
are the result of our inability to be sufficiently or adequately
discerning then the (apparent) virtue of simpler logic hides the
poverty of epistemology. But it may equally be the case that the
distinctions to capture which one group of philosophers feel the
need for additional concepts are, in the view of another group of
philosophers, actually unimportant or useless, at least
philosophically speaking. For some such reasons we want to
determine if the Indian epistemologists have over-looked any
important problem or distinction or if the problems and distinctions
that they did not consider are or are in their opinion unimportant.
(The same holds about contemporary epistemology of the West). It
is only against this background that we want to ask and discuss the
question if Indian philosophers had any concept corresponding to
the concept of belief. And the question is not banal.

In more than one respect jiiana can compare, with belief,
(we shall examine later whether jiiana can compare with belief in
the most important respect i.e. the respect in which belief agrees
with or differs from knowledge). This is not to deny that there are
or may be important dissimilarities also. Both belief and jiiana are
relatively wider concepts in terms of which we unify different
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cognitive attitudes. Perceiving, inferring, remembering, are all
instances of belief irrespective of their truth or falsity. Similarly,
pratyaksa, anumana, etc. are all cases of jiiana no matter whether
they are true or false. However, in the context of the distinction
between belief and knowledge the most important point of
comparison of jiana with belief would be the respect in which
belief differs from knowledge. But comparison in this respect
requires us to find out in Indian epistemologies a concept
corresponding to the concept of knowledge. And all that has been
said above in connection with the question of finding out the
Indian counterpart of belief applies equally here. Here again
students of Indian philosophy are naturally led to search for a
concept nearly equivalent to the concept of knowledge. They
sometimes find the concept of prama to answer their search. We
shall examine later how the pair belief and knowledge compares
with the pair jiiana and prama.

Belief, we have said, is a unifying concept. But there is also
another concept that can serve the purpose and serve it better; it is
the notion of propositional attitude. It does not only include all the
cognitive attitudes so far said to have been unified by belief but
also the cognitive attitudes of believing and knowing themselves.
And it seems that there are reasons to hold that when belief is used
as a unifying principle it is used just in the sense of propositional
attitude. Thus the cognitive attitudes, which are allegedly unified
by the notion of belief, are, at least in so far as they are
propositional attitudes, unified in terms of sameness and
similarities of their content (viz. proposition). It may even be held
that by hypostatizing an entity like proposition the contemporary
epistemologists could unify those cognitive attitudes. So their
expedient of disposition etc. did help them little. They have
avoided admitting mental act or state only at the cost of admitting
the controversial entity called proposition. Whatever that may be,
jhana will be a very poor counterpart of belief unless it takes
something like proposition as its content. Thus we are led to asking
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and answering the question is there in Indian epistemology any
concept comparable with the concept of proposition? We shall
come to this later on. (We shall then inquire if Greek
epistemologies had any such notion.) But even if we accept belief
to be a unifying concept, jiiana seems to be more unifying in that
there are some cognitive attitudes that the concept of belief leaves
out but jiiana includes.

The cognitive attitude of doubting is a case in point.
Doubting is not a case of believing but it is a propositional attitude.
And I may suggest that the concept of propositional attitude rather
than the concept of belief or believing as a nearer counter part of
jhana. It is often claimed that propositional attitude is an
extensional concept and has extensional clarity, but proposition,
under some interpretation at least, is a thoroughly intentional
concept. But from another point of view, say ontological point of
view or factual point of view, the notion of belief, unlike that of
propositional attitude, seems to have efficacy as well as legitimacy.

In the light of what we have said, the discussion of doubt or
sam$saya may prove to be useful in determining how jfiana
compares with belief. For doubt may provide us with at least one
definite case with reference to which belief may be held to be less
unifying than the concept of propositional attitude and jiana. But
one may object that the concept of propositional attitude cannot be
put up against belief as a better unifying principle unifying among
other things belief itself as well as some other cognitive attitudes
that cannot be said to be cases of belief or believing. For, the
concept of propositional attitude seems itself to presuppose or
involve the concept of belief. We understand proposition as what is
believed or more accurately what is believed in common in a
number of different acts of belief. But it is exactly this argument
which seems to be invalidated by the case of doubt if, as we
suggest, doubting is not a case of believing but counts as a
propositional attitude. And this may impress one as to the
importance of the discussion of the attitude of doubting.
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Some may raise the objection that we have so far said in
effect that one way of effectively comparing belief and jiana is to
study how the pair Jiana-sam$aya compares with the pair belief -
doubt and vice-versa. But this requires that one should first
establish if sams$aya is or can be the Indian counterpart of doubt.
(This objection can be repeated indefinitely with the result that we
can hardly ever get started in demonstrating that jiiana is more
inclusive than belief. We would rather ignore this objection and
begin by taking samsaya to be the counter part of doubt with the
hope that if we are grossly mistaken in this then the mistake will
show itself up in course of the discussion). We may have occasion
to say something about how samsaya stands to doubt
independently of how jfiana stands to knowledge.

To come back to our point, propositional attitude may
compare better than belief with jiiana. In one respect, belief seems
to be a better candidate than propositional attitude. On the view,
still held by some people, that belief is a concrete psychological
state or event, which can be studied introspectively or
psychologically. One may admit some simple generic property
corresponding to belief. And the notion of conceptual unification
can be given, it seems, a clearer account in terms of such simple
generic property. Thus, we admit jiiana to be a concrete state or
event and we admit the corresponding simple, generic property viz.
jhanatva. And when we say the notion of jfiana unifies perceiving,
remembering, doubting etc. we mean all these mental or internal
states or acts exemplify jianatva. On the mental state view of
belief, we could admit a simple generic property comparable to
jhanatva but we can hardly do so on the disposition view of belief
or behaviouristic view of propositional attitude. On such a view,
propositional attitude hardly signifies any introspectible property,
which is simple and generic. But then unification in terms of the
concept of propositional attitude is really in terms of content,
which the cognitive attitudes being unified have. In other words to
say believing, remembering, doubting etc. are propositional
attitudes is to say that they all take proposition as content. This
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proposition compares closely and favourably with the generic
property referred to above both in respect of simplicity and ability
to unify. Those who admit generic properties corresponding to
belief and jhana, seem to believe these properties to be
introspectible or at any rate knowable items of reality. Believers of
propositional attitudes, however, excepting perhaps a few, seem to
take proposition to be more a matter of logical presupposition or
theoretical construct than a concrete fact or item of reality.
Proposition as concrete reality is, in the opinion of many, a
dubious entity, which is neither mental nor physical. Jianatva or
the property of being a belief is on the other hand held to be
(whether correctly or not is a different question) less dubious
entity. It is not at least an entity of a third world.

Unifying the diversity of epistemic phenomena might have
been felt as a common concern by both Indian epistemologists and
their contemporary western counterparts. But while the jfiana
theorists and belief theorists took the logic of fact approach, the
propositional attitude theorists seem to generally prefer logic of the
language or word approach. For, the contemporary attitude
theorists view proposition linguistically or behaviouristically. So
taken they escape the charge of hypostatizing dubious entity. Their
account of epistemological phenomena takes the form of a logical
analysis of epistemic terms. So their epistemology including the
account of how different epistemic phenomena are unified is
relative to a particular logic of a particular language. Their account
in terms of propositional attitude will hold good only if we admit a
certain form of sentences — a 'that' clause following epistemic
verbs— correspond to every epistemic context such as doubting,
believing etc. The judgment on the viability, let alone the value, of
such an account seems to imply that propositional construction is
an epistemic universal, which in every language constructions
involving epistemic verbs are necessarily propositional
construction in the sense described. In any case belief (or better
believing), as we understand it here, (and this is the common way
in which it is understood by the contemporary epistemologists) and
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in the sense in which it constitutes a part of the definition of
knowledge and compares with knowledge — is a propositional
attitude or takes proposition as its content. This feature of having
proposition as content serves as a unifying property, if we are
allowed to speak in terms of property, or principle. But unifying
property of a class of things is the exclusive common property of
that class of things; as such the unifying properties also serve the
purpose of differentiating the things they qualify from things of
other classes. The utility of admitting such properties is measured
by their ability to perform this differentiating function as well. This
is just the other side of the (optimally broad) unification. But the
property of having content that characterizes beliefs fails to
distinguish belief from knowledge and therefore this property may
be construed as too-wide as a property of unifying belief states or
episodes only. It on the other hand unifies all cognitive states and
distinguishes them from such states or acts as do not have
propositional content. As we found belief is too narrow as a
unifying principle as it fails to unify everything, which can be
unified in terms of propositional attitude. Similarly, the property of
having proposition as content is too wide as it includes knowledge
also and hence fails to distinguish belief from knowledge and vice
versa. It is too wide if it is a pervasive epistemological concern that
distinction between belief and knowledge is to be maintained,
clarified and justified. So far the characterization of belief as
propositional attitude is useless for our purpose; if possible, we
have to find out, the Indian counterpart of belief particularly in the
sense of belief in which belief is contrasted with knowledge.

We have seen that belief cannot be distinguished from
knowledge in terms of the feature of having proposition as content
or being a propositional attitude. The way out is to admit
proposition to be of different kinds. Unless we admit different
types of propositions to form contents of belief and knowledge
respectively they, taken as propositional attitude, cannot be
distinguished. Belief and knowledge do not differ from each other
as propositional attitude but as having different sorts of proposition
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as content. One difficulty is that the sort of proposition, which
form content of the propositional attitude of knowing, can and
often does form content of believing. The converse is not true. This
shows the belief is a wider class within which falls the class of
knowledge. However, we should not hastily conclude that
knowledge is just such belief, which has a true proposition for its
content.

We need to further examine how far this distinction in
terms of truth works. But what is more important is a general
methodology of distinguishing different propositional attitudes and
or knowledge and belief in terms of their different contents. If the
methodology is to be perfect then there is to be one to one
correspondence between different types of contents and different
types of attitudes. Certain one type of attitude should take as its
content only one type of content (say, true proposition). This, as
we have just shown, is not the case. But the purpose of
distinguishing may be served less rigorously if one of any two
attitudes cannot take for its content the contents of the other also.

Distinguishing different types of cognitive states or
attitudes in terms of their different contents is not confined to
contemporary Western philosophers only. Some Indian
philosophers also, as we will show, distinguish different types of
cognitive states in terms of the distinction of their respective
content. Again, the Greek philosophers, from whom the
contemporary epistemologists claim to have derived their belief
about the distinction between knowledge and belief, are taken to
hold that knowledge and belief differed in respect of their content.
Both the Indian and contemporary epistemologists must admit one
consequence of this way of distinguishing different types of
cognitive attitudes for otherwise their views will be inconsistent.
But the contemporary epistemologists do not always accept this
consequence and as a result give us if not an inconsistent theory, at
least a not very clear theory. In fact, if they wanted to maintain the
sort of distinction between knowledge and belief as their Greek
predecessors did then they could not hold that addition of further
conditions could turn belief into knowledge. It even seems that

94 P.K. MUKHOPADHYAY



they have employed a paradigm of non-empirical knowledge in
their epistemology of empirical knowledge.

Thus if the property of involving belief cannot unify
doubting, the property of having as content a proposition cannot
distinguish belief from knowledge. And the respect in which belief
differs from knowledge is that though a belief necessarily has
content yet one’s believing does not entail the content believed. To
put it differently, the primary question is what does one know,
when one knows? Alternatively, what one believes when one
believes? The answer, which, the contemporary epistemologists
give, in each case, is proposition. One believes a proposition when
one believes and whenever one knows one knows some
proposition. However, the distinction between these two types of
cognitions or propositional attitudes is that believing does not
entail the proposition, which forms its content, but knowing entails
the proposition, which it takes as its content. From the construction
“x knows that p” we can legitimately detach or infer that p.
However, the converse is not true. There may be occasion when it
is possible for us or the individual cogniser to detach the
propositional content — the proposition is true — and yet we cannot
ascribe knowledge to the cognizer. On such occasion we can at
most ascribe to him the propositional attitude of believing. Be that
as it may, do we find an Indian counterpart of this distinction
between belief and knowledge? One may claim that the pair jfiana-
prama is the counterpart of the pair belief-knowledge. This claim
could be stronger if it could be shown that jiiana did not entail its
content while prama does.

Prama by definition is true while jiiana could be both true
and false. There still remains a distinction. Prama itself is true, but
when we say knowledge is true it means the proposition which
forms content of knowledge (to which the propositional attitude of
knowing is directed) is true. Alternatively, knowledge is, roughly
speaking, a belief that takes a true preposition as its content. We
will see later that this analysis of Greek notion of true belief may
not be acceptable to the Greeks themselves. But for the present,
there should be available something corresponding to the notion of
a proposition if it is proposed that Indian account of prama and
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belief corresponds to the account of knowledge and belief just
sketched. Supposing that this is not the case then there would arise
more interesting and intriguing questions. If without admitting
proposition one can give a good account of the distinction between
knowledge and belief or what correspond to them then why in
some culture and epistemology the need for proposition was felt?
There must be some other fact or phenomenon which the Western
epistemologists found hard to explain without admitting or
involving proposition. But how then Greek or Indian epistemology
could make do without proposition? Were these epistemologies
poorer or richer in comparison to (contemporary) Western
epistemology? We are thus led to the necessity of first determining
if in Indian epistemology we meet with any concept that may be
legitimately the Indian counterpart of proposition. In tandem, we
would discuss whether Indian epistemologists did not feel the need
for admitting something like proposition because they did not find
any problem or phenomenon to solve or explain which something
like it would be necessary. The other alternative would be that
there was such a problem or phenomenon but Indian epistemology
was not enough developed to detect or solve this.

So far as the classical Greek epistemology is concerned,
one is likely to inquire how far it is correct to claim that
contemporary Western epistemology is closely similar to it or is
derived from it. If difference of their content were made
constitutive of the difference between knowledge and belief then
that would be more in line with the Greek tradition from which the
contemporary epistemologists claim to have derived their notion of
belief and knowledge. We need to first examine this claim. And we
shall do this the next part.

Part - 11

What the contemporary epistemologists call the classical
definition of knowledge is believed to be derived from the Greeks
and particularly from Plato. Necessary components of this
definition are proposition or propositional construction,
justification and belief. I deliberately refrain from juxtaposing
proposition requirement and belief requirement. But so far as
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justification is concerned, Plato uses such notion to distinguish
between persuasion and instruction. To impart knowledge is to
instruct while to produce conviction is not (necessarily) to instruct.
Even a lawyer and an orator can convince (Theaetetus, p.908 of
Jowett’s translation and edition of Plato’s writings including the
Dialogues and Letters). Justification is a necessary component of
the definition of knowledge given and accepted by the majority of
contemporary Western epistemologists. Plato seems to take
justification in the sense of account, which in its turn depends
much on the question whether what is believed or known is
absolutely simple or complex or, as I would prefer to say,
structured or unstructured. We may return to it later.

So far as the proposition component of the definition of
knowledge is concerned, it seems correct to say, in spite of
Hintikka, that paradigm of knowledge or belief with Plato was not
propositional knowledge. Even Hintikka admits that that-clause -
construction or propositional construction is not particularly
abundant or important in Plato. And I think ‘direct object
construction’, to borrow a coinage from .M. Crombie, is more
predominant in Plato. Again even when he rarely uses the notion of
proposition (it is needless to say, I mean expression equivalent to
‘proposition'), as in Cratylus he does not use the notion in a very
precise or modern sense. He takes proposition sometimes as that
which says what is true and at other times as what is itself true.

Paradigm of knowledge with Plato is, in modern
terminology, thing- knowledge rather than propositional
knowledge. And so it is, I think, with the Indian epistemologists.
This is not necessarily a point of weakness of these epistemologies.
In fact, I would like to speak in this paper in defence of thing-
knowledge. There is nothing unusual with it. The difference
between these two constructions or accounts would be
philosophically important if there is some philosophically
interesting and important problem, which one of these two
constructions can handle better. Some' seems to suggest that with
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thing knowledge as paradigm Plato could only give a very
unsatisfactory account of falsity in speech. For on such a view one
seems to be compelled to say 'that when I make a false statement I
say nothing'. This observation may not be very fair. For Plato
represents Socrates as saying that one can think what is not only
“when he believes something and what he believes is not true”.
And again he says to think (say) what is not is to think (say)
nothing; and to think (say) nothing is not to think (say) at all.

Even if Combrie's criticism or diagnosis is otherwise
unacceptable he at least brings out one thing explicitly and clearly
(whether or not truly as well). There is one specifiable motivation
for introducing proposition or preferring propositional construction
rather than direct object construction as the paradigm of
knowledge in epistemology. Russell has explicitly brought out this
motivation in his statement of the requirements for a theory of
truth, or for that matter, theory of knowledge. Russell says that we
cannot explain error in terms of direct object construction. No state
of mind is there, which can be described as erroneous knowledge
of things. In addition, since every theory of truth must also admit
what is the opposite of truth, namely, error, we cannot make do in
theory of truth with thing knowledge. In other words, theory of
acquaintance does not take note of falsehood while theory of belief
does. Thus, one motivation for introducing proposition or
statements is to provide room for falsehood. Truth as well as
falsehood belongs to the theory of belief rather than theory of
acquaintance i.e., to the theory of propositional knowledge rather
than to the theory of (direct) knowledge of things.

However, in this sense proposition is hardly distinguishable
from belief itself. Russell explicitly says that truth and falsehood
are properties of belief. And he further argues that in case of
falsehood there cannot be any direct contact or relation with the
thing or object. So direct object construction, or paradigm of
knowledge of things, is inappropriate in the context of a theory of
truth in the sense in which truth is the opposite of falsehood. A
theory of truth must be able to specify truth and distinguish it from
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falsehood. And a theory of knowledge which contains as its
necessary part theory of truth in the sense explained must use as its
paradigm propositional knowledge.

It should be noted, however, that if Plato ultimately rejects
the account of falsehood according to which false thinking is
thinking things that are not, the reason why he rejects this account
is not that it is in terms of things rather than in terms of
proposition. Thus, rightly or wrongly Plato does not seem to think
that talking about falsehood will be impossible without involving
propositional construction and hence proposition. Even when he
considers at length about impossibility of false opinion in
Enthydemus, he speaks in terms of things. Nor was he unaware of
certain possible epistemological account, which found no room for
falsehood between the mutually exclusive and jointly exhaustive
alternatives of knowing and not knowing. Thus if Plato was very
much aware of the fact of error and was also aware of certain
possible versions of epistemology which could not make any room
for falsehood and if at the same time he spoke almost regularly in
terms of thing knowledge, then we can hardly say that in his
opinion falsity, cannot be explained except in terms of proposition.
At least we cannot impute such a view to Plato. On the contrary, it
is quite clear, from his normal practice of taking thing knowledge
as the model that he thought that truth could be explained without
resorting to the notion of proposition. In Theaetetus Plato uses
another two notions of account and description. One may be
tempted to take these notions as equivalent or near equivalent of
the modern notion of proposition. However, I find no reason for
such a conjecture. I already spoke a little about the notion of
account, I shall return to the notion of description later.

Before, however, I leave the notion of proposition, I wish
to mention that even in our time there is no complete uniformity of
opinion as to either the meaning of the term 'proposition' or the
value of this notion. In his refreshing paper 'what we Believe' Alan
R. White has traced the view that a proposition is what we believe
when we believe in something to Moore, Russell and Price with
the suggested comparison with relevant passages from Locke and
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Hume. White has also shown that this notion is inconsistent with
the definition of proposition given by the same philosophers as
meaning of a sentence. He in any case concludes that proposition is
not the content of belief; nor is any general answer possible as to
what we believe when we believe that p. So even though Plato
sometimes speaks in the form 'what he believes is not true' we
should not automatically take him to resorting to or involving
proposition.

I think that the notion of proposition has been brought to
the forefront by the conceptual paradigm of contemporary
philosophy in general and of epistemology in particular which are
dominated by the theme of communication or linguistic
communication. Operating with such a paradigm the contemporary
epistemologists have given prominence to proposition as sentence
meaning. Not very long ago proposition was itself taken to be a
linguistic entity, the linguistic counterpart of the mental
phenomenon of knowledge or judgment. (This is very much like
the conception of abhilapavakya in Indian philosophy. How such
vakyas succeed in communicating jiiana is, as has been confirmed
by some knowledgeable scholars, a very difficult problem in the
Nyaya theory of language). In any case, the Greek, at least the
Platonic, paradigm was not communication. To put it more
accurately in the matter of philosophical knowledge or the
knowledge of reality language or sentence is a very inadequate
vehicle. And this view is corroborated by the Indian philosophers
also.

To return for a while to the question of justification, Plato
distinguishes does draw distinction between conjecture and true
opinion and also between opinion (or belief) and knowledge. He
further says that unless a belief is accompanied by an account it
does not amount to knowledge. However, this account can hardly
be construed as justification — justification that is among the
constituents of what is claimed in the contemporary period to be
the classical definition of knowledge. According to the
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contemporary epistemologists, what is justification or adequate
justification, is debatable. But it is somehow related to what they
count or describe as accredited sources of knowledge. Knowledge
or an episode of knowledge is derived from one or other accredited
source of knowledge. A belief, which is otherwise true but is not
derived from some accredited source of knowledge, is not
knowledge. In contemporary epistemology, memory, besides
inference and perception, is regarded as such an accredited source.
But Plato holds that knowledge or true belief, say, about pleasure,
does not result from memory. And as far as perception is
concen;ed, he does not grant it the status of knowledge giving
source.

Thus, what is claimed to be a view of knowledge derived
from Plato does not seem to reflect the spirit of Platonic
philosophy. And the reason seems to be the following. The
contemporary epistemologists have altogether a different approach
or orientation towards knowledge. In the conception of Plato in
particular and the Greeks in general, knowledge is not (exclusively
or even basically) theoretical and abstract. Paradigm of knowledge
was not scientific knowledge as we understand it today. It is rather
philosophical knowledge, directed towards definite goals like
efficient governance of the state or instructing individuals about
the ways of releasing the soul from bodily pleasure. In other
words, practical philosophical knowledge and not the theoretical
scientific knowledge was the Platonic paradigm. Determined by
such orientation Plato was primarily interested in thing knowledge
and understood by thing in this context, object or reality. For the
same reason his idea of knowledge was not primarily a knowledge
communicable by linguistic means. All these points need elaborate
discussion, arguments and adequate textual documentation. (It is
very difficult to decide on the evidence of his Dialogues alone
which view in a particular matter was really Plato's and which
view was held by others). But I shall quote only two passages, and
of these, one is from one of Plato’s letters, in support of my
reading and interpretation of Plato. I hope the students of Indian

MUST JNANA BE PROPOSITIONAL? 101



philosophy will be pleasantly surprised to find close affinity of
orientation. Some contemporary epistemologists on the other hand
may find that their conception of knowledge was predominantly
classical.

Let me discuss the second passage (or passages) first, “He
said that true belief with the addition of an account was
knowledge, while belief without an account was outside its range.
Where no account could be given of a rhing’ it was not
knowable......... But how he distinguished these knowable things
from the unknowable ... What may be called the first elements of
which we and all other things consist are such that no account can
be given of them. Each of them just by itself can only be named,
we cannot attribute to it anything further or say that it exists or
does not exist, for we should at once be attaching to it existence or
non existence, whereas we ought to add nothing if we are to
express just it alone.... there is no formula in which any element
can be expressed; it can only be named, for a name is all there is
that belongs to it. But when we come to things composed of these
elements, then just as these things are complex, so the names are
combined to make a description (account), description being
precisely a combination of names. Accordingly elements are
inexplicable and unknowable, but they can be perceived, while
complexes are knowable and explicable, and you can have a true
notion of them. So when a man gets hold of the true notion of
something without an account, his mind does think truly of it, but
he does not know it, for if one cannot give and receive an account
of a thing, one has no knowledge of that thing. But when he also
got hold of an account all this becomes possible to him and he is
fully equipped with knowledge”.

A student of Indian philosophy will feel tempted to
compare and contrast this account of knowledge with some Indian
conceptions. He will also note that shades of different theories,
which are so sharply distinguished by the Indian philosophers,
have been allowed to run into each other here. But a contemporary
epistemologist will find that the notion of account elaborated
above and said to form a necessary component of knowledge is
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quite different from what he finds included as evidence or
justification condition in the 'classical' definition of knowledge.

In his letter appearing as number seven in standard editions,
Plato writes 'One statement at any rate I can make in regard to all
who have written or who may write with a claim to knowledge of
the subjects to which I devote myself no matter how they pretend
to have acquired it, whether from by instruction from others or by
their own discovery. Such writers con in my opinion have no real
acquaintance with the subject. I certainly have composed no work
in regard to it, nor shall I ever do so in future, for there is no way
of putting it in words like other studies. Acquaintance with it must
come rather after a long period of attendance on instruction in the
subject itself and of close companionship, when, suddenly, like a
blaze kindled by a leaping spark, it is generated in the soul and at
once becomes self-sustaining'. 'For everything that exists there are
three classes of objects through which knowledge about it must
come; the knowledge itself is a fourth, and we must put as a fifth
entity the actual object of knowledge which is true reality. We
have then, first, a name, second, a description, third, an image, and
fourth, a knowledge of object.’

Again a student of Indian philosophy will find so much of
similarities of orientation. It is really tempting to quote and discuss
comparable passages from the classical texts of Indian philosophy.
But we shall resist the temptation and pass on to the next part of
the paper. It is to be hoped, however, that it is clear that Plato is
operating with a conception of knowledge which is different from
the contemporary notion of knowledge shared by the logical or
analytical school of philosophers.

Part-I11
I believe that in some sense, which cannot be adequately

clarified here, the ruling idea of knowledge with Plato and the
Indian philosophers has two notable features. Knowledge is
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predominantly practical — it is knowledge of reality or fattva
pursued with some ulterior motive; further it is primarily viewed
after the model of direct object construction. I, however, think that
what did not materialize with the single individual Plato, did take
shape in the tradition of each and every Indian philosophical
school. In India as supplementary to a theory and practice of
‘philosophical’ knowledge, there developed elaborate systems of
logic and epistemology. And in this process, the conception of
knowledge in all its dimensions and varieties received sufficient
attention elaboration and analysis. It can therefore be legitimately
hoped that even while operating with direct object construction
view of knowledge the Indian philosophers developed some
acceptable account of falsehood — the phenomenon which so much
interested and puzzled Plato. It is likely that in the process they
have developed a notion of something like a proposition. If we can
discover this then we can make a good start in comparative study
of the epistemologies of India and of the contemporary West. In
the first part, we found that the notion of proposition was so crucial
for meaningful comparison between certain basic epistemic
concepts (such as knowledge and prama) of the two traditions in
question.

At one place in the Theaetetus, it has been said that true
belief is knowledge. And from practical point of view, there is no
possibility of our being in doubt as to what knowledge is and what
is not a case of knowledge. There can be no mistake in believing
what is true, for we cannot fail to notice (always) that the
consequences of such belief are satisfactory. Such consequences
include successful volition or practical success. A Naiyayika like
Vatsyayana will not perhaps define true cognition as one, which
leads to practical success. But even he will take practical success
as an evidence for the truth of the corresponding cognition.
Nobody can be in doubt whether he has attained practical success,
at least in limited and well defined cases like successful drive for
discovering if there is, say, a hidden thorn in a bunch of flowers.
But it is equally true that we cannot be in doubt, nor can we
mistake if ever we met with practical failure at least in well-
defined cases. Supposing that there is in this case a corresponding
erroneous cognition behind our failed practical move, what would
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be the Nyaya account of that within the framework of thing —
knowledge? Russell, as we said, specified as one of the
requirements of a theory of truth that truth should be taken as the
correlative of falsehood. He thereby evidently intended that a
theory that cannot make sense of falsehood or cannot give an
account of it, cannot be considered as an adequate theory of truth,
as we understand it. To fulfil this requirement we must admit, it
seems, something that can be true as well as false i.e., which can
take both the properties of truth and falsehood. If this sounds as
puzzling as the contention that left-hand card is right-hand card in-
the Goodman game, then the same sort of explanation may be
given as was given by Goodman. The requirement in question is,
put simply, that true and false must come under one genus or
determinable; and belief is, admitted or postulated as such a
determinable. When Russell said that some theories of truth failed
just because this basic requirement was not satisfied he might have
made tacit reference to Plato. It is true that in the scheme of Plato
there is hardly any common class, within which both opinion
(doxa) and knowledge (nous) could be brought. Nor can there be
any logical relation of contradiction between opinion and
knowledge as they relate to completely different types of object. If
thing model proved inadequate, it was not simply because the
chosen model was a thing model but because the things to which
opinion and knowledge relate are absolutely different. Hence,
knowledge cannot be false, at least in the sense, in which opinion
can be; or opinion cannot be true at least in the sense in which
knowledge can be. Either Plato should have two different notions
of each of truth and falsehood, or he must unambiguously say that
what is true cannot be false and vice versa even in the sense in
which right-hand card can be a left-hand card. Plato did not
develop these points sufficiently and as such his theory was left in
an unsatisfactory state. The Advaita Vedantins on the other hand
fully developed a theory fulfilling all these requirements. They did
not in the first place, construe contradiction as a relation between
knowledge (belief) or propositions, in fact they redefined the
notion of contradiction in such a way that it obtains between say
jhana (in a special sense) and the object of jfiana (of a certain
kind). However, we cannot discuss this point as it falls beyond the
scope of this paper.
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All the contemporary epistemologists seem to accept the
Russell requirement. A Naiyayika also construes the relation of
contradiction or pratibadhya-pratibandhaka-bhava as relation
between things that belong to the same class or come under the
same determinable. The contemporary epistemologists have their
inclusive notion of belief or proposition. But what would be such
an inclusive notion for the Naiyayikas? The notion (or class) of
jiana may readily suggest itself. But in that case jiiana is to yield to
exclusive division into prama and bhrama. We may take jiiana to
mean only non-recollective cognition, that is, anubhava or
cognition other than memory. But even then jfiana can hardly
compare with belief, which is usually taken to yield to the logical
division into truth and falsehood. For, the notion of aprama is more
inclusive than the notion of falsehood (bhrama, viparyaya or
viparita niScaya). The result is that prama-bhrama distinction
cannot really compare with truth-falsity distinction, for this
distinction cannot be jointly exhaustive of jiiana and hence they are
not mutually exclusive forms of jiiana. If the division of jfiana into
prama and bhrama were a case of logical division then there would
be no place for such varieties of cognition as sam$aya, sambhavana
etc. In other words, considered as a case of logical division prama
and bhrama come directly under niscaya and not under jiiana. Thus
the criterion which distinguishes prama from bhrama is not
adequate for distinguishing prama from samsaya. The point has
been seriously considered whether the definition of prama as
avyabichari (jiiana), as in Gautama, can exclude both bhrama and
samsaya etc. The standard answer is that it cannot. For, samsaya or
doubt, for example, is neither a prama nor a bhrama. So it would
be ideal if we can find some property which can distinguish both
prama and bhrama on the one hand (and at once) from sams$aya
(and sambhavana) on the other. But such a property will be in the
most relevant sense the common determinable within which prama
(truth) and bhrama (falsehood) are determinates. It is believed that
the property of being niscaya i.e., being in the definitive or of
assertive mood (i.e. being a case of assertion) characterizes both
prama and bhrama but not sams$aya. This property — the property of
being of the form of an assertion i.e., being of the form of niscaya
— is common to both prama and bhrama and it distinguishes each
of prama and aprama from samsaya. So far this notion of assertive
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form or niscayakara compares so well with the contemporary
epistemologist's notion of belief. It may be said that what
corresponds to belief in Indian epistemology — the Indian analogue
of belief — is ni§caya or awareness having the form of definitive
cognition (niScayakara jhana) expressible in a sentence in the
assertive mood. Just as belief admits of exclusive classification or
division into truth and falsehood so also niscaya divides itself
exhaustively into prama and bhrama (and not into prama and
aprama). Even so there is no strict correspondence. We speak of
the truth and falsity both of belief but it is non-idiomatic to say
false knowledge. However, on many occasion or we may say that
even in its standard use, false belief is short belief having a false
proposition as its content. Similar analysis holds for true belief
also. However, even if belief is not itself true or false, there is
neither truth nor falsehood where there is no belief or assertion.
We therefore suggest that niscaya be rendered into English as
assertion or cognition having the form of an assertion (expressible
in a sentence in the assertive mood). This assertion includes both
affirmation and denial.

The reason why we cannot take jiiana to be the Samskrt
equivalent of belief is that jiana is not fully exhausted by prama
(truth) and bhrama (falsehood). Jiiana includes besides ni§caya
(which is logically divisible into prama and bhrama) other forms of
cognitive attitudes as well. In fact just as (truth and falsehood)
prama and bhrama are varieties of Jiiana so also types of awareness
which are neither prama nor aprama are also included within
Jiana. Prama, viparyaya, sams$aya, sambhavana, aharya, are all
cases of jiana. I suggest that the, notion of propositional attitude
may be taken as the notion in contemporary epistemology which
corresponds to the notion of Jiiana. Just as belief, doubt, suspicion,
assumption etc. are all propositional attitudes so also niscaya,
sams$aya, sambhabana, aharya (jiana) are all cases of jiana.
Regarding the suggestion that propositional attitude 1is the
counterpart in contemporary epistemology of the Indian notion of
jhana, we need to keep two things in mind. I presume in the first
place that all propositional attitudes are cognitive attitudes;
however we cannot prejudge either that all cognition is essentially
propositional or that there are not cases of thing knowledge also.
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Secondly, one cannot be sure as to where to place nirvikalpaka
jiana or cases like $abdaparamarsa. Both these appear to present
some difficulty. Though the difficulty is genuine we at this stage
can only hope that some explanation could be found for these cases
consistently with or along our line of thinking as presented here.

Belief, propositional attitude, niscaya (or niscayakara) and
jhana are all savisayaka, that is, have some content. They all are
intentional states or involve a reference beyond themselves. Plato
denies belief without object as much as a Naiyavika rejects
nirvisayaka jiana or niscaya. Now the question is what is this
visaya or object? It is clear from what we have said above, that this
object is a thing rather than a proposition according to Plato as well
as Naiyayikas. We need to examine now with what success
Naiyayikas can explain the phenomena of falsehood, error or
linguistic communication in terms of their preferred model of thing
knowledge. Many think that for any satisfactory account of these
phenomena (and there are other such phenomena) we need to
employ the notion like proposition. Alternatively, we need to
closely examine Nyaya theories of falsehood (also truth) and
linguistic communication if we are to discover anything in these
theories that may be taken to correspond to the contemporary
epistemologist’s notion of proposition.

We think that contemporary notion of proposition was
either unknown to Plato or, at least, it was undeveloped in his
thought and writing. The view of knowledge as propositional is not
peculiarly Platonic. And the contemporary emphasis on this aspect
of knowledge 1 assume, is partly determined by the logico-
linguistic bias of the contemporary Anglo-American philosophers
who discuss with amazing thoroughness and rigour problems of
knowledge and meaning with their characteristic logic of word
approach. In the pre-contemporary modern period, knowledge was
not regarded as propositional in the sense that cognitive verbs more
frequently and naturally yield to a propositional construction or
govern a that clause. The modern philosophers commonly used to
identifying knowledge with proposition or take proposition as
linguistic expression or counterpart of the psychic episode of
knowledge. One may find in the Platonic distinction between
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perceiving and knowing an evidence of Plato's admitting
proposition in the modern sense. For this distinction may be seen
to be comparable with the contemporary distinction between
perceiving and judging resorted to, to avoid things like negative
fact, or to explain (perceptual) error. We do not see the absence of
butter on the table, we only judge that there is not any. But the fact
remains that in Greek philosophy propositional construction was
not particularly frequent. And with the Naiyayikas also the direct
object construction is the paradigm.

We sometimes speak of Greek conception of knowledge,
British conception of knowledge and so on. But I do not think
there is any such thing as Indian conception of jfiana. It does not
seem easy to discover a common minimum core of all the different
conceptions of jfiana etc. which the different of schools of Indian
philosophy have. I still think that both the Greek and the Indian
orientation are practical. Or, to put it more accurately, the
orientation of the Greeks or of the Indians is not exclusively
theoretical. Visaya (or object) of jiana (knowledge etc.) is not just
(any-) thing, it is artha in that technical sense of the term in which
it is the goal or basis of practical activity. This core meaning is
retained when the notion of artha is used in more theoretical
contexts. Thing knowledge or direct object construction is nearer
to the Nyaya conception of jiana. Thus no matter whether he is a
Plato or a Naiyayika, if he says that jiiana is savisayaka, visaya
should not be taken to mean a proposition. It is safer to understand
by visaya, content of some kind or other.

It has been alleged that in the direct object construction
view of knowledge, knowledge is a hit or miss game. If it is a case
of hit then we have knowledge and truth otherwise we do not have
false belief but we have no belief. Plato rightly detected that on
such a view there is no alternative between knowing and not
knowing, there is no room for false belief or doubt. The same
seems to hold for every view of knowledge which takes thing
knowledge as paradigm. The problem of aprama niscaya or
viparyaya is that we cannot construe it as not ‘knowing’ or absence
of jiana. Even if we take it as mistake it is not, Plato rightly says, a
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case of confusing between what we know and what we know; or
between what we know and what we do not know; or between
what we do not know and what we do not know. Plato is not
explicit if falsity could be construed as believing in a false
proposition. He is rather explicit that falsity is not a case of
believing in things immutable. It is not, as an Advaitin would say,
tattvavedaka; it is not knowing the Kiitastha. But whether Plato
says it or not, many philosophers including almost all the
contemporary epistemologists say that false belief is believing in a
false proposition. And this proposition is, as it is somewhat
inconsistently held to be, both what we believe and the meaning
we convey during linguistic communication. A Naiyayika holds
that though every jiiana is savisayaka yet every jiiana is not sakara
in a technical non-Buddhist sense of 'akara'. Niscaya always yields
to the ‘knowing as’ construction. And what 'knowing that'
construction achieves in the case of the propositional view of
knowledge, 'knowing as' construction achieves within 'thing
knowledge' model. Every ni$caya, that is belief having the form of
an assertion, is a case of knowing as. In niScaya something is
cognized as such and such i.e., as having such and such property.
The property as possessing which something is cognized in an act
of niscaya is called prakara. The thing which is known as having
prakara (or the property corresponding to the prakara of the
cognition in question) in such act is called visesya relative to that
act. Thus every niScaya yields to the analysis into viSesya and
prakara form. And when we say that every niscaya is sakara we
mean every ni§caya admits of such analysis, or in this sense, has a
visesya-prakara form (or simply form).This roughly corresponds to
subject predicate form. All ni§cayakara cognitons have a visesya-
prakara form but not conversely.

This form or akara which we detect in every act of niScaya
is not a separable feature of niscaya. An internal cognitive state is a
sort of indivisible unity. It cannot be physically analyzed into
different parts. But we can distinguish within its content a viSesya
(subject) and a prakara (predicate). Just as subject and predicate
are distinguishable but not separable parts of the content of a
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cognition so also the akara and the niScaya (assertive cognition) of
which it is the akara can be distinguished but not separated. In this
sense one may, if one likes, call this akara a logical notion than a
factual property, though a Naiyayika would prefer to call it a
factual property or real feature of ni§caya.

We have earlier seen that niScaya or cognition of the type
niscaya or which has niscayakara admits of a logical division into
truth (prama) and falsehood (bhrama). And now we see akara is an
inseparable form of ni$caya. The Naiyayikas discover and assert a
relation between these two facts (of saprakaarakatva and prama-
aprama-anyataratva of niScaya). This notion of akara goes into
every definition of both prama (truth) and aprama (falsehood)
given by the Naiyayikas. They admit niScaya and akara of niscaya.
And they further admit this contingency that the thing which is
known as having some property in an act of niscaya (sometimes)
has or (sometimes) does not have it. Now we think we have two
comparable pictures

Picture 1

Belief = Proposition > states of affair = holds (fact) or does not
hold

Picture 2

jiiana—>niscayakara (buddhi)->visistartha - tadvati tatprakaraka
(fact)/ tadabhavavati tatprakaraka (niScaya)

Whether the objection urged by Plato and the contemporary
epistemologists against negative fact vitiate both these accounts is
a question into which we will not enter here except for making the
brief remark that every niScaya is savisaya and the visaya of a
niscaya is viSistartha. Just as a niScaya (definitive cognition) has a
subject predicate form (visesya-prakara akara) so also its content is
a structured one and not something simple; this content has a thing
property (dharma-dharmi) form. The point is that the niScayakara
of the Naiyayikas, is not, but is comparable with proposition. The
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content of this niScaya, which in its turn corresponds to fact or
states of affair, is a visistartha which being a structured content
also has a form. It is by virtue of this form that niScaya though a
case of direct object construction or thing knowledge can have the
property of being either true or false. Thus distinction between
truth and falsity can be possible even within the direct object
construction view of belief, cognition, buddhi or niScaya of the
Naiyayika-s just for the reason that the content of such cognition,
though not a proposition, has a form and a structure. And it is to
be further explored whether this akara theory is vitiated by the
standard objections against subject-predicate view of knowledge
(proposition). These are all areas which deserve serious attention
from the competent scholars who intend to undertake seriously a
comparative study. Be that as it may, it seems that for fruitful
comparative study of epistemic concepts we should be able first to
identity in Indian epistemology some notion comparable with the
notion of proposition. And we suggest that the notion of
niscayakara along with visistartha may be given a fair trial. For
that we require to reconstruct or reformulate or rewrite (notionally)
every propositional construction by using these two notions. Such
a task can hardly be achieved in a single paper or even by a single
person.

We shall however try this concept in only one context where the
need for proposition is felt most urgently. And this also we shall do
in barest outline with a view to get an idea of both how prospective
is this notion of niScayakara and if and what problems are
associated with it.

The notion of proposition has been introduced in the epistemic
context of truth falsity and in the linguistic contexts of
communication and meaning. The Indian analogue of proposition
conceived linguistically or as the meaning of sentences, is, it may
be agreed, vakyartha. This vakyartha should not be simply equated
with fact even in the context of truth. For in the context of veridical
perception also there is a corresponding fact. But this fact cannot
be said to be vakyartha. This is not for the simple and insignificant
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reason that in case of perception no sentence has been uttered or
written. The reason is more subtle which we cannot discuss here
adequately. It may, however, be remembered that vakyartha is a
technical notion the meaning of which cannot be equated with the
totality of the etymological meanings of the constituting words.
Some idea may, however be got about the real import of the notion
of vakyartha if we consider the relation of this notion with the
notion of nis¢ayakara introduced already. Sentential knowledge, in
fact every kind of knowledge other than perceptual knowledge, is,
according to the standard Nyaya view, necessarily of the form of
assertion or niScaya. In other words sentential knowledge or sabda
jiana is always of niscayakara. Thus for the reason stated above
sentential knowledge is essentially of the kind of knowing as yet
there is this difference. In case of sentential knowledge we have to
construe the whole sentence just as concatenation of names. And
since and so far as only names are involved here the concatenating
relation (barring a very few exceptional cases) is identity (abheda).
In the context of sentential knowledge therefore that construction
is a special device for framing names —a device which some
contemporary logicians like Quine seems to have noticed in their
own works. Thus though sentential knowledge does not differ from
other kinds of knowledge including perceptual knowledge in
respect of being instances of niScayakara yet, to put it in a handy if
not so clear a way, while in other kinds of knowledge the akara is
Visesya-visesanakara in case of sentential knowledge it is
abhinnakara. One problem remains of which many think no
satisfactory solution is possible. The problem how can there be
successful linguistic communication?*

If we want to communicate certain information, which we
have derived perceptually then the information, so to say, will have
a Visesya-visesanakara. But to communicate this information we
shall have to use certain sentence on hearing which the hearer can
only have cognition of abhinnakara. This problem does not seem to
create much trouble in the, matter of successful communication. In
other words this does not, we think, create any problem with
regard to inter person identification so much necessary for speaker-
hearer communication. But how exactly this difficulty is avoided
here seems to be another interesting and challenging topic of
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research. In spite of all these it remains true that the notion of

nis¢ayakara serves the same or nearly the same purpose, plays the

same or nearly the same role both in the context of truth falsity

distinction and in the context of linguistic communication. This

notion of nis¢ayakara again is taken from the epistemology, which

works with thing knowledge as paradigm. This vindicates the

claim that the direct object construction model is quite adequate for

both, for a theory of falsehood and a theory of linguistic
communication.

Ex-Professor,

Department of Philosophy

Jadavapur University, Kolkata

Email: pkm20021 @gmail.com

NOTES AND REFERENCES

Crombie for example.

See Phaedo, Philebus.

Italics added.

For comprehensive discussion of this and related problems please
see authors article “A Transparency Theory of Language” JICPR
Volume XX VI Number 1 pp.1-28

el s

114P. K. MUKHOPADHYAY



PHILOSOPHICAL METHODOLOGY: AN INDIAN

PERSPECTIVE

RAGHUNATH GHOSH

Indian Philosophers have undertaken some methods of
education regarding the determination of the truth of an object.
These methods are neither biased nor dogmatic, but based on some
ethical and educational values. In the Nyaya school the right
cognition of categories leads us to the attainment of the mundane
and transcendental values which are called drsta (seen) and adrsta
(unseen) well-being (nihsreyasa). The ethics of propagating such
view lies in the fact that the right cognition of the categories can
associate us with mundane well-being which has got some
pragmatic value in our life. At the same time the import of the
transcendental value like emancipation etc has not been ignored.
The right cognition of the categories like ‘pramana’, (‘means of
knowing’) ‘vada’ (‘debate to arrive at truth without any desire to
get victory over the opponent’), ‘jalpa’ (argumentation for
achieving victory, but not truth), ‘vitanda’ (argument only to refute
others views without substantiating one’s own), ‘chala’ (‘adopting
tricks in argumentation’, ‘hetvabhasa’ (fallacy of arguments’) etc
leads to the former, while the right cognition of the ‘objects to be
known’ (‘prameya’) leads to the latter.' In a debate between an
opponent and a proponent the determination of truth which is
called technically vada is the main objective of the Naiyayikas
leaving the question of victory aside. In the vada type of debate
there should be the adoption of one of the two opposing sides
(paksa-pratipaksa-parigraha), which is defended by pramana and
tarka (pramana-tarka-sadhanopalambha) and which is not
opposed to the established tenets (siddhantavirudhha). If the desire
of victory prevails in debate, and determination of truth is
bypassed, it is called jalpa, which is not taken as an ideal pattern of



forwarding arguments in a philosophical debate. If some one only
refutes the opponent’s view without forwarding his own, it is
called vitanda,” which is not honoured as a better philosophical
method. Hence each and every theory based on philosophical
doctrine is called vdda, e.g., nirvikalpakavada, Apohavada,
Isvaravada etc.

Truly speaking, in philosophy no standpoint is to be taken as
final and hence all positions are ad hoc. The Indian term for
Philosophy is darsana (literally seeing) which actually means
‘critical subsequent seeing’ (anviksd). It is the ethics of Philosophy
that nothing can be taken in blind faith, but it should be judged
through the critical eyes. To follow something without proper
reflection gives us a training to follow blindly what our tradition
says and hence there is no fresh air to receive a new idea. That is
why; anviksiki or critical thinking has occupied an important role
in Philosophy. Such phenomenon is also described as manana by
the Advaitins. It is nothing but a mental exercise, which when in
respect of a particular meaning of a word there is doubt as to the
conflict with other pramanas causes knowledge in the form of
tarka, which ultimately removes doubt.?

In order to bring clarity about some concept the Naiyayikas
have forwarded their argument in a very precise educative manner
of uddesa (mere introduction of the object), laksana (definition of
the object) and pariksa (critical examination of the same), which
makes a particular system more philosophically alive. If a
researcher wants to know something, he may be given a rough idea
about the object through uddesa (namamatrena vastusamkirtanam
uddesah).” At the successive moments one should give a definite
description of the object which is called laksana. To describe an
uncommon characteristic of the intended object, which can
eliminate it from other objects (‘atattva-vyavacchedako dharmah’)
is called ‘definition’ (‘laksana’). At the end it is essential to judge
what is said earlier as definition and to see whether or not it is free
from defects. Pariksa hence is to be taken as an ascertainment of
reality (tattva-nirnaya). Pariksa or examination is a method which
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examines a theory to know whether or not it is such (laksitasya
idamittham bhavati iti nyayatah pariksanam pariksa)’.

While critically reviewing a certain standpoint one may
partly or wholly reject or re-interpret the earlier view of the
opponents (pirvapaksa). It is the custom that the whole system
achieves philosophical growth through opponent-proponent-
debate. The opponent’s standpoint is taken so seriously by the
proponents that the explanation of opponents given by the
proponents is more understandable to us than that of the
opponents, which evidences the intellectual honesty of the
philosophers. If the opponent’s view is not tenable; it is expressed
as tanmandam 1i.e. the thesis achieves less merit. The position of
the opponent which is considered absurd, is described as
tattuccham i.e., the thesis is ignorable.

Invariable concomitance (Vydpti) between probans and
probandum is an important factor in attaining the inferential
cognition. The Naiyayikas admit that the knowledge of coexistence
between probans (hetu) and probandum (sadhya) as well as the
absence of the knowledge of deviation are the causes of
ascertaining Vyapti or invariable concomitance. In case of doubt of
the ascertainment of the invariable rule (Vyaptigraha-sankayam)
Tarka or Reductio-ad-absurdum is the method by applying which
the said doubt of deviation between hetu and sadhya can be
removed. Hence the role of Tarka in such cases cannot be ignored
and its significance should be brought forward.

In the Nyaya system the cognition is accepted of two types:
definite cognition and the cognition in the form of doubt. The
doubt of deviation may arise in some cases from the doubt of
limiting adjunct (upadhi), and sometimes from the knowledge of
the common attributes (of hetu and sdadhya) like coexistence etc.
along with the absence of the knowledge of any specific
characteristic features of them. That is, the absence of the
knowledge of the specific characteristic feature as well as the
knowledge of common attributes (like coexistence etc) give rise to
the doubt of deviation. Such doubt can be removed by Tarka
(Reductio-ad-absurdum), which counters the opposite standpoint
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(vipaksabddhaka). The doubt of deviation can be removed through
the application of Tarka, which is the limit (avadhi) of doubt. So
Tarka along with the perception of the coexistence of hetu and
sadhya and non-perception of the deviation (vyabhicara) of the
same would become the cause of ascertaining Vyapti.

It cannot be argued that Tarka is not possible without
repeated observations. For, a wise can apply Tarka with the help of
the perception of the coexistence and non-perception of deviation
(vyabhicara) of the same in only one instance.

If the above-mentioned view is accepted, there would occur
the defect called Infinite Regress (anavastha) as Tarka is not
possible without having the knowledge of Vyapti. It can be
explained in the following manner.

The definition of Tarka as found in the Nilakanthaprakasika
on Dipika  of  Tarkasangraha  runs  as  follows:
‘Aharyavyapakavattabhramajanya ahdaryavyapyavatta-
bhramastarkah’®. That is, Tarka is an imposed (ahdrya) erroneous
cognition of the existence of a pervader (vyapaka) which is
produced, by another imposed erroneous cognition of the existence
of a pervaded (vyapya). What is to be understood as aharyajiiana
(imposed cognition)? In reply it can be said that the knowledge,
which is produced out of one’s desire at the time when there is the
contrary knowledge, is known as aharyajiiana or imposed
cognition  (virodhijianakalinecchaprayojyajianatvam  aharya-
jAanatvam). If the knowledge in the form: ‘There is fire in the
lake’ (hrado vahniman) is produced out of one’s desire at the time
when there is the existence of the contrary knowledge in the form-
‘There is the absence of fire in the lake’ (hrado vahnyabhavavan),
it is called an imposed one.

Such Tarka is of two types: determinant of the definite valid
knowledge (visayaparisodhaka) and remover of the doubt of
deviation (vyabhicarasankanivartaka). The former in the form: ‘If
it has no fire, it has no smoke’ (yadyam vahnimanna syattada
dhimavan na syat) determines the certainty of the existence of fire
in a particular locus (i.e., mountain). Here by the absence of the
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apadya or the consequence (i.e., by the absence of the negation of
fire) the certainty of the existence of the absence of dpadaka (i.e.,
the absence of the negation of smoke) is ascertained. In such a
way, doubt as to the existence of fire on the mountain in this
particular case may be removed by applying this type of Tarka’.

The perception of the coexistence with the help of the
methods of agreement and difference is to be understood as the
cause and effect relation (karyakaranabhava) between smoke and
fire. As this type of Tarka is not sufficient for ascertaining Vyapti,
the latter type of Tarka i.e., vyabhicarasankanivartaka tarka is to
be resorted to. In the Tarka in the form: ‘If smoke deviated from
fire, it would not have been caused by fire’ (dhimo yadi
vahnivyabhicari syat tarhi vahnijanyo na syat), the first part is
known as apadaka or ground and the second part d@padya or
consequence. In dpdadaka there is invariable concomitance
determined by apadya.

The form of Vydpti is: ‘where there is deviation of fire, there
is the negation of being a product of fire’ (yatra yatra
vahnivyabhicaritvam, tatra tatra vahnijanyatvabhavah). In this
form of Vyapti the first part is vyapya (pervaded) and the second
one vyapaka (pervader). In the same way, it can be said that the
apadaka-part is the pervader and the apddya-part is pervaded. So
Vyapti or invariable relation is included in Tarka. In order to
remove doubt about the existence of Vyapti determined by apadya
and existing in @padaka in the form: ‘whether apdadaka is pervaded
by apadya or not’ (apadakah apadyavyapyo na va) in this Vyapti,
the necessity of applying another Tarka will come into being. In
this Tarka too there is another Vyapti. In order to remove the doubt
of the above-mentioned form existing in this Vyapti, another Tarka
will have to be resorted to and in this way the defect called Infinite
Regress (anavastha) would crop up.

The above-mentioned view is not tenable. For, the doubt of
deviation does not arise in Vyapti of a Tarka, for it would involve
contradiction (vyaghdata) in respect of one’s own activity and
hence, the necessity of another Tarka does not arise at all. One can
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doubt so long as there does not arise any contradiction in respect of
one’s own practical activity. A man is permitted to bear any doubt
about Vyapti between smoke and fire, in so for he does not seek
fire in his practical life in order to get smoke. If he has a slightest
doubt regarding Vyapti between smoke and fire, he should not seek
fire for having smoke. In this way, it can be said that a man takes
food to satisfy his hunger and takes recourse to words to make
others understand his desires etc. So, one’s own activities indicate
the absence of doubt in them. Moreover, if we were to doubt, our
doubting would be subject of doubt.?

Tarka is a kind of hypothetical argument. Both the parts of
Tarka are full of imaginary thought. If smoke were endowed with
doubt of deviation of fire, it would not be caused by fire. If the first
part is true, the second part would also be true. But it is known
through experience that the second part is not true in so far as we
do not get any smoke, which is not caused by fire. From the falsity
of the second half, the falsity of first half (i.e., smoke is deviated
from fire) is determined. In our everyday life also we remove
doubt in respect of something after following this method of
argumentation. From the knowledge of consequence the idea of an
antecedent is revealed. Tarka, being a kind of mental construction,
is useful for removing doubt and hence Tarka , though invalid ( in
the sense of not being a source of valid cognition) is the promoter
of the Pramanas. This Tarka is otherwise known as apatti i.e., the
introduction of the undesired through which the desire is
established. It is also a kind of indirect method through which the
truth is ascertained. If the negation of P is proved as absurd, it
would automatically follow that P is true. For these various reasons
much importance has been laid on this method in the Navya
Nyaya.

In this way, doubt can also be taken as a philosophical
method, because only reason can be applicable towards the object
which is in doubt, not ascertained and not known (nanupalabdhe
nirpite’rthe nyayah pravarttate, kim tarhi samsayite’rthe). To
determine the nature of reality the role of ‘dialogue’ (‘samvada’)
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and ‘repeatedly questioning’ (‘pariprasna’) bears some
educational value.

The Indian logicians are very cautious about the probable
vitiation of their arguments by the fallacies of ‘contradiction’
(‘badhita’), ‘unfoundedness’ (‘asiddha’), etc and logical defects
like ‘circularity’ (‘anyonydsraya’), ‘logical cumbrousness’
(‘gaurava’) etc. All these are essential to convince a serious
scholar.

Lastly, it can be said that ‘dialogue’ (‘samvada’) between
opponents and proponents is a method adopted in education.
Without ‘free and fair’ discussion between two parties no
philosophical decision is to be arrived at. Educational philosophy
started when Naciketa asked his teacher, Yama, about the reality of
this world and self in the Kathoponisad, when a disciple opens a
dialogue with his teacher about the movement of our mind and
sense-organs in the Kenoponisad, when Arjuna wanted to know the
efficacy of war with the relatives and superior from the Divine
Teacher in the Bhagavadgita and when Nagasena, a disciple of
Buddha, opens a dialogue with the King Milinda regarding the
unreality of self in the Milindaprasna. Hence, dialogue or samvada
has been admitted one of the methods of education in Indian
tradition.
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IMPOSSIBILITY OF JIVANMUKTI IN ADVAITA-
VEDANTA

ARVIND KUMAR RAI

The belief in the attainability of mukti (liberation) is one of
the fundamental postulates of Indian Philosophy. It is never
challenged by any system of thought except Cavaka. Cavakas
do condemn it, because they regard this wish to be free from
pain as secular. Mukti, which implies at least the absolute
freedom from pain, is the result of spiritual wish. The
distinction between pleasure and pain is the work of secular
wish. It treats pleasure as remedy for pain. But for spiritual
wish, pleasure in its potentiality is not different from pain.'
The two are different forms of the same evil (avidya). Mukti
is something beyond pleasure and pain.

The question arises: Does the attainability of mukti
always coincide with the disappearance of the body? It is well-
known that Sankhya, Yoga and Advaita Vedanta agree in
answering this question in a negative way. They all accept two
kinds of mukti, viz, jivan-mukti and Videha-mukti. Jivan-
mukti is the kind of mukti that can be attained even while
being embodied. Janaka, the renowned king of Mithila in the
Upanisads, and Sri Krspa are our examples here. Our
contention is that the Advaitin can hold the concept of Jivan-
mukti only at the expense of giving birth to inconsistency in
their system. The concept is very much fitted in a system
where parmamavada and independent reality of prakrti do
have some place. But system, which reduces prakrti to
absolute nought (maya), and modifies parinamavada into
vivartavada, has no right to adhere to such an alien view.

From the Advaitic point of view, the fall of body must
coincide with the dawn of Brahman-knowledge. Advaitins
hold that avidya is destroyed by vidya. Body too is a product
of avidya. Therefore, it must not persist after the attainment
of Brahman-knowledge. Videhamukti is the only kind of
mukti that results from holding the Advaitic position.



It is not surprising that a group of Advaitins goes to the
extent of regarding Jivan-mukti as simply a figurative concept.
Mandana, Sarvajiatmamuni, Prakdsananda and Dharmardja
do not consider Jivan-mukti as a genuine concept. Mandana
regards the description of sthitaprajia in the second chapter
of the Gita as the description of a highly advanced sadhaka’.
It was contended by S. Kuppuswamy Sastri in his introduction
to the Brahmasiddhi that Mandana furnishes two conflicting
views regarding this point. One view is that the attainment of
Braman-knowledge is immediately followed by falling of body
(dehapata); and the other view allows the persistence of body
due to nescience (avidya samskara) even after the attainment
of knowledge. The former of these two views is agamst the
concept of Jivan-mukti, while the latter supports it’. But Prof.
S.S. Suryanarayana Sastri, in his introduction to Bhamati,
opposes this view.! He contends that Mandana holds only a
single view that there is a final liberation only on the
dissolution of body. Thus Mandana’s Brahmasiddhi is against
the concept of Jivan-mukti The author of the
Sanksepasariraka, Sarvjsatmamuni, is also against the concept
of jivan-mukti. He holds that sadyo-mukti (immediate
liberation) alone is to be considered as genuine mukti; the
texts which speak of Jivan-mukti are purely eulogistic,
intended to hearten the aspirant. Body is a product to
nescience, it can not remain when knowledge arises’.

But, the majority of Advaitins is in favour of upholding
the doctrine of jivan-mukti. There are three types of Karma,
viz. saicita, prarabdha and kriyvamana. The part that is
manifested, started on its course of fruition in this life is called
prarabdha, the part that is un-manifested is called sanicita, and
new karma which is being generated in this life is kriyamana.
After the realization of Brahman, jivan-mukta acquires no
new karma as he no longer feels the solicitations of desire.
The saficita is burnt off in the fire of knowledge, destroyed in
its embryonic stage. It is only the prarabdha Karma which
forces the body to exist even after the attainment of
knowledge. Once the prarabdha karma begins to operate, the
process must continue due to original momentum, just as the
wheel of the potter keeps revolving even after the completed
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pot is taken off. Sankara also gives the illustration of a man
who sees two moons, owing to some defect in his eye, though
he knows very well that the moon is one.

One can ask: How can after the cessation of avidya, the
momentum be still there to account for the persistence of the
body. It is replied that to the jivan-mukta himself the
momentum of his bodily life is nothing in reality. It is
positively existent only to others within division. The world,
including the bodies of individuals, is but the community of
the self-emerging karma-units (emerging through the grace of
God), which is the obverse face of the moral law. If the body
of jivan-mukta were annihilated for others also there would
be violation of this law, which is absurd.®

But the question arises: Is the jivan-mukta conscious of
avidya or not? If he is not aware of avidya, he cannot be
aware of bound souls too. That is to say, he must have arrived
at a state when no more souls would appear to him bounded.
And this cognition is either a delusion, or valid; in first case
there could have been no release, and in second all souls
should have been released. Both conclusions clearly are
invalid. And if we accept the suggestion of Prof.
Bhattacharya, there would be no escape from this dilemma.

It is to avoid this difficulty that some hold that jivan-
mukti is not the identification with Brahman. The author of
the Siddhanta-lessasangraha holds that identification with
Brahman results only when all souls are released. Up to that
time, release can consist only in identification with Isvara. The
function of the body of jivan-mukta is possible no doubt, due
to an intelligent guidance, but the guidance is not by a
particular soul. It is by /svara with whom the released soul has
become one. One may ask: “How can avidya which has
ceased to be for a released soul exist for Isvara”. The reply is
that our conception of Isvarais of a pure being standing over
against nescience, not bounded by it. This nescience is in truth
neither real nor unreal, being indeterminable. But as we
conceive the Lord, he is certainly limited by nescience, though
when we become the lord on release, it will not be
experienced as a limitation.’
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But if mukti be regarded only as identification with
Isvara, real mukti (identification with Brahman) will turn out
to be only a fiction. That will lead to the conclusion that
Brahma-anubhava is not a matter of inaction. Not only this,
but intuition of Brahman too, which is regarded by Advaitin
as self-validating and self-shining, is fallacious. Because it is
noting but delusion of a mukta who mistakes the experience
of Isvara as the experience of Braman. For these undesirable
consequences, we cannot accept the view that jivan-mukti
means idenfication with Isvara.

Vedianata Desika, a Visistadvaitin argues that the
Advaitin concept of jivan-mukti is not tenable. He asks: what
is the meaning of this term? He proposed six alternatives: (1)
cessation of the body etc. while embodied (dehadi-bheda-
nivettih), (2) the cessation of the appearance of the body
(pratibhasa-nivrttih), (3) the cessation of the activities
depending on the body, (4) the cessation of the merits and
demerits accruing from the function of the body etc., (5) the
cessation of the pleasure and pain caused by it, or (6) the
cessation of something else.® Discussing these alternatives to
some length Vedanata Desika rightly comes to the conclusion
that none of them is tenable.

It is argued by some of the modern interpreters of
advaita that release does not depend on embodiment or
disembodiment. Dr. Radhakrishnan says, ‘the presence of
body makes no difference to the state of release, which is, in
essence, the freedom from worldly bounds. The state of
release consists not in persistence or annihilation of plurality,
but in the incapacity of the pluralistic universe to misguide for
the Jivan-mukta. Obviously the world of plurality including
his own body does not perish, only he has the right
perspective regarding it. In the state of release the world of
plurality does not disappear, but is lit up by another light.’

Dr. Radhakrishnana holds the view that the state of
releases merely implies the lapse of worldly values. It has
nothing to do with either embodiment or disembodiment.
Jivan-mukti implies only a change in our way of looking
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towards objects. But such a view goes against the concept of
avidya in Advaita. Avidya is responsible not only for our way
of looking towards objects, but also for the objects. Therefore
change in our way of looking must bring the annihilation of
objects. As Prof. K.C. Bhattacharya remarks, the lapse of
value in advaita implies the lapse of all given-ness. He says,
“The acosmism of Sankara goes beyond both realism and
idealism by reducing world to absolute illusion, by
interpreting the vanity of life as implying the denial of all
given reality”."

So far, we have argued that the conception of jivan-
mukti is not consistant with other major doctrines of advaita.
It remains, however, to show how this concept is very much
fitted in the systems like Sankhya and Yoga.

It is clear from the above discussion that the concept of
Jivan-mukti will be genuine only when it merely implies the
lapse of worldly values, and not the lapse of all given-ness. As
in Sankhya and Yoga, where prakrti is as real as purusa,
attainment of jivan-mukti, will not reduce prakrti to absolute
nought. Therefore the continuance of body, even after the
attainment of mukti, does not present any serious problem for
Sankhya and Yoga. The cause of empirical life is the non-
discrimination (aviveka) between Purusa and buddhi.
According to Sankhya and Yoga, only the discrimination
(viveka) between them is the chief aim of life, and not the
annihilation of prakrti. Prakrti may very well exist after the
attainment of muktii This can be understood by
understanding their view regarding the illusion (khyati).
When a white crystal is placed by the side of red flower, it
appears red. The flower and crystal, both are equally real. We
come to mistake the colour of crystal because we overlook the
point that the flower is something different from the crystal.
The relata are real, only the relation between them is false.
Whereas in Vedanta one of the relata too comes under the
category of falsity. Not only the relation between Brahman
and world is false, but the world too is false (fuccha) from the
ultimate stand-point. But in the case of Sankhya-Yoga, the
moment we realize that there are two things-flower and
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crystal, the error vanishes. Similarly, the right knowledge
(viveka), which is the cause of mukti in Sankhya and Yoga,
affects only the relation between prakrti and purusa. Prakrti
remains unaffected by it. Therefore, the concept of jivan-
mukti is in harmony with the other principles of Sankhya-
Yoga. We arrive at the conclusion that the advaitin’s belief in
Jivan-mukti is legacy from Sankhya-Yoga, a legacy which
should be renounced, as it has served to confuse adherents
and opponents alike. We arrive at the conclusion that the
concept of jivan-mukti very much fitted in a system where the
lapse of worldly values does not entail the lapse of all given-
ness, the Advaita-Vedantais not such a system.
Professor
Department of Philosophy and Religion
B.H.U., Varanasi
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ANEKANTAVADA IN JAINISM AND

MODERNITY

MUKUL RAJ MEHTA

Most of the Jaina Agamic literature was composed during
c.5"B.C.- 34 A.D., but some of Agamic texts like Nandisiitra and
the present edition of Pranavyakarana were composed in c. 5" 6™
A.D. In the most important councils (Vacands), which were held at
Mathura and Vallabhi in c. 4™-5" A.D. respectively, for editing
and rewriting of these Agamas, some new additions and alterations
were also made and that is why some of the Agamas contain
philosophical information, developed later in c. 4™-5", in Jaina
philosophy'. There is a good deal of philosophical discussion in
the Agamas: (i) Sutrakrtanga. (ii) Prajnapana, (iii) Bhagavati, (iv)
Nandi, (v) Sthananga, (vi) Samavayanga and (vii) Anuyogadvara.
Sutrakrtanga refutes the prevailing philosophical schools of
thought. In this work, Bhutadvaitavada and Brahmadvaitvada has
been refuted and the doctrine of separate and independent soul and
the doctrine of the plurality of souls is established. The doctrine of
Karma and its effects has been proved. The theistic concept of God
has been rejected. It is established that the world (samsara) is
beginning less (anadi) and endless (ananta).

Several other theories of philosophy prevailing at that time,
like Akriyavada, Vinayavada, Ajnanavada, were refuted and the
validity of Kriyavada (activism) were propounded .In the
Prajnapana we get a detailed discussion about the nature of the
soul (Jiva) from various points of view. In the Rajaprasaniya, after
an elaborate refutation of the atheistic thought, there is an
exposition of the Atman and the other world with copious
illustrations and expositions of different concepts. In the Bhagavati
we get a beautiful study of the topics like Naya, Pramana,
Saptabhangi, and Anekantavada. Nandisutra discusses the nature
and types of knowledge. In the Sthananga, there is discussion of
the important topics like Atman, Pudgala (matter), Jnana and other
topics. In the philosophical doctrines of Mahavira, there are



references to Nihnavavada, which refers to the single point of
approach or view of ekanta. Samavayanga contains discussions on
topics like Jnana, Naya and Pramana etc., etc.. The Anuyogadvara
has a discussion of the connotation of the term and incidental
references to Pramana and Naya and other principles. In the
commentaries (7ikas) of these Agamas we find vivid discussions
on philosophical topics. Among the commentators the names of
Sanghadasagani and Jinabhadragani are frequently mentioned.
They lived in the 7th century of Vikrama era. Jinabhadragani has
written an important commentary called Visesavasyakabhasya.
Sanghadasagani’s Brhatkalpabhasya is a classical work, which
contains an exposition of the codes of conduct of Sramana from
the philosophical as well as argumentative points of view.

Acarya Haribhadra, a renowned Sanskrit commentator, has
written his commentary in Sanskrit on the basis of the ancient
Curnis. In these commentaries he has made special use of
philosophical discussions. In the Agama literature, prominence has
been accorded to epistemological and scientific discussions;
however the philosophical aspects has not received much attention
as in religious literature other than the Agamas. The primary
reason for this is that the Agama literature is mainly meant for
sadhakas (seekers of truth). For the learning of the sadhakas, there
are frequent repetitions at many places. These Agamic works
make special mention of the injunctions regarding the codes of
conduct for the sadhakas. But in the later literature, importance
has been given to discussion of philosophical topics.

Tattvarthasutra is the most important work of Acarya
Umasvati. It is a comprehensive philosophical work, which
discusses various subjects including philosophy and science. Here,
we find most enlightened discussions of subjects like Philosophy,
Ethics, Geography, Cosmology, Natural Philosophy and the Karma
theory. Acarya Umasvati has also written a commentary (Bhdsya)
on his Tattvarthasutra. In the 6™ century A.D. Acarya Pujyapada
has written a commentary on Tattvarthasutra. It is called
Sarvarthasiddhi. Akalanka and Vidyanandi have also written
commentaries on this work. Akalanka’s Rajavartika and
Vidyanandi’s Slokavarttika are important works. These Acaryas
belonged to the Digambara tradition. In these works, we get very
thought provoking discussions of the philosophical topics. In the

130 MUKUL RAJ MEHTA



Svetambara tradition, Acarya Siddhasena and Haribhadra have also
written commentaries on the Tattvarthasutra. This was in the 8th
or 9th century A.D. We find in these works evidence of a distinct
development of Jaina logic and philosophy. It would not be an
exaggeration to say that just as Dharmakirti’s commentary
Pramanavarttika on Dignaga’s Pramansamuccaya became the
centre of the development of Buddhist logic, so also the
commentaries on Tattvarthasutra became the central base for the
development of Jaina logic.

We get important commentaries on Tattvarthasutra in the
later period, as for instance, Malayagiri’s commentary in the 12th
century, A.D., Cirantanamuni’s in the 14th century A. D. and the
commentary of the great logician Yasovijayaji in the 18th century
A.D. In addition to these, there are several other writers of the
Digambara tradition who have written commentaries on
Tattvarthasutra.  We have commentaries of Srutasagara and
Vibuddhasena, Yogindradeva, Yogadeva, Laksmideva and
Abhayanki. In the 20th century also we have several
commentaries on the Tattvarthasutra in Hindi and Gujarati
languages. The Tattvarthasutra nearly marks the end of
Agamayuga (age of Agamas)*. The Agamas are mainly concerned
with the religious code of conduct and moral preaching. Pt.
Dalasukha Malvania rightly observes that Anga Agama deals with
moral code of conduct (Caritanuyoga) rather than metaphysics
(Dravydnuyoga)3.

Tradition of Anekantavada : Theory of non-absolutism
(Anekantavada) is the significant contribution of Jaina philosophy.
Its first phase begins with the preaching of Mahavira in c. 6™ B.C.
and goes up to the compositions of Umasvati’s Tattvarthasiitra
(first half of the c. 4™ A.D.). It was the period of origination of
Anekantavada. Basically, the non-violent and tolerant attitude of
Mahavira helped much in the development of non-absolutistic
principle of Anekantavada. In Siitrakrtanga, he clearly says- “one
who praises one’s own view-point and discards other’s view as a
false-one and thus, distorts the truth, will remain confined to the
cycle of birth and death”.

It indicates that Mahavira preached the uttermost
carefulness regarding one’s speech. In his opinion, speech should
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be un-assaulting as well as true. He warned his disciple monks
against making unwarranted-categorical assertions or negations.
He instructed them to make only a conditional statement”. It is the
Vibhajjavada from which the theory of non-absolution
(Anekantavada) emerged. Sl'ltralkrtémgal5 records  various
contemporary one-sided doctrines regarding the nature of soul and
creation of the universe. Mahavira’s approach to all these doctrines
is non-absolutistic or relative. In every case, whether the problem
of eternalism (Sasvatavada) and nihilism (Ucchedavada) about the
soul, finiteness and infiniteness of the world, identity and
difference of body and soul or monism and pluralism, Mahavira’s
approach was never absolutistic but relativistic. Accordingly in
Jainism, Reality (Sat) is defined as possessing origination, decay
and permanence®. This three-fold nature of Sar is the foundation of
Anekantavada. Knowledge about Sar will always be partial and
relative and our statement about Sar must always be relative’.

The second phase of the development of Anekantavada is
with Siddhasena Divakara’s Sanmatitarka (c. 4™-5™ A.D.) and goes
up to  Haribhadra’s works such as SaddarSanasamuccaya,
Sastravartasamuccaya (c. 8" A.D.) etc. This phase has three main
characteristics- firstly, apart from the Agamic Nayas, i.e.,
Dravyarthika (Substantial) and Paryayarthika (modal), Niscaya
(real) and Vyavahara (practical view-point), the doctrine of Seven-
fold Nayas, i.e., Naigama (considering both the general and
particular properties of the thing), Sangraha (considering general
properties of an object), Vyavahara (considering specific properties
of an object), Rjusiitra (confined only to the present mode of an
object), Sabda (treating with synonyms), Samabhiriidha (taking
into consideration only etymological meaning of word) and
Evambhiita Naya (denoting object in its actual state of performing
its natural function) was developed. It is to be noted that in earlier
Agamas such as Acaranga, Siitrakrtanga, Uttaradhyayana etc., this
concept of seven-fold view-point (Nayas) is absent. Only in
Anuyogadvarastutra and Nandisttra, the concept of seven-fold
view-point is found but these are the works of the c. 2 - 4™ AD..
In Samavayanga, it is an interpolation. Secondly, in Tattvarthastitra
(c. 4t A.D.) the number of basic viewpoints are five. The
Samabhiridha and Evambhiita are accepted as sub-types of
Sabdanaya. Siddhasena Divakara (c. 4™-5™ A.D.) has accepted six
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Nayas in Sanmatitarka, he does not mention Naigama Naya.
Mallavadi (c. 5™) mentions twelve Nayas in ‘Dvadasaranayacakra’.
These twelve Nayas of Mallavadi are some what different in their
names and presentation. Though the author showed the
relationship between the traditional seven Nayas and his twelve
Nayas®. In Tattvarthasitra it was only eight while in Dhavalatika
of Satkhandagama, its numbers were increased up to eighty.
Siddhasena Divakara clearly mentions in  Sanmatitarka that
number of view-point can be as much as the way of linguistic
expressions’.

It is in the Bhagavatisiitra, where for the first time these
different ways of expressions (Bhangas) are found. In
Bhagavaﬁsﬁtral10 while dealing with the concept of hell, heaven
and abode of Siddhas, Lord Mahavira mentioned only three ways
of expression, i.e., affirmation, negation and inexpressibility, but
while dealing with the aggregates of the different numbers of atom,
he mentioned more than twenty-three ways of expressions. Pt.
Dalsukha Malvania says that of course we have seven
predications or Saptabhangi in Bhagavatisitra. In Siddhasena
Divakara’s Sanmatitarka, this theory of seven-fold predication is
logically presented for the first time. After that in AptamImamsa of
Samantabhadra (c. 5™), Sarvarthasiddhi of Pujyapada (c. 6™),
Paficastikaya and Pravacanasdra of Kundakunda (c. 6™ A.D.) and
some other later works of this period, the doctrine of seven-fold
conditional predication has been discussed in detail. Some of the
noteworthy Jaina logicians from Siddhasena to Yasovijayaji, are
Mallavadi, Haribhadra, Akalank, Virsen, Vidyanandi, Devasiiri,
and Hemchandracharya. This is the period between Sth tol6th
century.

The term Anekantvada consists of three terms: ‘Aneka’,
‘Anta’, and ‘Vada’, The term °‘Aneka’, means ‘many’, ‘Anta’,
means ‘aspects’ or ‘attributes’ and ‘Vada’ means ‘ism’ or ‘theory’.
In its simple sense, it is a philosophy or a doctrine. It is a theory
of many-fold aspects. It has been described and translated by
modern scholars variously. In the 'Jaina Lak$anawali', it means,
instead of differences of main and peripheral, Anekanta is the
enunciation of mutually different view points, religious differences
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of existence and non existence.'' To quote Dr. Nath Mal Tatiya -
"in consistency with this background, a Jains Sadhu (monk) is
required to be very cautions about his speech (Acdranga Sutra
I1.4). He is prohibited against making unwarranted categorical
assertions or negations (Ibid, II.4c.) A wise man should not joke,
nor should be explain without resort to conditional expressions.
(Sutrakritanga 1.14, 19). He should explain with the help of
'Vibhajj Vaya', conditional expressions (Sutrakritanga 1.14.22).
Monier Willams gives the meaning of 'Anekanta’, not alone, a
skeptic; a Jaina, an Arhat of the Jainas. Prof. S.N. Dasgupta
expresses it as ‘relative pluralism’ against the ‘extreme
absolutism’. Dr. Chandradhar Sharma translates it as ‘‘doctrine of
many ness of reality’’. Dr. Satkari Mookerjee expresses it as a
doctrine  of  ‘non-absolutism’. Closely associated to
‘Anekantavada’ is Syadvada. Which is also expressed as a theory
of ‘conditional predication’ or ‘‘theory of relativity of
propositions.”” Since the doctrine of ‘Anekantavada’ is opposed to
absolutism or monism (Ekanta-vada) we may prefer ‘‘doctrine of
‘non-absolutism’” to convey the meaning of Anekantavada. More
important aspect of Anekantavada or Syadvada is, however, the
subtlety with which it introduces the practice of Ahimsa
(non-violence) even in the realm of thought. The moment one
begins to consider the angle from which a contrary viewpoint is
put forward, one begins to develop tolerance, which is the basic
requirement of the practice of ‘Ahimsa’.

Mahaviraswami says - “To deny the co-existence of
mutually conflicting viewpoints about a thing would mean to deny
the true nature of reality” Anekantavad is a doctrine of
multifaceted ness of reality, it is a philosophy or doctrine of non-
absolutism, it explains reality metaphysically. Expression of truth
is relative or non-absolute, truth is expressed in many ways. One
cannot make definite statement about truth or existent, each
statement is true in its own limited sense. To understand the nature
of existent, one requires the vision of seeing an entity from all
directions which is Anekantavad. Syadvada is a philosophy or
doctrine of relativity. Syar- means certain point of view. The
method or language of expressing multifaceted ness is called
Syadvad.
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Contemporary Relevance : Some verses from Haribhadra (8th
century A.D.) and Hemchandra (12th century A.D.) are the best
examples of religious tolerance in Jainism. Haribhadra says : "I
bear no bias towards Lord Mahavira and no disregard to the Kapila
and other saints and thinkers, whatsoever is rational and logical
ought to be accepted." Hemchandra says: "I bow to all those who
have overcome attachment and hatred, which are the cause of
worldly existence, be they Brahma, Vishnu, Shiva or Jina ". Thus
Jaina saints have tried all the times to maintain the harmony in
different religious faiths and tried to avoid religious conflicts. The
basic problems of present society are mental tensions, violence and
the conflicts of ideologies and faiths. Jainism has tried to solve
these problems of mankind through the three basic tenets of
non-attachment  (Aparigraha), non-violence (Ahimsa) and
non-absolutism (Anekanta). If mankind observes these three
principles, peace and harmony can certainly be established in the
world'%.

Application of Anekantavad is to replace certitude with
relativity in thinking and increase tolerance for others view points.
It leads to a dynamic philosophy of life, life of friendliness and
harmony, partnership and participation, universal love and
equality. It brings change in our outlook, thought and action. It is
an integral, balanced and effective approach towards egalitarian
society. The spirit of Anekanta is very much necessary for the
transformation of conflict management of society, specially in the
present days, when conflicting ideologies are trying to assert
supremacy aggressively. It is evident in all streams including
social, political, economical, educational, religious, national and
international scenario. Anekanta brings the spirit of intellectual and
social tolerance. For the modern society, what is awfully needed is
the virtue of tolerance. This virtue of tolerance i.e. regard for
others ideologies and faiths has been maintained in Jainism from
the very beginning. Mahavira mentions in the Sitrakrtanga, those
who praise their own faiths and ideologies and blame those of their
opponents and thus distort the truth will remain confined to the
cycle of birth and death.' Jaina philosophers have all the time
maintained that all the view points are true in respect of what they
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have themselves to say, but they are false in so far as they refute
totally other's view-points.

Prof. Amartya Sen”, in his volume, has provided a
perspective which highlights the relevance of the culture of open
discussion in confronting public problems. The efficacy of
arguments and the practice of dialogue rather than physical force
and straightaway imposition of views, unfortunately which has
been the general practice, has been highlighted. Prof Sen says,
"Plurality is not alien to us in India". It has been supportive of
various religious experiences, Hinduism, Buddhism, Jainism,
Sikkhism, Islam and Christianity. He further writes about India's
intellectual pluralism; heterodoxies as different as skepticism and
atheism have been co-existing with the mainstream of religious
and philosophical schools of thoughts.

Therefore, according to Prof. Sen, an approach which is
suited to plurality, should be more fruitful in meeting social
problems in India. As far as the concept of pluralism in the Indian
genius is concerned, Prof. Sen's analysis appears similar to Acarya
Haribhadra's idea of 'Anekant' who had, perhaps, visualised a
grouping of various faiths. 'Anekant' philosophy has a pluralistic
character, and therefore, the same may be a very relevant approach
to tackle social conflicts worldwide.

Jaina tradition is marked by the simplicity of its ethics like
compassion, tolerance, supportiveness, self-restraint, non violence
and abjuring wealth, which can be easily understood by the
common man. As for the philosophical part, Jainism contains no
mystic factor, but that which is of great social relevance. In Jaina
tradition, principles of Sarvodaya, Anekant and Syadvad were
designed for deliverance of the individual and the society from all
types of negativities, whether social or economic. The principles of
Jainism are conducive to social harmony. Jainism puts no hurdles
in any body's route and imposes no gospels.

Here, I would like to refer and quote the speech'* and
thought of Padmashree Dr. Lal Ji Singh, a renowned Scientist,
where what he said was the perfect example of the spirit of
Anekantavada as contemporary relevance even in the modern
science-

“4. Setting up Institute of Translational Research in which,
clinicians, basic researchers such as engineers, chemist, physicist,
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biologists, biochemists, biotechnologists, computer scientists,
statisticians, mathematicians and other experts may work together
to develop new technologies.”

This was responded by Dr. Lal Ji Singh during my
discussion on some points with him on internet regarding his
speech, delivered at a conference. This idea of Setting up Institute
of Translational Research in which different minds may work
together, keeping in their mind that other minds are also active in
the same activity with different points of views, which are also to
be taken in consideration while establishing any theory or research
or invention. How an interesting and perfect practical example and
spirit of Anekantavada !

Modernity of Jainism is obvious from the events like,
marriages between Hindu and Jaina families can be seen very often
now a days, and that is only because there is no cultural rigid ness
between these two religions. The difference between Hinduism and
Jainism is regarding their philosophical ideas, and philosophical
traditions. Common people are concern with day to day religious
life rather then philosophical discussions, and day to day life of a
Hindu and Jaina is more or less same. This is the reasons why there
have been no communal riots and blood sheds between Hindus and
Jainas. There are cases of religious conversion in other religions
now a days, but there are no such cases of conversion in Jainism,
which shows the depth of cordiality in them.

Reasearch Scientist “C”

Deptt. of Philosophy & Religion
B.H.U., Varanasi- 221 005
mukul _maha@rediffmail.com
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THE ANTI-THEISTIC VIEWS OF KUMARILA

DEBAMITRA DEY

In this world, a vast section of human race, namely, the
theist bears a feeling about the existence of God. Very often, we
find that a large section of the mass shows some kind of gestures
whenever they come across a temple or a mosque or a church. But
from the dawn of human intelligence till date, a particular question
is still important: Does God really exist? Is there any proof in this
regard? Years after years, philosophers, scholars, preceptors,
monks and even atheists have tried to find out the answer. Various
schools of Indian Philosophy have also expressed their views in
this context. In this paper, an effort is made to present the anti-
theistic views of the Mimamsa School.

In our colloquial behaviour, it is seen that most often the
words, such as, deva, devata, I$vara, are used as the synonyms of
‘God’ but there lies some difference between the terms 'devata’
(god) and 'I$vara’ (God). It can be said that the term deva or devata
(god) is synonymous with the word ‘deity’, which means possessor
of some special qualities. Even an ordinary person can also attain
'devatva’ by performing some special deeds. In various Upanisads
it is stated in a clear way that if a person chooses the path of
knowledge or wisdom i.e. jianamarga, he can attain devatva.' 1t is
also mentioned at the same place that it is a temporary state; when
the fruit of virtuous act comes to an end, one has to come back to
one’s previous state.

Normally, I$vara (God) is described as omniscient,
omnipresent and possessor of eternal knowledge. In this context,
we have to look at the scenario of Indian Philosophy for a
particular purpose. It is known to all that Indian Philosophy is
divided into two chief divisions, namely the dastika and the nastika.
The term astika is used to mean a particular school, which accepts
the validity of the Veda, and the term ndstika is used to mean the
opposite.

Among the main schools of Indian philosophy, Carvaka,
Jaina and Buddhist are placed in ndstika-prasthana as they never



accept the validity of the Vedas, whereas the Nyaya, Vaisesika,
Yoga, Sankhya and Vedanta are referred as the astika ones. But it
is noteworthy that some of the a@stika schools, namely, the Sankhya
and the Mimamsa do not accept God's existence. There is no doubt
that Sankhya is the one of the oldest systems of Indian Philosophy
and some opine that at the early stage it was a materialistic system.
Later due to the influence of Yoga, it has become a Theist
prasthana. Therefore, it is quite understandable that being a
materialist system at an early stage, Sankhya felt no reason for the
acceptance of God. Even in its mature state, that standpoint
remains the same as earlier. But the Mimamsaka's view is quite
amazing in this context. Though in Mimamsa, the existence of
svarga, naraka, karmaphala, paraloka is recognized and even
proved but surprisingly it does not admit the existence of God. The
reason is that the Mimamsaka accepts the Veda as ‘apauruseya’
(impersonal). On the contrary, the Nyaya School has described
God as the author of the Vedas. A few scholars of Indian
philosophy have opined that at the earlier stage even the Vaisesika
School was a non-theist system. But later both old and new
commentators have introduced the concept of God into the system
and explained some of the sutras in favour of God’s existence.” But
in the Yuktidipika which is one of the oldest commentaries of
Sankhya, the Vaisesika school is clearly stated as a non-theist
(nirisvaravadin) one.

Not only the nastika schools of Indian philosophy have
refuted the existence of God, but some of the dstika systems have
also travelled the same path. In this regard, we can specially
mention Kumarila Bhatta’s Slokavartika wherein Kumarila has
refuted God as an entity in the section Sambandhaksepaparihara.
Kumarila was the founder of the Bhatta sect of Mimamsa School
and a contemporary with Sankaracarya. In his work, by some
excellent arguments, he rejected the existence of God. In the

following section, we would like to present some of his opinions in
brief.
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It is mentioned that the Mimamsa School has refused the
existence of God as an entity quite strongly. From an early stage,
they have refuted the idea. The founder of the school, Jaimini has
expressed the view in his book, i.e., Jaiminiya Sitragrantha and
later commentators have also followed him in the same way.

Kumarila contradicted the idea of God by saying that it is
not possible to be omniscient or to be the knower of everything as
the cause of knowledge does not exist. Moreover, according to
Mimamsa School, knowledge is a kind of action; therefore, it is
not possible to accept the idea of eternal or absolute knowledge
and the idea of its possessor is baseless.

Kumarila has refuted the idea of God as the creator of the
universe quite in a radical way. It is worth mentioning that
sometimes his arguments are almost similar with those of the
nastika schools. He has commented that the thesis that God has
created this universe is not easy to explain and pacify the
objections could be raised. As there was nothing before Him, how
it is possible for us to know what condition was there at that time?
Alternatively, how did the pattern of the universe come to Him?
Kumarila questioned again, if at the time of creation nothing was
existent except God, then where He existed at all. What was His
actual form?

Was He a mortal one with a body made of five elements, i.e.,
paricabhiita?* Kumarila offers the tentative answers that might
were proposed by the theists and finally rejects them. He said that
as there was the absence of any kind of substratum at the time of
creation, it is not anyway possible to accept that God was existent
at that time. Where did He exist? Again, if we accept that at that
time God was an incorporeal entity, He would not have been able
to produce any kind of effort from the desire of creation. God did
not have a body like mortal being as a mortal being’s body is a
product of the five main elements, i.e. paficabhiita and those
elements were not there at that time of creation.’

Kumarila again asked if at the beginning of this world there
was none other than God then who saw and told others about the
creator or the creation. Again, if there is no proof in this context
then there is no need to investigate about it anymore. He further
commented that as God was without any means at the time of
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creation, then it is not natural for Him to have a desire of creation.
The opponent can reply that God is omnipotent, His will of
creation is enough to do the act, but the Mimamsaka will confront
it by saying that as God is not corporeal in form, so no kind of will
is ever produced. The opponent might propose an answer to this
question that God could produce His own body at that time.
Kumarila contradicts it saying that an incorporeal being cannot
form his own body and if it is stated that there was a creator who
created God then there will arise a state of non-finality
(anavastha).6

According to the view of Kumarila, God cannot be eternal
by any means as the effects originated from Him are non-eternal
by nature. Kumarila comments in a sarcastic way that the world is
full of sorrows, so whoever has created this world cannot be a
benefactor by nature or the creator did not create it rationally.
Kumarila repeated his opinion and inquired again that if God was
without any means at the time of creation, then how did He create
this world? The theist can answer that dharma and adharma were
existent and they existed in God at that time. But the Mimamsaka
asks again, for what reason those two things, i.e. dharma and
adharma, did exist at that time and who created them? Moreover,
it is not possible to create a whole world only with dharma and
adharma. At least some kind of elements is needed. Here an
objection may arise that it is seen that a spider can make cobwebs
out of nothing. But this objection is refuted by Kumarila by saying
that due to the consumption of food, a particular kind of sap is
produced which is actually the main ingredient of the cobweb.
Here we can see it clearly that Kumarila does not only reject the
idea of God as accepted in the Nyaya-Vaisesika School but also
the idea of Brahman as accepted in Upanisadic philosophy.
Anyway, the abstract of the argument is that only dharma and
adharma are not sufficient for the creation of this world.’

In this context, Kumarila discusses another point in a logical
way. He raised the question that it is generally observed more often
that in case of creation, compassion acts as the cause which
happens due to suffering or happiness. As God is not a mortal
being, so no kind of suffering is ever experienced by Him and as a
consequence of this no kind of compassion also is ever produced in
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Him. So without any compassion, how can God initiate any form
of creation? Kumarila comments quite sarcastically that as God has
never experienced sufferings, He could make this world only from
contentment. Actually, it is impossible to create something without
any kind of sufferings. Kumarila makes a statement that if God is
omnipotent, so nothing is impossible for Him. However, if it is
admitted that without suffering creation is not possible at all, then
God’s independence as a creator is completely meaningless.®

Kumarila asks, what is the actual purpose of God behind the
creation? Without any purpose, even a foolish person never takes
any initiative to do any work. So do we assume that there was
either lack of rationality or absence of inclination behind the
creation of the world? Some theist scholars have opined that the
whole act of creation is a kind of sport.” Kumarila rejects the idea
by saying that any kind of sport or play is performed to attain joy.
As God is not a mortal one, so there is no probability of the
attainment of joy. Hence, it can be inferred that by His act of
creation, only His gratification is expressed. Moreover, according
to Kumarila the act of creation cannot be done playfully. The act is
neither easy nor amusing. Ultimately, the idea about the creation of
this world as an act of play by God is rejected.10

Apart from these arguments, Kumarila has given many more
reasons to establish non-existence of God. It is very much amusing
to note that being a scholar of an astika system; he has refuted the
existence of God quite firmly. In conclusion, he stated finally that
at the beginning of this world God’s existence was not perceived
by anyone, in future also nobody would be able to know Him."
Thus there is no need to accept the very existence of God as
omnipotent, omniscient and as the creator of this world by an
astonishing metaphysical argumentation.

In conclusion, it can be said that the anti-theistic tradition in
Indian philosophy is quite ancient by nature. It is found that from a
very early Vedic period to the new era of Indian philosophy, the
question about God’s existence remains as a constant topic of
philosophical discussion. It is not unpredictable that the nastika
schools have strongly refuted any kind of proof about the existence
of God, but the view of Mimamsaka is undoubtedly astonishing in
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this regard. Kumarila Bhatta has presented some of his excellent
arguments to reject the idea of sarvajiia by the Buddhists. By his
act of refutation of sarvajiia, God’s existence is naturally rejected
as God cannot be stated as God if He is not a sarvajiia by Himself.
So when Kumarila is directly rejecting the idea of God, he does not
discuss again about that property, i.e. sarvajiiatva of God.

We like to draw the attention to this important question now
that what were the social or historical causes behind the rejection
of God’s existence by the Mimamsakas. However, a few
Mimamsakas the followers of Kumarila and Prabhakara have
accepted the existence of God, but actually the Mimamsakas are
the descendants of the Yajiikas who do have faith in the rituals and
sacrifices but not in the God. In the Vedantasiitras also this view of
Jaimini is referred as piurvapaksa and it is stated very clearly that
the natural objects (such as the sun, fire etc) are emphasized as
God due to the imagination of mankind.

To give an answer to the question mentioned in the last
paragraph, we can summarily say that due to the epistemological
standpoint of not accepting the Vedas as a creation of man,
(apauruseya) the Mimamsakas rejected the idea of God. Moreover,
it is very hard to answer that if God is full of mercy, then why his
creation, the man, suffers from sorrows. If it is replied that man
suffers due to his work and the fruit of it, then it is unnecessary to
recognize God as an entity. For this reason the Mimamsakas
denied the existence of God but accepted sacrifices (yajiia) and the
fruits produced from it.

Lastly, we can say that the reasoning of Mimamsa School is
so much strong in this context that to establish God’s existence,
Udayanacarya, a profound scholar of Nyaya—Vaisesika school, has
to confront them more than once. In his work, i.e.
Nyayakusumarijali, Udayana showed the objections presented by
different schools of Indian Philosophy about existence of God and
refuted them one by one. Finally it can be said that though
according to the theist schools, God is omnipotent, omniscient and
the creator of this world but His existence can only be established
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by none other than His own creation, i.e. Man. Through this

insignificant work, a tribute is offered to the great stalwarts of
Indian philosophy.
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LANGUAGE AND COMMUNICATION

(Cognitive Holistic Understanding)

D.N.TIWARI

What is the content we communicate by language? Is language
communicative by nature or is it communicative by some device?
Some of Indian and western philosophical theories that approach
communication believe that speaker’s intention is communicated
through verbal noises and hearer understands his intention.
Wittgenstein accepts that meaning cannot be language and the fact
is not a meaning. Meaning for him is the way the fact is
represented and thus it is intention of the speaker that is
communicated. Hearer’s understanding of speaker’s intention
according to Wittgenstein is due to agreement in forms of life on
which the working of language is based. Forms of life is the frame
of reference we learn to work within when trained in the language
of our community that is the learning of the rituals and practices of
the users with which usage of language is inseparably bound. Is
intention communicable through language? Is it sharable? Is the
form of life constituted by intention? If it is yes then the question
is: is intention identical to ideas or propositions? If it is not, how
does it concern with communication? Before responding the
aforesaid question I want to make a one line remark on the
narrative of frame of life. Form of life that is constituted by the
frame of references or propositions is not fixed and not final and
thus complete agreement is not possible because it can serve as a
set of ideas for explaining certain things but not complete
communication because it is not possible to house the propositions
and their meanings in a fixed boundary or certain frame of
references. I do not find any genuine Wittgensteinian logic for
accepting intention and frame of references as identical.

Intention by and large is a psychological entity. It is neither
reference nor a thing to be referred to. Wittgenstein does not accept
it a form of life that can be communicated and shared. References



can be transmitted and can be heard because of biological fitness
but they require to be produced first. Communication is not
confined to speaking and hearing; it is awareness accomplished by
language and is fit for serving as the cause of responding to that as
well. Frames of references are abstracted; they may be the objects
of awareness but they themselves are not awareness. Intention
being asabda (void of references) is not communicable. It being
psychological may affect behavior but may not accomplish
communication. It can be said that language conveys only the
meanings that may be literal, intended and non-intended but it is
impractical to say that in all its uses it conveys only intended
meaning. Intended meanings are not possible if the literal meaning
which serves as the cognitive ground for them is not accepted
beforehand. Language communicates meanings and not the things.
Meanings of language and intention in a use are different. Meaning
is directly expressed by language and intention is presumed on the
basis of meaning that is non-different from the language. It is very
difficult to decide the intention involved in the use of language
first and then to respond it. Different persons understand the
intention of the speaker differently. For example, different listeners
understand different meanings of the speaker’s addresses ‘the sun
is set’. A neighbor of ailing great man may understand ‘the great
man is died, a herd man may take it for ‘it is high time to herd the
cows in’, a student may take it ‘it is time to bring the study of
books to an end, to a dancer it may mean to get ready for the
performance and so on so forth. Overall, the language is not
figurative; it is expressive by nature. The expressive meaning of
the sentence ‘sun is set’ is expressed in the mind of all the listeners
and that is imposed on different allegiances of the different persons
and thus serves as the basis of different intended meanings. To
accept intention as communicable phenomena is not only an
underestimation of the power of language but also a fallacy of
giving psychological phenomena a position of public
communication that leads to absurdum. In brief, intention, in fact,
is not communicable entity. It is just a psychological guessing of
hearer’s understanding on the basis of speaker’s locution and
therefore it may cause unnecessary confusion regarding what is
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actually communicated and thus that may prove a hindrance in
communication. No intended meaning is possible without the
expressive meaning the language expresses because that alone
serves as the cognitive ground for different intended meanings of
the same sentence.

If meaning is the way the fact is represented, Wittgenstein has no
way out except accepting the difficulties as real. He neither accepts
meaning as a fact nor denies language as fact. Being a
representationist, he cannot accept the non-difference of the
representation and the thing it represents. In his case it is intention
of the speaker that is communicated and thus there is no escape
from subjectivism and arbitrariness in the understanding of
communication;that may be a case of underestimation of the power
of language.

Here in, I propose to analyze and interpret Cognitive holistic
understanding on Language and communication. Indian
Grammarian’s maxims serve as guide to my present discussion.
The theory discussed here in believes that philosophical reflection
is not only based on but also is confined to the objects expressed
by language in the mind and the language expresses cognitive or
intelligible beings only that is itself and its meaning. Cognition
ceases to be so if it is isolated from language; it is always infused
by language. Language is the guide in the matter of cognition; it is
not only means but also the cognitive ground for conversation and
communication.

Communication is performed by language. Non-communicability
is due to extraneous factors like uses of garbs or tokens with which
we do not have proximity with or we lack observation of their uses
by elders of our community or by taking intention, which in each
case is subjective, which we know by imposing on the meaning of
language or by conjecture . Different language speaking
communities use different sorts of garbs and it is easy to
communicate with the garbs of our proximity that is the language
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token used by the community in which one is born and grown up.
Communication is not just dispatch and file but accomplishments
of cognition through garbs, that is, articulate utterances/noises.
How it is responding the speakers and hence sharing of thoughts in
between the speakers and listeners is discussed after few
paragraphs.

Conversation and communication are not two types of activities
because the former, for the purpose of the discussion in the present
paper, is informal spoken communication. Both of them involve
cognitive activities. A speaker communicates thoughts to the
hearer and the later responds through language. How is the
knowledge accomplished by articulations? How is sharing
possible? Does a reply to these questions come out from the
concept of language itself or from other factors? Let us start
discussion with the nature of language first. Is language confined
to articulations which are mere verbal sounds or noises
(dhvaniyan) that are material in nature? Is it restricted to the marks
we use by proxy for verbal noises/articulations that is material
marks/writings (lipiyan) on a piece of paper or board?

Communication is not limited to marks and sounds we write, read
and speak. Paninian grammarians use the term ‘vaikhari’ for them.
They are not arbitrary marks. They are learnt by the observation of
their uses by the elders of the community one is born. By
convention, practice and habit these learnt noises and written
marks used for them occupy the form of life that acts in such a way
that their deviated uses flash them grammatically wrong. However,
communication is not confined to speaking and hearing of verbal
noises (vaikhart) only. It is, in fact, accomplishment of cognition in
which there is sharing of thoughts through language ($abda).

In the very beginning of Mahabhasya(Paspasahnika 1/1), Patafijali
has given two different definitions of §abda. An observation of
them one by one is very relevant for the present discussion because
through them, he intends to explain functions the language
performs.
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1. He has himself raised the question as to what is the $abda
(language) in articulate utterance ‘gauh’. Is it a thing
possessing dewlap, tail, horn, hoof, etc.? He says: no; that is
substance. Is it gestures and efforts made by the speaker
while uttering gauh? He says: no, that is an action. Is it
colour-white, etc.? No, that is a quality. Is it common and
essential property of different individual cows? No, that is
universal. Passing through this dialectical reasoning, he
conclusively defines it as “yenoccaritena
sasnalangtlakakudakhuravisaninam sampratyayo bhavati sa
sabdah”. According to this definition, $abda is that which,
when manifested by hearing verbal — utterances, reveals
cognition of the objects. Objects of cognition are
ideas/concepts, that is, intelligible beings which figure in
mind by language. They are also existences which with
contrast to external existences /physical Being (with capital
‘B’) are called intelligible being (with small ‘b’). Sanskrit
term ° upacarasatta’ is used for it which is translated in
English as secondary beings. Sabda and Artha are only such
beings as they only figure by language or are expressed by
language.

Sabda is the expresser. According to the definition, it is awareness of
the objects for which English terms ‘thought’ or ‘idea’ may be used.
While using these terms we have to have the idea in the mind that all
thoughts, all ideas, all units of language are concepts (sampratyaya).
These are intelligible beings and are objects proper of our
philosophical reflections, investigations and analysis.

2. Pratita padarthako loke dhvanih $abda ityucyate”, according
to this definition, verbal-noises in usual communication are
taken by perception and practice as the language ($abda). In
the expressions like $abdam kuru (do speak), $abdam ma kuru
(do not make a noise), $abdakari ayam manavakah (this child
is noisy), etc., used in day-to-day communication, verbal-
noises (dhvani) are popularly taken as sabda i.e.; the conveyor
of meaning. According to this definition of language (sabda)
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verbal-noises, which are conventionally given for a meaning,
are only called sabda. Any noise (dhvani) produced by
mutual friction of the parts of bodies is not language (Sabda).
Verbal utterances in this sense are language (Sabda) only
because they are produced by vocal organs of the speaker
when one intends to speak for conveying meaning. In this
sense the ringing of bell, thundering, etc. are not language
($abda). Since hearers understand some or the other meaning
by them also, it is proper to say that those meanings are not
without their signifiers. Knowledge ceases to be so isolated
from the language that reveals them thus.

In this regard, it is useful to remark that the word ‘uccaritena’
used by Mahabhagyakara in the first definition distinguishes the
phonetic element and the word ‘sampratyayah bhavati’ emphasizes
the concept or awareness character of language that flashes forth in
the speaker before speaking and in the listeners after hearing the
utterances spoken by the speaker. The definition given by him clearly
points out that the flash is not abstracted universal but is awareness
which is simply manifested by occurrences and instances of
articulations. The momentary utterances are produced only when
there is incentive to speaking of which the cognition is the cause.
Being mere tools they cannot cause cognition in the listeners because
cognition is not caused but is revealed. Tools, discretely or
collectively, cannot cook themselves.

Bhartrhari has incorporated both of the definitions given by
Mahabhagyakara in his conception of sabda. He uses the term sphota
for Patanjali’s concept- language (sampratyaya) and the term Vaikhari
for verbal noises (dhv aniya). He has used the former in very few
verses only and even so when he concerns with specific mention of
indivisibility and universality character of it but has used the term
$abda often and again. The term sphota does not stand only for given
concepts but for their flashing also; it is madhyama-§abda, thoughts or
ideas. The givenness of the concept and its revelation are two
different things. A concept is given but cannot be known. It is known
only when it flashes forth and that is why it is called sphota. Sphota is
indivisible unit of awareness. It is indivisible because there is no
possibility of real division in awareness; it is a unit because a
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complete sense is satiated by it. The term $abda as used by Bhartrhari
comprises of both the verbal-noises/utterances as the body, more
specifically garbs that manifest the concept language and the latter as
the soul more specifically thought or concept that, with contrast to
transient verbal noises, is the constant content of knowledge. The
signifier is a better fitting modern idiom for ‘sabda’ if the term is
taken in the sense of the unit that expresses a complete signified non-
differently.

The sphota is manifested by garbs or tokens. It may be
manifested by any amount of garb- by a letter, a word or a sentence —
token. In some cases, a large number of subordinate —sentences and
sentence- tokens fall short in manifesting it. Moreover, its
manifestation is not sufficient for conveyance of meaning. Manifested
by the tokens of our proximity we learn in a language community or
any token we learn by convention, the sphota reveals its own nature
from which meaning is revealed. The term $abda includes flashing or
sphota and the token through which it is manifested. Tokens comprise
of verbal noises, written marks, gesture, sign, symbols and sensory
data we acquire by our sensory perception can be grouped under the
term ‘garb’ because they serve as tool in manifesting the sphota. The
sabda, in each case, flashes forth from which its meaning is known
non-differently. Thus, both of the definitions of Mahabhasyakara are
equally essential for understanding the conception of §abda.

In sensory perception senses like eyes, etc., are separated from
the external objects like pot, etc, which they perceive by contact. But
that is not the case with cognition by language, Sabdikas believe in
the active theory of knowledge (Vakyapadiya, 1/55-56). In cognition
by language, it reveals own self first from which its meaning is
revealed. The expresser (Sabda) like senses does not illuminate the
objects only but like soul it is awareness of itself and the objects that
it illuminates as well and that is why it is defined as the luminosity
and the illuminative force, the expresser and the expressed
(prakasaka-prakasya and grahaka- grahya). It is awareness of itself
and its meaning which are only objects that figure in by it. Senses do
not perceive themselves first before they perceive the external objects
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but the language expresses its own nature first from which its
meaning is revealed non-differently. The senses are separated from
the objects after perceiving and that is why the cognition of the
cognition of objects or self awareness of the awareness of the objects
always remains a problem for solving which the theorist presumes
some other source like mind. Mind is not just a grasping and
processing but a flashing faculty. Mind as gasping power may be
important issue of psychological studies but its flashes are the object
proper for philosophical reflections. Different from sensory
perception, the language, in a verbal cognition, is not separated from
its objects; being the self awareness of the awareness of objects which
are thoughts or ideas, it serves as the sound ground of awareness of
thoughts and responding awareness of the communicated content.

In this connection a question is often raised. How is Sabda the
expresser (vacaka)? This is a question about expressive power (Sakti)
on the issue of which there is a lot of controversy in Indian theories of
language. The controversy can be grouped chiefly into two —first:
those who accept that there is power or ‘powers in $abda’ and second:
‘Sabda itself is the power’; it is called so because of being power. For
the former theorists three independent powers namely literal
(abhidha), suggestive (laksana) and implicative (vyanjana) inhere in
sabda . Indian Rhetoric and Naiyayikas accept all of the three powers
in language because of which it conveys three different types of
meanings- Abhidheyartha, laksyartha and vyangyartha. Mimansakas
accept only first two of the powers. Mahima Bhatta, a Mimansaka in
his vyaktiviveka, is seen in favor of accepting expressive power only
and argues for inclusion of laksana under the category of inference.
Nyaya theory of language accepts Sakti in the word because of which
a word (vacaka) denotes a vacya (meaning). Sakti for them is desire
of God in some cases and of men in other cases. Desire is desire and
is always subjective. If it is said that it is objective because of the
reason that it is created by God then there is every reason to deny that
position. A Sabda is called so because of it being the power.
Naiyayikas do not accept Sakti in sentences. Sentential -meaning is
outcome of the association of word-meanings (sansarga maryada) as
resurrected in memory (smrti). They donot accept memory as means
of valid knowledge. In such a situation the knowledge by Vedic
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statements will be memory and hence not evidential and thus it will
not serve as pramana. A word has a $akti and therefore it must be the
unit of communication. Whether communication is accomplished by
a word or by a sentence is an issue that Nyaiyayikas require to answer
in consonance with their view of word as $akti. If Sakti is there with
word then either the theorists have to deny sentential meaning or
have to accept it figurative. In both of the cases the sentences cannot
be pramana. Moreover, meaning, in their theory, is psychological and
subjective element on the basis of which communication that is public
sharing is not possible.

The system of language and grammar do not accept power
(Sakti) or powers in $sabda. They admit Sabda is $Sakti because it is
expressive by nature. It is expresser (vacaka) because it expresses its
own self and its meaning (vacya). It is called sabda because of being
power. The language reveals all meanings- primary, secondary and
implicative. The primary meaning is the popular one for which the
language is considered naturally fit. Being popular, primary meaning
1s known first to the audience and if that is not conducive to a use, it is
imposed by some similarity on secondary or intended meaning. If the
two are not conducive to a use the non-intended meaning is known by
the closeness or proximity of the primary meaning.

Meaning in all cases is always the meaning of language; Sabda
is Sakti; it expresses all meanings out of which the popular one is
taken primary that serves as the ground for intended and non-intended
meanings. In brief, all meanings are revealed directly by language.
Here we find a concept of three levels of convention because of
which language conveys three types of meanings.

Language is autonomous; it expresses not only itself but its
meaning independently without dependency on any exterior subject
or object. Cognition is accomplished by language independently of
things-in-themselves and our sense-experiences to them. It reveals
without any commitment to physiological, psychological and
metaphysical entities and our allegiances to them. Here, I do not talk
about the ontological commitment of language but I want to make a
one line remark that ontological commitment theory is an outcome of
our infatuation with two misguiding ideas that are i. Thought is
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separate and independent from language and that ii. Language is
confined to tools of representing or referring things that is thing-in
themselves. Contrary to it, the cognitive holistic philosophy of
language considers that $abda is not produced but revealed and what
is produced is verbal noise, the garb of the former.

Meaning is not a thing-in-itself or an experience isolated from
language. Meaning as Wittgenstein thinks is not a way the fact is
represented but is intelligible being non-different from $abda;
language and meaning are only intelligible beings. Language reveals
independently of any external —empirical or transcendental,
metaphysical or psychological entity.

Conversation and communication involve a speaker and
audience. But their simple presence is not sufficient; communication
is accomplished through articulate utterances that the speaker speaks
and the audience listens to. Verbal noises for which Paninian
grammarians use the term vaikharT is very like Wittgenstein forms of
life framed by observation of spoken and written garbs used by the
elders of the community in which one is born and learn to work
within when trained in the language of our community that is the
learning of the rituals and practices of the users with which usage of
language is inseparably bound. No conversation, no communication is
possible without the garbs the former transmits and the latter receives.
Not only conveying and receiving occurrences but the
accomplishment of cognition is also necessary for any response to the
problem of conversation and communication between a speaker and a
hearer. It can be asked as to what is the need for which a philosophy
accepts the flashing of concept-language (sphota).

Since a response to this question is very important for
throwing light on the issue of conversation and communication, I am
taking up the question for discussion first from the position of a
speaker:

I have pointed out earlier that conversation and communication
cannot take place without verbal noises. Producing of verbal noises
for those cognitive activities requires incentive to speak. What does
serve as the cause of incentive to speak? There is no possibility of
their producing if the flashing or sphota as the cause of incentive to
speak is not revealed. For a clear understanding of the process of
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producing articulate utterances let us observe the verse from
Paninisiksa 6/7 accepted by almost all masters of Paninian tradition of
philosophy of language. According to it, prior to speaking, expectancy
(vivaksa) to speak is caused in a speaker and that is caused because of
flashing or revelation of sphota before hand. This flashing causes
incentive to speak. Because of expectancy, the mind (mana)
associated with intellect (buddhi) stimulates digestive fire
(jatharagni). This stimulation stirs up the vital air (pranavayu) and
touching with stations of different letters (varnasthana) in the head
moves fast upward from the navel to head. Knocked from the top of
the skull, the air stirs down fast through the throat vibrating speech
centers from which it is externalized in the form of verbal noises to be
distinguished as dental, palatal, etc. Since we are accustomed and
habitual in the art of speaking we do not mind the subtleties involved
in the emergence of verbal noises. Verbal noises are material in
nature; they cannot produce themselves. In brief, no verbal sound can
be produced or there is no possibility of speaking if the sphota, the
flash of understanding that causes incentive for speaking is denied.
Sphota is accepted as the cause of incentive to the production of
articulations.

From the position of audience, it needs mention that
conversation and communication are not confined to speaking and
listening of verbal noises; it is accomplishment of cognition
(sampratyaya) by language. Verbal noises produced by the speaker
when grasped by the audience manifest the sphota. Listening is not
sufficient for cognition. Cognition is not abstraction out of the
utterances which are only vehicles helping manifestation. Manifested
sphota reveals its own self from which its meaning is revealed non-
differently. The sphota, in some cases, as I have pointed out earlier, is
revealed even by uttering a single letter (ekopyavarnah vakyarthasya
pratyayakah (Vakyapadiya.2/40), by a single word (vakyam tadapi
manyante yatpadam caritakriyam (Vakyapadiya.2/225), by a
sentential garb, by a gesture, by perception, and in some cases it may
not be revealed even by hearing a large number of subordinate
sentences and sentential garbs. Thus, the question of its long or short
is useless. It is a flash of awareness having no length, breadth, no
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parts, and no division but in all cases, the cognition is revelation of
sphota or flashing of consciousness.

Analysis of involvement of speaker and audience as discussed
above can be put in brief respectively as follows-

Activities from speaker’s side-

1.

1l.

iii.

1v.

The consciousness flashes forth as idea (sphota) in
the mind of the speaker and that serves as the cause
of expectancy to speak.

Sphota causes incentive to speak or to produce
verbal noises for communicating.

Because of incentive the digestive fire (jatharagni)
is stimulated from which air stirs up.

By effort (yatna-from navel to throat) and specific
effort(prayatna- from throat to skull up and down )
the air stirred up so comes out vibrating vocal
organs -leaps, teeth, nose, throat, palates, etc, from
the mouth as verbal noises/utterances that is called
production of articulations.

From audience side-

1.

1l.

1il.

1v.

Rotating vibrations of the utterances of the speaker
spread out in the space.

They toss about the space in the ears of the listeners
in the sequence the speaker produces them. This is
called hearing.

Hearing of the sequences gradually manifests the
sphota of the listeners.

Manifested by the sequence the sphota flashes forth
its own nature from which its meaning is expressed
non-different.

The analysis presented above very clearly presents the idea of
production and diffusion of verbal noises but that is not sufficient
for explaining conversation and communication in which there is a
sharing of thought. Sharing of thoughts concerns with conception
of infusion of language and thought and ubiquity of thought as
well. Let us start with the infusion of language and thought first.

It is worth noticing that even the idealists of the East and the West
are very close to the realists and pluralists on the relation of
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language and thought. They accept that language and thought are
substantially different. There is no possibility of non-difference of
reference and referent or representation and the thing represented.
Analysis and translation of one is not acceptable to them as that of
the other because the other is always transcendental or separate
from the former. But as we have observed earlier, it is due to their
infusion that any study of language by languages becomes not only
possible but also interesting and philosophical. If we deny the
infusion thesis we cannot find a cognitive ground for explaining
any conversation and communication which, in fact, are
accomplishment of cognition to both, the speaker and the audience.
Most of the philosophers of language accept verbal
noises/articulations as vehicles. Of what are they vehicles? They
are vehicles of thoughts. Hearing of them manifests the thoughts
transmitted to the audience. Manifested by them the thoughts of
language first and then its meaning are revealed to the audience.
Sharing  between the speaker and audience becomes possible
because of ubiquity of sphota that is flashing of concepts or
thought.

Systems of Indian philosophy except Vyakarana assume
language as representation or reference of which there are entities
they represent or refer in empirical world or world of experience.
Language, if defined as references or as marks/designations
(written or verbal) standing by proxy for the things, is not self —
operative. It requires a cognitive base for its own acceptance and
for cognitive-operations made through them. Material entities vary
from community to community and even, from person to person in
the same language community. It is a trivial way of taking
language as confined to speaking and hearing or to writing tokens
and reading them only and thinking signified as that which is
referred to or is represented by those tokens/marks. The philosophy
discussed here in accepts $abda as unit awareness by nature for the
revelation of which garbs serve as tool.

The infusion of language and thought is the basic maxim of
holistic philosophy of language (the issue is discussed with great
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clarity in the paper ‘Cognition, being and Possibility of
Expressions, JICPR, vol. xiv, no.l, pp.65-73, 1996)’. Their
infusion does not mean that the two are different entities which are
identified casually. It simply means that language is thought and
the thought is the language; it is awareness. The thought is sharable
and not the fleeting physical sounds that are tool helping only in
the manifestation of the former. It is because of language being
thought that reading, writing, speaking are taken as cognitive
activities. It is on the basis of non-difference of language and
thought that analysis of language by language is possible and the
translation of thought from one garb to different garbs is feasible.
If meaning or thought is different from language or if it is
transcendental signified, transcendental from language and reality
then no cognitive activity will be possible. Cognition ceases to be
so isolated from language.

Knowledge means determinate knowledge and this determination
without infusion of thought and language is unthinkable. Meaning
is known even by the uses like hare’s horn, barren’s son and sky-
flower. Can one think of even ‘indeterminate thought’ isolated
from language ‘indeterminate’? ‘Indeterminate’ is also known thus
because language determinates it so.

In earlier paragraphs 1 have discussed about production of
articulate utterances and its cause. Now, I take up the question of
their transmission to audience. How does this transfer act on for
reception and cognition through it? In this regard, we have to
observe another passage from Mahabhasya that reads
‘srotropalabdhirbuddhinirgrahyah prayogenabhijvalitah akasadesah
sabdah - Pasps$ahnika- 1/2'. According to this passage, $abda is sky
pervading. Articulate utterances are vibrations of air through the
vocal centers and these vibrations when spoken twirling around
through the space pervaded by air toss about the auditory organs of
the audiences. They are receptive to auditory sense and then
gradually manifest the sphota. Manifested by the garbs heard in the
sequence produced by the speaker, the sphota reveals itself to the
audience. Since sphota is awareness by nature, its ubiquity is the
ubiquity of consciousness of the Beings to which it can flash.
Ubiquity means givenness of consciousness to all human beings
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because of which they are naturally fit for determinate flashes. To
animals and insects it acts on as their specific instincts because of
which they perform their animal activities and to others because of
which they act on for responding changes, adaption and
reproduction.

The idea of articulated utterances as sky pervading throws
sufficient light on the fact as to how they are heard by the audience
even spoken from a distant place. The modern scientific inventions
have proved that sounds, being vibrations, can be transmitted from
distant place through good conductors like air, wires made of
copper, etc. and can be received and even be preserved. The
observation of Mahabhasyakara emphasizes two matters of fact.
First, verbal noises are not quality of sky or atom but quality of
language (sphota) that produces them. Learning the art of speaking
by observing tones, notes, gestures of the mouth, diction,
illocutionary and locutionary functions involved in articulating by
elders of the community cultivate fittingness of the speaker and the
audience because of which they respond in the way they learn.
Verbal utterances are tools in sharing but they themselves are
particular and momentary and hence not sharable phenomena.
They cannot be accepted sharable because of the reason that there
is involvement of bodily efforts (yatna) and specific efforts
(prayatna) in their articulation and similar system of the
responding audience. Sharing is a cognitive activity of which one
is aware of while communicating. How is this sharing possible? 1
have pointed out earlier that sharing is possible because of two
factors first- ubiquity of the sphota and second- its manifestation
through the transmittable verbal noises. Generally, one thinks that
similar biological system given to the speakers and listeners and
their cultivation by convention are the factors that count for
communication. The question arises: how does it concern with
sharing of thoughts which are not biological entity? It is ubiquity
of sphota that serves as the cognitive ground of sharability of
thoughts. It is flashing in the speaker that causes incentive to speak
and the verbal sounds are produced. Hearing of them manifest the
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sphota in audiences who wunderstand speaker’s content
communicated through utterances and thus a sharing, responding
and communicating as cognitive activities become possible.
Sharing implies responding and that is the proof in ensuring that
communication is successfully taking place. If we deny ubiquity,
productivity, awareness and self awareness of sphota in a cognitive
activity like communication, there would be no cognitive ground
for sharing and thus there will be impossibility of communication.

How can the fact that from speaker’s exposure to a finite stock of
more or less grammatically well formed utterances the
listeners/learners can produce and understand a potentially infinite
number of unfamiliar utterances? In response to the question
Chomsky, in Kantian pattern, pleads for faculty of innate rules
behind linguistic performance. We are genetically endowed with a
language faculty that maps exposure to linguistic input in a specific
language into generation of a grammar for that language in the
individual that accounts for the above phenomena.

Language faculty as Chomsky thinks is internal, innate and
genetically inhered form of language. It is not dictated by
linguistic experience. A child is born with a perfectly programmed
knowledge of universal grammar which he applies in learning
language. The mentally represented grammar 1is called
transformational generative grammar and it is through it that
innumerable sentences which has not been encountered before can
be generated. Since it is creative aspect of language as the internal
grammar and that accounts for directing and determining
performance system because of which we understand a potentially
infinite number of unfamiliar utterances from a finite stock of more
or less grammatically well formed utterances of the learner,
Wittgensteinians criticize Chomsky’s view by saying that
linguistic understanding is competence or ability and relation
between it and its performance or exercise is not causal. Their
further remark is that to say that linguistic understanding, the
mastery of syntactic structure is to accept that meaning is
embedded in mental process. The social character of meaning is
sacrificed for the autonomy of the rules associated with it.
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Chomsky is a linguist who in order to explain the problems of
communication by exposure of utterances accepts part of brain
endowed with rules and calls it an innate grammar faculty. Had he
been a philosopher of language he might have thought of reflecting
on and analyzing the cognition and not on psychic analysis of brain
on the pattern of a Freudian psycho-analyst for explaining the
problems of language. Philosophically interesting and fresh
conclusion may come out if the problem is approached as it
flashes. Communication is not a mechanism but cognition by
expression. It is not performed only by spoken language to which
Chomsky’s attempt is confined. It may be performed by gestures,
symbols and signs also. It may be analyzed at different levels of
cognition, objects of cognition and on the basis of different
functions like locutionary, illocutionary and parlocutionary
performed by the language as we find in J. L. Austin’s analysis.
Again some other analyst of brain may differ from both of the
theorists and can adopt a different view point.

The theory discussed here in accepts that cognition,
communication and philosophical reflections are not only based on
but is confined to the beings the language expresses. Language
expresses only the intelligible beings that figure by language in the
mind.

Sentential-meaning is interpreted in the analytic scheme as the
association of word-meanings. The theory accepts universal as the
meaning of words by which communication cannot be
accomplished. In case of its accomplishment of meaning by a
word or even by a letter only we accept the implication of kinds of
actions denoted by verbs categorized remotely into six- gets birth,
exists, grows, alters, increases and decreases. Accordingly at least
six types of qualified meanings apart from the popular or primary
meaning are known by a nominative word. The other logic of
knowing a host of unfamiliar sentences from few spoken
utterances is that the words, and so are their meanings, are
universal. Universal is that in which not only universals but

LANGUAGE AND COMMUNICATION 163



individuals inhere. Universal revealed in the listeners by the
speaker’s few articulations is the cause of identical cognition by
several sentences and their meanings. Out of the two-the universal
and the individual the former is directly revealed and that which is
revealed is imposed by similarity, proximity or by imposition on
individuals which are known by imposition, implication or by
inference as the ontic substratum of the former. Several universals,
individual, action, substantives, etc., inhere in the cognition
revealed in the mind and because of that not only knowing but
sharing and responding become possible in a communication.
Communication is accomplished not by isolated words but by
sentences because they express a complete sense exhausting
further expectancy if any in the cognition of a qualified meaning
and by the imposition of which several intended and non-intended
sentential —meanings of our allegiances are also cognized
consequently.

Autonomy of the language gets a proper place in theory discussed
here in because of accepting language as an expresser which when
manifested by the tools expresses itself, its own nature first and its
meaning is expressed non- differently by it. It expresses all sorts of
intelligible —beings independently of existences outside. Language
is competence in the sense that it is expresser and it expresses its
own nature and its meaning as well. It is of awareness nature and is
naturally fit to express all its meanings categorized grossly into
primary, intended and non-intended.

Chomsky approaches understanding through utterances and when
he does not find a cause for explaining creativity of language on
the basis of transient individual utterances he assumes the role of
genetic rules. In lieu of talking of competence and autonomy of
language he talks about competence and autonomy of faculty of
Grammar or innate rules. The creativity he talks is not the
creativity of language but of mind. This primacy of mind has no
get rid of subjectivism on one and leads to an underestimation of
the competence and autonomy of language on the other hand.
Innate rules cannot mutate to the ruling subject which unlike
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Chomsky is not a generic code or programming of the brain.
Moreover, on the basis of Chomsky’s grammar, a ghost in brain,
the communication if it is confined only to speaker’s transfer of
utterances and hearing, transforming and creating by the mind of
audience can be explained but if communication is taken as
accomplishment of cognition then the cognition of the object of
cognition and self-awareness of them will not be explained. Innate
rules can produce objects of knowledge but they cannot be the
object in and of knowledge. Knowledge is the knowledge of an
object of knowledge and self-awareness as well. Chomskian
grammar is not clear on the issue of self-awareness.

The theory discussed herein considers language itself as potency;
it 1s ogically and naturally competent to flash out itself and
meanings when there is expectancys; it is creative by itself and thus
its creativity is autonomous. All units of language —letters, word,
suffixes, and prefixes sentences are universal and the meaning
these units express non-differently are also wuniversal. The
universal when manifested by utterances reveals its own nature
from which its meaning is revealed non-differently. A number of
individuals inhere in a universal and even universals also inhere in
a universal. These infinite numbers of individuals and universals
inhering in the universal which is revealed when manifested by the
finite number of utterances spoken by the speaker and heard by the
listeners flash and thus make his response to the former possible.

Sharing includes producing and transmitting the
articulations, knowing and responding flashes which consequently
serve as the proof in successful accomplishment of
communication. Any proper interpretation of these cognitive
activities in between the speakers and hearers is not possible if the
ubiquity of sphota, the flashing as object of knowing, reflecting
and their awareness, are denied. The sphota is the flashing of
consciousness and the flashing is the cause of incentive to speak
and hence of producing the verbal noises in the speakers and the
responders. This flashing without being exhausting in any of it is
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new in each of the occurrences and the instances; it serves as the
object of knowing and of responding to cognitive activities. Since
sphota is expresser of objects,awareness of them and their self-
awareness as well, there is possibility of knowing and responding
promptly on the speaker’s dispatches.
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A PEEP INTO THE SECRETS OF INTRAVENOUS

EXISTENCE

(Bauddhartha)
MADHU KAPOOR

Let me begin with a passage from A Mad Tea Party (Alice in
Wonderland).

Said the Hatter, “why you might just as well say that ‘I see what I
eat’ is the same things as “I eat what I see””! You might just as well
say, “added the March Hare, “that I like what I get” is the same
thing as “ I get what I like” ! You might just as well say, added the
Dormouse, who seemed to be talking in his sleep ’that, I breath
when I sleep’ is the same thing as ‘I sleep when I breath™!

How do we understand the distinction between the pair of
sentences like:

I see what I eat=I eat what I see.

I like what I get=1 get what I like.

I breath while I sleep = I sleep while I breath.

One can very well understand that the pair of sentences is not
same; they generate different type of verbal cognition. They have
the same set of words but their arrangements are different, hence
they produce different levels of verbal cognition.

Kumarila Mimamsaka remarked, “Words or speech can
generate cognition in spite of entities being totally non-existent”."
In Yoga Darsana, it is called vikalpavrtti; so to say, it is that which
is devoid of any corresponding entity in the outside world yet the
meaning is comprehended by the words uttered, (Vastusunya
sabdanupati jiiana). Words when uttered compel to convey the
meaning to the language speakers. Patafijali, the great
Grammarian, defines the word as that ‘on the utterance of which an
understanding occurs’ 2

Understanding the meaning of a word is a kind of
comprehension what has been uttered but that does not guarantee

the truth of the statement. That is to say, I fully understand the



utterance what has been said but I do not subscribe to the truth of
the view. B.K.Matilal calls it ‘commitment free understanding’
where I do not bear the responsibility of what has been said. In
common conversation we say, “I understand your point but I do
not subscribe to your view”. I have given these examples in order
to connect myself with the theme of the paper. In this paper, I will
discuss the words that have no corresponding entity in the outside
world. Let us take another example, when I say, “I am in pain’, the
doctor replies ‘yes, I understand’ and immediately goes for certain
medical tests and prescribes medicine. But unfortunately he cannot
share my pain. So there is a distinction between ‘understanding the
pain ‘(bodha/sampratyaya) and ‘having the pain’ (upalabdhi). The
case may be such that ‘understanding’ is completely cut off from
the ‘having’ aspect. Although in Indian tradition bodha,
sampratyaya and upalabdhi are used synonymously yet today in an
informative age we collect lot of facts but that does not generate
wisdom, which we call upalabdhi.

One more example allows us to understand the gap
between the understanding, that is, ‘merely apprehending the
information” and the action that follows accordingly, that is,
showing my skill of performance. One may say ‘he knows how to
cook a particular item but when he was asked to perform he failed
to do so. The gap between the ‘knowing how to cook’ and ‘ the
skill of cooking’ is clearly understandable in performing arts where
one has to show one’s ability in that particular art. Now one can
say here that speech is also a kind of act so one can show one’s
ability in the field of verbal speech. This line of demarcation
between the understanding and action becomes very thin. Mere
knowledge is not enough to impart the skill. It requires practice
and effort to perform that art. What I would like to emphasis is this
that the age old triangle of thinking, feeling and willing can
function separately and also collectively as well. There are several
examples from our daily life, that show that there may not be any
integration among the three faculties, such as ‘I know but I do not
feel like doing it’ or ‘I did it but I do not know how I did it’ or ‘I
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feel like doing it but I do not know how should I do it etc. The
ideal situation, where all three are incorporated, is difficult to think
of. The lacuna remains.

In this paper while discussing the problem, 1 will take up
three lines of thought — one that establishes the existence of the so
called unreal objects and the other which will take into account the
nature of existence or satta / asti from the Grammarians’ point of
view, specially of Patafijali, Bhartrhari and Nagesa. And the third
one will be a brief account for the mutual relationship of word-
meanings ultimately culminates in sentence-meaning. How the
uttered-sentence generates a meaning- is a very important issue for
a so-called incompatible sentence like 'Sasasranga’ which
generates a meaning, the hearer understands.

I will discuss first the so-called ‘unreal words’ that have no
corresponding entity outside, for examples words like ‘hare’s horn’
(Sasasranga), ‘barren woman’s son’ (bandhyaputra) and ‘round
square’ etc. We may also talk about the fairy tales and other
fictional works where words roam around us and now and then
challenge our capacity to understand the meaning of the
expression.

I

We have started with the proposition ‘what is real and what
is unreal’ in case of words like ‘hare’s horn etc. If we mean by
‘real’ that which corresponds to the outside world, then a large
amount of written words in the form of literature will be denied the
entry into the purview of reality. It is a popular assumption that
whenever we employ a word it refers to external object which can
be regarded as the meaning of the word. But that is not always the
case because there are vast collection of words which does not
refer to, or show anything in the external world, yet we understand
the meaning of the word uttered. Thus if we mean by ‘real’ that by
which we ‘understand something’, then definitely the whole
discarded literature as non sense (alika) will come back in our fold
with full dignity.

Esa bandhyasuto yati khapuspa krtasekharah/
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Kiirmaksiracaye snatah sasasrngaadhanudharahl/
(Here the barren woman’s son is going wearing a crown made of
sky-flower, who has bathed in a pool of tortoise milk and carries a
bow built of hare’s horn.)

Why should one find this statement amusing if one does not
understand the meaning? A referent in the external world is not
required to understand the meaning of the above words. Thus
meaning seems to be independent of external existence, that is,
whether the either kinds of meanings exist or only external
meaning exists. If like the Vaiyaakaranas, we accept that existence
is conceived in both the cases then there will be no gap between
the so-called real and the so-called unreal entity. Just as a
distinction is made between the pure words (sadhu sabda) and
corrupt words (asadhu sabda) on the basis of certain grammatical
index, but once the thin line of demarcation is broken there will not
be any drawn-line between the two. The only criteria remains are
to make hearer understands ones stand point. We do not like to
enter into that arena right now. But we are now in great trouble
once again. So we begin with the query: ‘how do we understand
the meaning of the sentence uttered to me? The first thing is: after
hearing the sentence we gradually understand the meaning of the
isolated words and by combining the meaning of the isolated
words together we understand the meaning of the whole sentence.
This is the simplest way to exemplify our position. But the
undenying fact is this that the meaning of a sentence is something
more than the mere sum-total of the meaning of the words
(vilaksana bodha). Words may have different meanings when they
are individually apprehended but the moment they are united
together in the form of a sentence, we have a unitary sense which
is distinct from the meaning of the isolated words. This is
particularly noticed by Jagadisa, a Navya Naiyayika. He said: the
kind of sense derived from the various words combined together as
a whole is called vakyartha. It is not a mere collection of words
that goes to constitute a sentence but the words composing a
sentence should be such as words related to one another by mutual
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expectancy (akanksd,) semantical compatibility (yogyata) and
proximity (asatti) etc combined in order to convey the intended
sense.

According to the Mimamsakas, a sentence is a combination
of words in which much stress is laid on oneness of sense. It
implies that a sentence in its syntactical form gives rise to one
single idea though on analysis it is found to be made up of words
that are mutually expectant.® Or again it may be noticed here that,
‘Arthaikatvadekam vakyam sakanksariced vibhage syat’.

Thus, we can say following the path shown by Bhartrhari
that some additional significance, distinct from its parts, or,
something more than a mere totality of them is required there in a
sentence-meaning.”

Each of the co-related words in the example ‘gaurasti’,
namely ‘gauh’ and ‘asti; signifies its own meaning (a cow-an
individual and existence) by the force of convention. When these
meanings are found consistently co-related, i.e. when existence as
an attribute is predicated of the cow, a distinct cognition (vilaksana
bodha) as that of ‘a cow having existence’ is obtained from the
association of meanings ‘asti tavad gauriti’. The cognition is
called sabdabodha because it is derived from words, and also
called anvayabodha as it actually and immediately follows from
the correlation of meanings.

The process of sabdabodha requires that both the speaker
and the hearer must be of the same linguistic community. When
the speaker utters a sentence, the hearer must recollect the
meanings of the individual words which are aroused because of the
specific relationship between the word and the word-meaning. For
example, the word ‘pot’ reminds the object pot to the hearer and
not any other object. When all the relevant meanings are reminded
because of their relationship with the words, then the total meaning
of the sentence takes place. The relationship between the word and
its object is determined by convention and that depends on the will
of the God or the will of the human being as well as claimed by the
Naiyayikas. But the Grammarians call it a natural relationship
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which is shown by the convention only. For example, even though
there is a natural relationship between the mother and her child,
still, unless it is shown that ‘she is the mother’ and ‘she is the
child,” nobody can realize the relationship.’

Therefore, the word ‘cow’ does not stand for horse because
the relationship between the two is obtained naturally.® The natural
capacity of the word to convey meaning is compared to the natural
capacity of the visual sense organ. Just as the eyes have the natural
capacity to perceive an object so is the natural capacity of the
words to convey the meaning. The only difference is this that mere
presence of visual sense organ (satsvaripa) ensures the perception
of an object whereas words convey their meanings only after being
known (jiiapaka).’

This short description is very much essential to show that
if the meaning of a word is natural it cannot be regarded as unreal
as in case of $asasrnga. It must convey something. What is the
meaning of a word? To some it is external entity, we can point out,
“look it is there” The ‘pot’ refers to pot in the external world.
Sometimes the meaning of the word refers to itself, for which
Panini-Sitra says ‘svam rupam $abdasyasabdasamjna (PS 1.1.68).
The word ‘agni’ refers to itself and not to the burning fire
substance.®

Thus even if the word $asasrhga does not have any
corresponding entity; it refers to itself on the one hand and also to
internal entity on the other hand. Thus it is not deprived of its real
status. So we can say that the word ‘cow’ refers to the word ‘cow’
as shown by the alphabets c-o-w and it also shows the cow-animal
in the external world as well as it refers to a cow within our mind
(bauddhartha).

Nagesa points out that it is difficult for the referentialists to
justify a referent for a nipata like ‘cet’ (if) etc. So the Naiyayikas
should have said that a nipata which has no distinct meaning is
only meant for making explicit what lies implicit in the meaning of
some other words to which it is attached. For example, ‘ghatsca
ghatasca ghatau’, here the word ‘ca’ does not refer to anything in
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the world but it indicates that two objects are jointly taken in the
word ‘ghatau’. By the vibhakti ‘Au’. Thus the Vaiyakaranas have
to make enough concession for non-referring expressions which
further prepare the ground for accepting the internal meaning
(bauddhartha).

I

In this section we will show how Pataijali in his Mahabhasya
defends the theory that the meaning of the word lies in both
external entity (bahydrtha) and internal entity (bauddhartha). In
‘upadese’jananunasika it (PS 1.3.2), Patafijali distinguishes
between ‘upadesa’ and ‘uddesa’. For example, one who does not
know ‘what is cow’, to him it is shown by pointing out that ‘this is
the cow’, which is called upadesa and when the object is not in
front of us it is described in a certain way that is called uddesa.

In order to answer the question ‘Who is Devadatta?’ one
takes recourse to different adjectives like, ‘ he is one with armlets,
earrings, a broad chest and round arms’-Devadatta is like this. Here
Devadatta is a single person who is referred. All this talk of
similarity is meaningful when only a single person is concerned.
There cannot be different persons in one individual who is referred
to. To make the word ‘idrsa’ meaningful one has to admit that the
word ‘idrsa’ inspite of having no other referent apart from the one
which the name ‘Devadatta’ refers to has a distinct thought for its
meaning. The object is identified through adjectives and name as
real Devadatta.

In Panini-Satra “hetumati ca (3.1.26), Patanjali has
emphasized the importance of bauddhdrtha. For example, the
presence of the mythical character like Kamsa and Krspa are felt
right now because the person who plays the role of Kamsa and
Krsna put them into his mind and then characterize them. Unless
an actor feels he cannot play the role of the above mentioned
characters. '’

If the existence of the intravenous entity (bauddhdartha) is
not accepted then the past object cannot be retrieved in the present.
Our behaviour and linguistic expression show this clearly in the
following instances, ‘go, (and see) Karmisa is being killed, Kamisa
will be killed and what is the use of going there, he is killed
already’ etc.'" What comes to our mind through language other
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than the external being is also a being (sat), called upacarasatta.
It comes to our mind non-differently by language and hence
eternally related with the expression. Patafijali defines: 'na
padartho sattam vyabhicarati', that is, the meaning of a word is
never deprived of being (satta). All external 'pots' may be
destroyed even then, the meaning of the word 'pot' is non-
differently revealed in the mind by the word pot. Now if the
meaning is never deprived of its being or satta what is the need of
uses like 'satta asti’, being exists. Such problems arise out of
Panini-siitra (5.2.94) 'tadasyastyasminniti matup'. If the padartha
is never deprived of being then there is no need of using the word
asti in the sutra for qualifying the being as existent. An adjective is
used with a being only if it, sometimes, is associated and, at other
times, is dissociated with the being qualified."?

Mahdabhasyakara elucidates that the word that the asti in
the sitra under consideration stand for being 'which is existent
neither in the past nor in the future, but in the present only. For
example, the term 'goman' is derived by the use of the suffix matup
expresses 'the person possessing a cow at present'. The person
who possesses a cow in the past, or will possess it in the future will
not be termed 'goman'. Clarifying the issue
Mahabhasyapradipakara Kaiyata says that the use of the word asti
as qualifier in the sitra stands for Being (sampratisatta) having
existence only in the present.'?

As the being (satr) pertaining to the past and future also
figure by language the use of the qualifier asti is not intended for
them and therefore, it stands for external entity (sampratisatta) that
exists only in the present. Clarifying the reason for doing so
Kaiyata has remarked that the use of the suffix (sar+ta) in the
place of lat present tense) in the derivation sar+ta=satta suggests
the existence in the present, and, as external being, is existent only
in the present , the use of the word satta is primarily taken for
bahya satta . The mention of the existence of buddhisattd in
present is not significant, because it is an existent that is presented
in all tenses as said already. Past and future beings are existents
only in the mind captured through language in communication.
Though Satta is popularly used for external entity but that does not
mean that cannot exist in the present It can exist in the present
when the external being is known, its existence is captured through
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upacarasatta in language. Sampratisatta and upacarasatta are not
separate from the point of view of cognition (anyonyavyavrtta).
The bauddhartha is existent in all the divisions of time (abhinna
kala), that is, past, future and present equally.'*
The external being possesses fixed character, it cannot move into
the opposite of being and non-being. But buddhisatta figures in the
mind by language as being and non-being by respective words asti
and nasti. For example, the expression 'ghato’sti’ and 'ghato natsi'-
both are known as positive event in the mind by respective words.
Bhartrhari calls it bhavabhavasadharana. Still there is a difference
between the buddhistha satta and sampratisatta. Bhartrahari
observes that the former is upacarasattd revealed by language and
the latter is mukhya satta, beyond cognition.15

The purpose of accepting bauddhdrtha is that, as Helaraja
says, just as crystal mirror do not undergo any change with the
association of different things of different colours, though they
configure things kept near them. Upacarasatta neither adds nor
subtracts anything from the entity. It is always there.'®

In the expression like 'abrahmana’(a=prefix+Brahmana a
nominal word) is provided to Brahmana if the upacara satta of
brahmana is taken into consideration. The use of the expression
'‘abrahmana' shows that the being of brahmana by the word
‘abrahmana’ in external ksatriya is imposed by the word. And if
the word abrahmana is taken as a compound denoting integration
of meaning (vrrti) it serves as an independent expression (vacaka)
of non-brahmana.. The negative particle is used to negate the idea
of the negation of the external existence and not the external
existence. Mahabhdasyakara satirically remarked in Astadhyayi
(3.2.6) that had it been the case that it negates the external entity,
mere utterance the word 'megation' (naf) in front of the enemy
could have been washed off. Kings need not have to be equipped
with the hoard of horses, elephants, army etc. for defeating enemy,
The word brahmana is used so that one can understand that the
denial is of brahmana and not that of any other thing, for if only
‘not’ had been used, the doubt would have remained as to who
precisely is negated. There are too many things that can be related
to the word ‘a’."’

The negative particle is a linguistic use. Just as dative case
(sampradana karaka) is taught with the verb 'dadati' in the
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expression ' vipraya gam dadati'. The same case is taught with its
negation as in the expression 'vipraya gam na dadati'. The same
rule is taught for both, asti and nasti.

Bhartrhari further says that not only negative suffix (nan)
but the use of the words like 'birth' (janma), 'existence' (asti),
‘change'  (viparinamate), ‘'increase' (vardhate), 'decrease'
(apaksiyate)  and  'destruction'  (vinasyate)-  all  these
sadabhdvavikara is possible only on the basis of upacarasatta as
the meaning figured in the mind. Now what is the meaning of birth
(jayate)? Generally we mean by it something which is the
manifestation of a new form and prior to this form it was not
there.'®

In the expression ‘ankuro jayate' (the sprout comes out)
external being is not the meaning of the 'birth' because prior to
their birth how can they exist and serve as the object of their own
birth? If the sprout is already existent there will be no need for the
expression of its birth (janma) and if it is non-existent then the
birth of a non-existent is self contradictory.

The expression ‘ankuro jayate' (the sprout comes out)
stands for the agent (karta, that is sprout here), for the object
(karma), that is the form to be achieved, and the action (kriya) that
helps to fulfill the target.'” Bhartrhari observes there is no
difference between 'the agent of birth' and the form to be achieved
by the action 'birth' of an external being and hence, 'the sprout
comes out' is not possible of external existent, is taken as the
meaning of the language. Helardja says as the sprout has not
completely come out, the expression ankuro jayate is used for
communicating its later form in which it comes out fully.*

The meaning of the word is accomplished as Bauddhartha
and not the external entity. If you say it is external entity only, then
the use like ‘The pot exists’ becomes redundant and the use like
‘The pot does not exist’” would involve contradiction. One cannot
use both ‘exists’ and ‘does not exist’ at the same time. But if we
accept bauddhartha then the above anomalies will be explained.
The internal entity is referred by the word ‘asti’ and the external
entity is denied by the word ‘ndsti’. Although in both the cases
they exist as internal entity. In fact if we do not subscribe to
bauddhartha then the expression like ‘sasasrnga nasti’ (The hare’s
horn does not exist) and ‘ankuro jayate’ (The sprout has taken
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birth) would not generate any verbal cognition, because ‘Sasasrnga
is nowhere in the external world , so how can it be negated.
Similarly at the time of birth sprout does not exist so how can it be
the locus of? Bhartrhari says the existence is there in all the three
times and for that we use the words, ‘asti’ and ‘nasti’ 2

Nagesa further says that in case of illusory perception also
bauddhartha plays an important role. Unless we have internal
entity of snake or silver we can never mistake rope for a snake or
silver for nacre. The existence of internal snake is imposed on the
external rope. So if we do not have the internal entity of water we
cannot be mistaken in a mirage. Unless we have the internal entity
of the moon we cannot mistake it as two because of the defect of
the eyes. In this way the whole world can be reduced to the illusory
perception.”” For the sake of illusory perception we have to accept
the existence of internal entity otherwise it cannot be explained.
The extreme idealists, like Nagesa see no difference between
fiction, illusion and hallucination.”

Although Nagesa completely rejects the existence of the
external entity still Bhartrhari accepts both the entities. There are
some entities which are formless, for them we have to take resort
to bauddhdrtha, for instance, dharma, adharma, svarga etc.

Unless the meaning is present in the mind the uttered word
will not generate any verbal cognition in the mind of the hearer.”
In case of jianalaksanasannikarsa, for example, ‘I see the
fragrance of the sandalwood’ (surabhi candanam pasyami), the
samskara of the fragrance of the sandalwood in smyti acts as the
contact between the eyes and the sandalwood. Jiianalaksana ca
manahsamyuktd datmavrttisamskaravisayatvam that also requires
the existence of bauddhartha, i.e. bauddhartha of fragrance.
Unless it is there in the arma it cannot be aroused by merely seeing
the sandalwood.

Nagesa cited certain examples from Veddanta sastra in order
to establish the existence of bauddhartha. It is said that before the
realization of self (atmasaksatkara) the ordinary behaviour is
regarded as mixture of truth and falsity. Linguistic behaviour like
“This is mine” and “He is my son” etc are possible because of the
presence of bauddhartha (Satyanrte mithunikrtya). Bauddhartha
stands for that which is in the form of samskdra. Mere perception
of the external objects arouses the samskara and grasp as an
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external object. What is there in the mine becomes an external
entity.

If the existence of the bauddhdrtha is not accepted then the
Hiranyagarbha (Brahma) who is the progenitor of the whole world
would not have been so accepted. The ‘mere utterance of the word
‘Dhu’ has created the world ‘- this sruti statement would be
inconsistent. If the world would have previously existed and the
word ‘bhu’ has been used then there is no point in creating the
earth (prthivi) etc, because it already exists. It is there in the mind
of the creator and after uttering the word ‘bhu’, he externalizes that
creation. Now this happens with every creative person. Writers,
artists, poets, scientists have often attributed to their dreams
creative ideas, insights, or formulations that they felt they could
not have achieved by way of predominantly rational process of
waking experience who first gets an idea and then create any piece
of painting, poetry or sculpture or whatever it is.*®

Even in Nyaya-sastra the possibility of daharyajiiana is
accepted ‘viparitaniscayakalina aropa’. Though I know that there
is no pot on the floor still I can think that ‘there is pot on the floor’.
This is a kind of knowledge which we voluntarily impose on the
object, knowing fully well that the object is not there. The
Naiyayika, though denying the possibility of internal entity
(bauddhartha) accepts the possibility of aharyajiiana, a kind of
manasjiiana through back door. Nages$a further shows that in
tarka, vyadhikaranadharmavacchinnabhava,
alikapratiyogikabhava etc buddhisatta is there, though we do not
like to enter into the detail for fear of being lengthy. What we call
incoherent talk is after all a talk that generates meaning in the
hearer.

11
In this section I would like to brief an account of the different
stages of speech-activity acknowledged in our Indian tradition. The
Vedas and Upanisada are full of praises about the nature of Vak.
The word (sabdatattva) was regarded as the root principle of the
world and was accorded a divine status by the Grammarians and
philosophers like Bhartrhari. The famous mantra of Rgveda
‘catvari vak parimitani....... * refers to four different stages of Vak-
Para, Pasyanti, Madhyama and Vaikhari that indicate the four
different ways of regarding the authenticity of the vak tattva. The
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four stages generally talked about are the stages of Vak from
subtlest to the gross form.

The Para is the absolutely divine stage in which word
(Sabda) and its meaning (artha) is merged in one- beyond our
comprehension. The pasyanti is the second stage in which the two
though merged are still separately felt. The third madhyama is very
much within our reach when we fully grasp the language and try to
come out. The fourth vaikhari is when we fully express ourselves
with vocal organ. It is this stage where we communicate and
authenticity of the communicated word is challenged.

Para van miilacakrastha, pasyanti nabhisamsthita /

Hrdisthd madhyama jiieya, vaikhari kanthadesaga //

The para vak stage resides in muldcakra, the pasyanti resides in
nabhipradesa, the madhyama is resident in hrdadesa which is very
much known to us and vaikhari is settled in kanthadesa (throat). It
is said:

Vaikhari sabdanispattimadhayama srutigocara/

Antarartha ca pasyanti siiksma vaganpayini//
Vaikhart is heard by other person since it is that which makes our
communication possible. The madhyamd 1is not Srutigocara
because it stays in hrdadesa. The speaker can hear himself if he
meditates on Sabda “svayam karnapidhdane suksamataravayu-
abhighatena upamsusabdaprayoge ca sruyamana”. The paSyanti
is subtler than the above mentioned two and para is the subtlest
which is sometimes called bindusvariipa / nadasvariipa.

This short description is introduced here only to show the
dignity of speech in our traditional literature. And I am going to
defend the thesis that words uttered in any form will certainly
produce understanding in the mind of the hearer otherwise how can
he respond or react even if he thinks that it is not correct. I
remember in this context the words of Nagesa. He argues that if
someone calls me a liar, I am offended irrespective of the
relationship between the uttered sentence and the fact since I
understand fully the message being conveyed.”’

It enhances our capability in several ways to understand the
uttered sentence — be it fictitious, a lie or incorrect. It widens our
scope of understanding and imagination and frees us from the
bondage of written and spoken words to take plunge into yet to be
unknown world of understanding. What we call non-sense is
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deeply implanted in each of us, which cannot be rationalized —it
can only be enjoyed.
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Atyantasatyapyarthe jfianam $abdah karoti he/ Tenotsarge sthite
tasya dosabhavat pramanata//  Sloka-Varttika on Codana sutra
verse 6

Yena uccaritena kasyacit sampratyayo bhavati sa $abah
(Mahabhagsyarn 1.1.1.)

Ekarthah padasamuho vakyarm’ ($abara-Bhasya under Mimarsa
Sutra 2.1.46)

Sammbandhe sati yattvanyadadhikyamupajayate/ vakyarthameva
tarh prahuranekapadasamsrayam//. Vakyapadiyarh Vakyakandar,
karika.42)

Samyad yogyata vinmata putradiyogavat (Vakyapadiyarh 2.1.1)
Svabhavikarh §abdairarthanamabhidhanarh (Mahabhasyam 2.1.1)
Yo hi gamas$va iti bruyanna jatucit sampratyayah
syat.(Mahabhasyarh)

Indriyanam svavisayesvanadiryogyata yatha / Anadirathaih
sabdanam sambandho yogyata tatha // (Vakyapadiyam ,
Sambandhasamuddesa, karika 29)

agnisabdo’agni$abdasyaiva grahako bhavati, na jvalanah,
pavako,dhtimaketuriti (Nyasah on PS 1.1.68)

Pratyaksarm tavadakhyanamupadesah. Tadyatha-agojiiaya kascidah
sakthani karne va grihitva upadisati- ‘ayam gauh’iti.. Sa
pratyaksamakhyatamah- ‘upadisto me gauh iti .
Gunaisprapanamuddesah. Tadyatha —kascit kancidah- Devadattam
me  bhavanuddiSatu iti. Sa  ihasthah  pataliputrastham
Devadattamuddisati  ‘angadi  kundali  kiritt  vytudhorasko
vrtabahulohitaksastunganaso vicitrabharana idr§o devadattah iti. sa
gunaih  prapyamanamaha ‘uddestto me Devadattah iti.
Indriyagocararthasya yadakhyanam sa upadesah.
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.
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17.

Prasiddhadharmopadanena tu yatpratipadanam sa uddesah. Etaih
$abdaih yadr§o buddhavarthah pratibhasate tadr§o bahya
ityarthhah. (Mahabhasya under PS 1.3.2)

Iha tu katharh vartamanakalata kamsarh ghatayati balibandhyatiti
ca, cirahate ca karhsa cirbaddhena ca balau? Te’pi hi
tesamutpattiprabhrtyavinasad tadrddhivyaciksanah sato buddhi
visayan prakaSyanti. AtaSca satah. Vyalmisrasca drSyante- kecit
kamsabhakta bhavati kecit Vasudevabhaktah. Varnanyatvar
khalvapi pusyanti- kecit kalamukha bhavanti kecit raktamukhah.
Traikalyam khalvapi loke laksyati- gaccha hanyate kamsah, gaccha
ghanisyate karhsah kim gaten hatah kamsa iti? ~ (Mahabhasyarh
3.1.26)

sabdopahitarupansca buddhervisayatam gatan / Pratyaksamiva
kamsadina  sadhanatvena  manyaet //  (Vakyapadiyam,
Sadhanasamuddesa karika 5)

Sambhavavyabhicarabhyam visesanamarthavat (Mahabhasyarm
on Astadhyayt 5.2.94)

Sarmpartisattayamiti vartamana sattayarm vahayamasatta-
yamityarthah. (Mahabhasyapradipa on Astadhyayt 5.2.94)

Evarh sattarh padartho hi na kascidtivartate (Mahabhasyapradipa
3.3.51)

Athopacarasattaiva vidheyastatra ladayah/ janmana tu
virodhitvanmukhya satta na vidyate// (Vakyapadiyam Sambandha
Samuddesa karika 46)

Vyapade$e padarthanamanya sattaupacariki

Sarvavasthasu sarvesa atmarupasya darsika// (Ibid. karika 39)
Vahyavilaksana sattarh buddhyopacarita vahyartha sattaya hi anya
buddhisamarudharthakararupa satta. Atayeva upacarika iyarh.
(Helaraja comments on Vakyapadiyarh Sarmhbandha Samuddesa,
karika 39)

Sphatikadi yatha dravyarm bhinnairupairupasrayaih /

Svasaktiyogat sammbandhah tadrupayaneva gacchati//
Tadavacchabdo’pi sattayarh asyam purva vyavasthitah /
Dharmairupaiti sarhbandhah avirodhi virodhihih//

(Vakyapadiyarh Sarhbandha-Samuddesa karika 40-41)

Yadi punar ayarh nivrttapadarthakarh kimartharh brahmana $abdah
prayujyateh? Evarh yatha vijiiayetasya padartho nivartata iti. Neti
hya ukte samdehah syatah kasya padartho nivartata iti
tatrasamdehartham brahmanasabdam prayujyate (Mahabhasyam
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on Astadhyayt 2.2.6)

Atmalabhasya janmakha sata labhyah ca labhyate/

Yadi saj jayate kasmad jayate kathah //

(Vakyapadiyam, Sarhbandha-Samuddesa, karika 43)

Sato hi ganturagamanarh sati gamye pravartate/

gantrvacenna janmartho na cet tadvanna jayate// (Ibid. 44)

Evam ca krtvasritapurvavastha upacaritottarevasthasca
sanmurcchito’rthatma jayata ityabhidhanasya visayah,

(Helaraja on Vakyapadiyarh Sambandha-Samuddes$a karika 3.3.46)
kimatraphalaiti ced atmamoksarupena iti brumah

( Helaraja on Vakyapadiyam Kriyasamuddesa)

Evamh  $akyo’rtho’pi  buddhisattasamavista eva na tu
vahyasattavistah. Ghata ityat eva sattavagamena ghato’stiti
prayoge gatarthatvadstiti prayoganapatteh sattaya virodhat, Ghato
nastityasyanapattesca. Mama tu buddhisato
bahyasattatadbhavabodhanaya ‘asti nasti’ iti prayogah. Kinca
‘$asadrnga nasti’ ‘ankuro jayate ityato bodhanapattih mama tu
buddhisannanukuro jayata ityartha sa sattapi Sabdavacyeti
tadbhavah

(Vaiyakaranasiddhantamafijusa page 364)

Mrgatrsnayamudakarh suktau rajatam bhujangayorajjavam/
Taimirikacandrayugapadam bhrantamkhilam jagadruparh//
(Vaiyakaranasiddhantamafijusa page 389)

Bandhyaputro na bhavati”, “Sasasrnga nasti”ityadi
vakyajanyabodhe bhramatvasya bauddhartha svikara avasyakah”
Akaravantah samvedya vyaktasmrtinibandhanah/

Ye te pratyavabhasante sanvinmatram tvato’nyatha//
(Vakyapadiyam, Vrttisamuddesa , karika 133)

Sabdah karanamarthasya sa hi tenopajanyate/

Tatha ca buddhivisayaddrthacchabdah pratiyate//

(Vakyapaditam, Samhbandha-Samuddesa, karika 32)

Sa bhuriti vyaharat sa bhumimsrjat’iti $rutesca srsteh prag
bhuhs$abdadibhyastadarthajfianapurvakam srsfiriti 1abhena tada
bahayya bhuvo’vhavad bhusabdasyasaktigrahapurvakam
kasyarthasya bodhah syat.
(Vaiyakaranasiddhantalaghumaifijusa- p. 573)
Mithyabhisapagalidanarupakadikavyajadukhadveseccha-
sukhadyanurodhene tatrapi tadavasyakatvat.
(Vaiyakaranasiddhantalaghumanjusa- p.734)
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PROPOSITIONS AND TRUTH

DURGESH CHAUDHARY

The question ‘What is Truth?’ can be replaced with the question
‘What is it for something to be true? But what is it for what to be
true? What sort of item this second ‘what’ must stand for? In other
words, what are the bearers of truth? More accurately, our present
concern is with the problem of primary bearers of truth.

In undergraduate logic classes, we teach that truth and
falsehood may be predicated of propositions. Again, two sentences
which are clearly two because they consist of different words
differently arranged, may in the same context have the same
meaning and be uttered to assert the same proposition.

So propositions are said to be primary truth bearers.
Suppose someone uttered the English sentence. ‘It is raining’.
French sentence ‘11 pleut’ and German sentence ‘Es regnet’, so
that what he said was true. The phrase ‘what he said’ can be used
to refer to (a) the words or sentences the speaker used, or (b) to
what the speaker meant, i.e. the proposition he expressed, and it is
only to the latter, according to Pitcher,1 that we can attach a truth-
value. But we can argue, against Pitcher, that it does not follow
from the fact that he could have said the same thing by uttering a
sentence different from the one he did utter, that the sentence he
did utter is not either true or false.

The term ‘proposition’ is used by philosophers as a
technical one and has been introduced in very different ways and
to serve a variety of jobs. It is assumed that a proposition is a
meaning. ‘Meanings of sentences are exalted as abstract entities in
their own right, under the name propositions’.”

The following are two different accounts of a proposition,
(a) A proposition is that which is expressed by synonymous
declarative sentences. (b) A proposition is that which a speaker
means to convey in uttering a particular sentence in a particular
context. The senses of ‘means’ implicit in (a) and (b) are different.
The different ways of using ‘means’ give rise to different concepts
of a proposition. In (a) the proposition expressed by a sentence is
identified by the family of sentences which are synonymous with



that sentence. This is not the case with (b), in which the account of
a proposition is as that which a speaker means to convey in
uttering a particular sentence in a particular context. For on this
account, a speaker could utter sentences which are not synonymous
in a particular context and express the same proposition. For
example, someone may mean to convey that ‘dinner is ready’
simply by uttering the sentence ‘dinner is ready’ but he may mean
to convey the same thing by uttering the sentence. ‘It is time to
wash your hands now’; and these two sentences are definitely not
synonymous.

Calrnalp3 tells that the term ‘proposition’ is used for two
different concepts, firstly for certain expressions and secondly for
their designata. In other words (a) as ‘declarative sentence’ (b) as
‘that which is expressed by a declarative sentence’. He quotes
‘Satz an sich’ from Bolzano as other term for concept ‘(b)’. We
can make an objection to both uses. In its first use it is just a
declarative sentence and nothing more, hence we should abandon
the use of ‘proposition’. In its second use it is equated with
Bolzano’s ‘Satz an sich’, which itself is a highly obscure concept
and leads us dangerously to Platonism. At any rate the latter
concept is ambiguous.

‘Certainly talk of propositions presupposes acceptance of
the metaphysical truth that individuals belong to kinds’.* If there
were propositions they would bring about a certain relation of
synonymy or equivalence between sentences. The problem of
individuation of proposition is the problem of definition of
equivalence between sentences. ‘The doctrine of propositions
seems in a way futile on the face of it, even if we imagine that the
individuation problem is solved. For that solution would consist in
some suitable definition of equivalence of sentences; why not then
just talk of sentences and equivalence and let the proposition go?”’
The sum of the matter in a few words is that proposition are
projected as ‘shadows of sentences’ and on the most favourable
supposition they will give us nothing the sentences will not give.

Those who prefer to apply ‘proposition’ to things that are
said or sayable, are not using the word without committing them to
any particular opinion. When ‘proposition’ is understood in this
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manner, it can be shown® that propositions are neither identical
with sentences nor with utterances of sentences. Propositions are
some kind of abstract entities.

The two views about propositions which are, (a) ‘a
proposition is whatever can be asserted, denied, contended,
maintained, assumed, supposed, implied, or presupposed.”’ (b)
‘Meanings of sentences are exalted as abstract entities in their own
right, under the name of propositions.”® We cannot hold together.
‘If propositions are asserted, denied, proved and so on, then they
are not meanings; for meanings are not asserted, denied, or
proved.’9

Sentences also, are candidate for the role of primary bearers
of truth. All propositions are expressible by the use of some
sentence in some language. From the beginning Alfred Tarski
assumes without argument that if we use the word ‘true’ we must
apply it to sentences — or rather we should say for precision, he
accepts as correct a translation of his articles in which ‘sentence’ is
used as a rendering of the word ‘Satz’ of his own German version.

Following Haack, '’ by a sentence we mean any
grammatically correct and complete string of expressions of a
natural language. For example, ‘Snow is white’, ‘Is the door shut?’
are sentences; ‘Is red’ and ‘Will to go’ are not. We need to
distinguish between sentence-types and sentence-tokens. A
sentence-token is a physical object, a series of marks on paper or
of sound waves, making up an inscribed or spoken sentence. ‘Same
sentence’ means ‘same sentence type’. A sentence type is either a
pattern which similar tokens exemplify, or as a class of similar
tokens. We accept typographical or auditory similarity as criteria
for sentence types. Sentences with their main verb in the indicative
mood are declarative, but ‘declarative’ is meant to be rather
broader than ‘indicative’. It is declarative sentences, which are
eligible for truth and falsity. More precisely we should maintain
that the set of sentences which may properly be called true or false
is only a sub-set of the set of declarative sentences; for some
declarative sentences are meaningless and therefore do not admit
of a truth-value.

Ziff ' told that it is inconsistent to say of the sentence-type
‘The cat is on the mat’ either that it is true or that it is false,
because some of its sentence-tokens have been and will be uttered
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on occasions in which they are true and some on occasions in
which they are false. Ziff’s reason is sufficient only to establish
that some sentence-types cannot be true or false. His argument
does not work against those sentence-type all of whose sentence-
tokens are true or all of whose sentence-tokens are false.

A sentence-type will take the truth-value ‘true’ if all its
sentence-tokens are true, and will take the truth-value ‘false’ if all
its sentence-tokens are false. Hence a sentence-type will lack a
truth-value if, either, at least one sentence-token of it is neither true
nor false, or one sentence-token of it is true and another false. So
some sentence-types whose sentence-tokens are : ‘4+3=3+4",
‘5>3+4°, ‘Ice floats on water’, will be ‘true’, ‘false’, and ‘true’
respectively; but some sentence-types of which the following are
sentence-tokens: ‘The cat is on the mat’, ‘I am tired’ will come out
as neither true nor false. So we can attribute a truth value to some
sentence-types without inconsistency.

If it is not possible to identify uses of different sentence, or
of the same sentence on different occasions, as making the same
statement, without knowing that the sentence, when uttered in their
respective contexts,, have the same truth-value, we should have a
good case for saying that the epithets ‘true’ and ‘false’ attach
primarily to sentence-tokens.

‘If declarative sentence-tokens cannot be bearers of truth
and falsity, neither can statements, assertions, propositions, or
whatever else we want to admit as true or false.”"?

Quine also, concludes in favour of sentence-tokens. ‘What
are best regarded as true and false are.....sentence-tokens, or
sentences if they are eternal’’® An eternal sentence is a sentence
whose tokens all have the same truth-value. When we call a
sentence eternal, we are calling it eternal relative only to a
particular language at a particular time. Quine'* claims that any
sentence which is dependent on context for its truth-value can be
expanded, in a given context of utterance, into an eternal sentence
which is not so dependent and will be absolutely true or false. The
expansion consists in the first instance of replacing tensed verbs
by tenseless ones, together with time-indicators; secondly, of
replacing ‘indicator words’ such as ‘I’ ‘now’ and ‘this’ by exact
and objective spatio-temporal references; and thirdly, of filling out
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incomplete descriptions and proper names so as to secure a unique
for-all-time reference.

However, it may be doubted whether this expansion is in
principle always possible, Quine nowhere illustrates it. Probably it
is reasonable to say, as is shown by Salywalrd,15 that there are few
cases where no eternal sentence can be used, in place of the
sentence-token used, in order to make the same assertion. Our use
of sentence-token’s truth and falsity is relative to those particular
languages'® in which utterances or inscriptions are made. Sentence
tokens are always attached to their context also.

It is also necessary to note, that though sentence-tokens are
physical objects, sentence-types are abstract, and the identity
criteria for sentence-types require appeal to the notion of
similarity, which itself is a problematic one.

Why should one prefer to have linguistic entities- sentence-
tokens as the primary bearers of truth? Because they are at least in
the public domain. Really there are problems remaining in giving a
precise account of the candidates one favours, still I believe that
sentence-tokens are most acceptable as primary bearers of truth
and falsity.
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RELIGION AS A HUMAN PHENOMENON
VS.

OPENNESS TO TRANSCENDENCE

CLEMENS CAVALLIN

An issue hotly debated within religious studies due to its
importance for the discipline’s identity and status, is the choice
between, on the one hand, a study of religion as a purely natural
phenomenon and, on the other hand, a perspective that not a priori
rejects the truth claims of religious traditions concerning
supernatural realities. In the following, I will discuss these two
approaches and sketch a position of my own.

1

THE PHENOMENOLOGY OF RELIGION

During the 20" century, the openness to religious transcendence
within religious studies has mainly been championed by the
phenomenology of religion that advocates a sympathetic attitude to
religion in general, hence favouring a geisteswissenschaftliche
method of empathy — in this way, trying to map the world as
experienced by the believer, though not committing oneself to any
particular tradition. This has, however, never amounted to an
attempt to erase the theoretical level, and, for example, the best
known proponent, Mircea Eliade, constructed a general theory of
religious thinking centring on the manifestations of the holy. This
characterization of the unique (sui generis) religious way of
thinking was then correlated to different religions, thus trying to
make a case for the relevance of the theory.” The ontological
reference of the phenomenological concept of the holy has though
been an open question (Rennie 2006 [1996]). It could, on the one
hand, be interpreted as a description of religious beliefs and
practices, pointing to the fact that religious people act as though



certain material things or processes are manifestations of
something powerful located beyond the empirical world; or the
holy as a notion could be interpreted as actually referring to a
supernatural entity that manifests itself in natural phenomena. In
the latter case, the phenomenology of religion endorses a basic
supernaturalism; and some critics have, therefore, accused Eliade’s
theory for harbouring an implicit theology (e.g. Wiebe 1999: 60;
McCutcheon 1997: 27-50).

THE SCIENTIFIC STUDY OF RELIGION AND
METHODOLOGICAL ATHEISM

The advocates of a purely scientific study, on the other hand,
mostly espouse some form of methodological atheism as the only
viable alternative, heavily criticising any scholar or study that
venture beyond that stance. The study of religion as a natural
phenomenon is then considered to exhaust all aspects of religion;
there is no lees left in the bottle labelled religion when the scientist
has drunk his fill. The methodological atheism at this point almost
imperceptibly turns into an ontological one and quite easily
becomes inimical to religion as a false form of consciousness (as
e.g. in Marxist theory).3

We could as an example take the position defended by Russell
McCutcheon in his book Critics not Caretakers where he
emphasizes that religion is to be studied “as a thoroughly human
doing /.../ without remainder” or with other words “with no
mysterious distillate left over” (McCutcheon 2001: x, xi). At the
same time, he asserts that this is a purely methodological principle,
that he has no interest in any form of metaphysical reduction. The
categorical dismissal of any ontological interest on his part seems
though somewhat too strong as ontological features of course
determine the accuracy of the methods used. If materialist monism
is false, then that would quite naturally limit the usefulness of
methodological materialism, and, on the other hand, if it is true,
this4would surely enhance its explanatory force (cf. Lopez 2001:
10).

Secondly, the methodologically atheistic scholar studies religion
as though religious thinking, morality and ritual are basically
mistaken. It should then not come as a surprise that it is not well
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received by those thus analyzed; it would be the same as to study
democracy with the basic methodological principle that there is no
rational basis for democratic governance; the critical scholar in this
way taking a methodological totalitarianism as his guiding
principle, but at the same time insisting that this does not decide
whether after all democracy rests on legitimate grounds. The
scholar of democracy working in this way would dig up all the
evidence of the pernicious effects of democratic governance that
he could find, and strongly object toward all colleagues that would
see political studies at the university as being in the service of the
democratic culture of the nation. I do not claim that these two
domains, the (democratic) political and the religious are identical
in all respects, but the analogy hopefully points to a lack of
innocence in a methodological stance that a priori undermines the
position of those individuals and institutions it scrutinizes.

Thirdly, this way of studying religion proceeds historically from
an enlightenment criticism of religion as profoundly erroneous —
methodologically naturalist scholarship of religion hence fits into a
long tradition of scholarship that has not been excessively anxious
to avoid the ontological dimension. So, if one could accuse Eliade
of implicit theology, here the charge looms large that this approach
builds on an implicit materialism. That in reality both the
phenomenological epoché and the naturalist insistence on only
method are ways of hiding, or insulating, an agenda for either
promoting or counteracting religion in society.

METHODOLOGICAL AGNOSTICISM

A more modest approach is indicated by the concept of
methodological agnosticism, which acknowledges the limits of
scientific inquiry; that it by imposing on itself strict rules of
jurisdiction cannot rule out that this analytical net cast over reality
does not perfectly cover all that exists, or all aspects of what is
placed under the microscope.’” Moreover, agnosticism as a
methodological principle could be more than a humbler form of
atheism, by actually allowing religious truth claims the status of
competing explanations, as the sociologist Douglas Porpora argues
in his analysis of Peter Berger’s influential combination of social
constructivism and methodological atheism (Porpora 2006). Then,
the agnostic attitude is truly methodological, that is, only a way on
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which to proceed and not a description of the result. In this way, it
distinguishes itself from epistemological agnosticism, which as
atheism, precludes any possibility of a real knowledge of
supernatural entities. The latter claim is though rather implausible
if not backed up by some form of ontological materialism.

RELIGIOUS STUDIES IN SWEDEN

The reflections on religious studies in this article were
formulated within the academic context of religious studies at a
Swedish faculty of arts, and the natural attitude could hence seem
to be a thorough secular, that is, a methodologically atheist
perspective with an added marked emphasis on the cleavage
between is and ought, and that between private and public. Sweden
is after all famous for being one of the most secularized countries
in the world. This is, though, complicated at several points. First,
religious studies is, for example, at my university interwoven with
Christian theology, though, exactly what is implicated by the latter
label is sometimes unclear, but it mainly signifies a study of
Christianity distributed over several disciplines such as church
history, systematic theology and New Testament exegesis.® The
structure of theology is, moreover, formed by the task to educate
priests for the Swedish Church, the former state church of Sweden.
The semidetached nature of the Swedish Church from the state is,
hence, reflected in the ambivalent nature of the study of
Christianity at the department, hovering somewhat uneasily
between a normative, constructive theology and a neutral analysis
of the historical instantiations of the Christian religion.

Furthermore, other forms of normative pressure are constantly
exerted upon research and teaching. In being a governmental
institution, the university is under obligation to conform to a basic
set of values, often diffusely defined, a feature which becomes
conspicuous in the education of teachers who have an explicitly
normative task to perform (Lindgren 2003).8 We, as teachers of the
teachers, cannot escape this injunctive mood without making our
teaching irrelevant for the purposes of our students. And, as the
financing system is directly correlated to the number of students
and exams, it is not without impact on the institutional structure of
religious studies.
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These two normative dimensions are combined with an
increased ambition on the part of politicians to make university
subjects useful, that is, relevant for society, and not only to the
international scholarly community in search for new knowledge.’
Religious studies is accordingly, not in a Swedish context at least,
a value free exercise in pure research, but a state financed venture
with multiple tasks to perform for the common good. This, of
course, raises the question of whether the scholar of religious
studies should act as a public intellectual or not. In Sweden, that
aspect of scholarly work has been defined as the third task
(assignment) of wuniversity professors besides teaching and
research.

IS AND OUGHT

So, there are large, if not insurmountable, difficulties connected
with implementing a positivist distinction between, on the one
hand, description and analysis, and, on the other hand, different
kinds of normativity. Christian theology constitutes merely one of
many types of normative discourse and structures of power that
exercise influence on the practice of religious studies. But is this
only to give in to pressures that should be resisted? Could it be that
religious studies is woven on an intricate web of normative
concerns, but that it ought to resist this tendency and try to
disentangle itself as much as possible from that state of affairs?
One of the most persistent advocates of such a position is the
philosopher of religion, Donald Wiebe, who in his book The
Politics of Religious Studies programmatically postulates:

A study of religion directed toward spiritual liberation of
the individual or of the human race as a whole, toward the
moral welfare of the human race, or toward any ulterior
end than that of knowledge itself, should not find a home
in the university. (Wiebe 1999: xiii)

This position entails a basic cleavage between is and ought in the
sense that knowledge becomes a goal in itself, and any purpose
with research and teaching outside of that is ruled out, both that of
Eliade’s New Humanism or those of atheists, or critics of religion,
who want to expose and undermine religion (Cf. McCutcheon
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2001: 142). Therefore, Russell McCutcheon, in his attempt at
marrying modernist naturalism'® with postmodern metatheoretical
criticism, in this way giving the scholar of religion a public role as
a critic poised to deconstruct religious discourse, does not find
mercy before Wiebe’s tribunal of a disinterested science of
religion:

To put it simply, McCutcheon seems to believe that if, as
a student of religion, one ’reveals” the falsehood of
religion and shows that it is not therefore a solid
foundation on which to establish society, as a student of
religion one has fulfilled one’s duties as a public
intellectual. (Wiebe 2005: 22)

To this McCutcheon replied in writing by several arguments and
manoeuvres, for example, by dwelling on their friendship and
common vision of religious studies, being perplexed that his
former supervisor would in this way undermine the position of an
ally, hinting jestingly at some sort of Freudian motive on Wiebe’s
part. Furthermore, McCutcheon remarked that the article analyzed
by Wiebe was a remnant of a past stage in his, that is,
McCutcheon’s intellectual development, and besides that his
position was not adequately rendered by Wiebe. This is though not
the most interesting part of the reply for our present purposes, but
at the end of his apologia McCutcheon goes on the offensive and
criticises the vision of a value free science of religion that stays
aloof from the drama of public debate. First, he attacks the basic
principle of the objective scientific study of religion by pointing
out that this is not in itself scientific, but that it’s status is akin to
the problem facing the principle of verification put forward by
logical positivists in the early 20" century, a principle that to their
dismay was non-verifiable, therefore invalidating itself
(McCutcheon 2006: 123). The doorkeeper checking that no
normative constraints enter into the study of religion is ironically
himself animated by norms, goals and values: the value of no
value.

The next criticism brought forth by McCutcheon is how it can be
possible for political structures to create an apolitical sphere; an
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objection which is a variant on the old argument that the effect
must somehow be present in, or be of the same nature as, the
cause. The autonomy of the university system is, however, not in
itself produced by the political will, but by the renouncement of
interference enshrined in legally binding documents. Even when
allowing for the possibility of such an apolitical arena,
McCutcheon criticizes the concept of religion as a neutral signifier,
pointing out that it is intrinsically value laden and hence not an
unbiased description of reality, but merely a construction, a feature
which leads to that the discrete discipline studying precisely
‘religion’ is not a self evident part of the academy (cf. Fitzgerald
2000). Finally, his conclusion is that a value free study of religion
is a case of wishful thinking (McCutcheon 2006: 125).

Perhaps it could be helpful, on the basis of the discussion above,
to distinguish between at least two ways the relation between fact
and value confronts religious studies. The first is the normative
context that science and scholarship are located within, a situation
which is unavoidable, while it is debatable to what extent this is a
good thing; how far these forms of normative pressure should be
able to influence the constitution of religious studies — and to what
degree the values intrinsic to scientific work should be left free to
structure the discipline: values such as the commitment to truth
disregarding its usefulness and the freedom to choose research
questions. With other words, we enter into the debate of academic
freedom or autonomy, which is not simply a question of a
dichotomy between a quest for pure knowledge contra the
influence of values; but the tension is more precisely between
conflicting set of values as borne out by the McCutcheon-Wiebe
debate.

The second way religious studies enters, willingly or reluctantly,
into the normative dimension, is concerned with how scientific
knowledge should relate to instrumental solutions of problems
(technology), and further what bearings that scientific (scholarly)
knowledge should have for moral and political issues. In the case
of technology, the goal is given, and the knowledge supplied by
the academy is used as a tool; this could be a question of material
construction such as the building of bridges, but also of social
engineering as efforts to reduce the levels of poverty and illiteracy.

RELIGION AS HUMAN PHENOMENON VS. OPENNESS ..... 197



Insights gained by religious studies could, for example, enter into a
discussion of how to handle a multicultural, multireligious society,
something to which I think very few would object. Not even Wiebe
rules this out (2005: 34). But, when it comes to define the ends,
that is, to outline what is good, and consequently what place
religion is to have in the good, ideal society, the scholar of religion
is open to the charge of committing the naturalistic fallacy: trying
to derive values from facts (Williams 2006 [1985]: 121-131).

It is also telling that attempts to exorcise theology from the study
of religion and religion from society, at the same time often
include the construction of a new ersatz religion. For example, the
father of positivism, Auguste Comte, actually started his own
religion La religion de [’humanite that was intended to replace
outdated forms of supernatural religion, being hence a religion of
immanence (Wernick 2001). This drive of the radically secular
study of religion to take over the function of the object it studies,
that is, religion, in order to strive for a truly scientific society, runs
as a red thread from the Enlightenment and the French revolution
to our time, though some are not comfortable with that zeal, as
witnessed by the mixed reception to Daniel Dennet’s book
Breaking the Spell (2006), even from scholars otherwise
sympathetic to the study of religion as only a natural phenomenon
(e.g. Geertz 2008).

If the presence of theology at the same institution as religious
studies raises the question of the legitimacy of a constructive, that
is, a normative theology in a secular academic setting; then the
same problem (the fact/value distinction) arises within the
methodologically atheist study of religion as the question of what
status is to be given to the wholehearted acceptance of the political
imperative of usefulness, and the consequent participation in the
debate on how the good society is to be constructed. Is it, as Weber
argues, only legitimate for the scholar gua scholar to lay before the
public and the decision makers what ways of action are possible;
what results certain measures probably will have; and which
courses of action are the most efficient to reach a given goal?
While, at the same time, not addressing the question what ends that
are to be considered as good and which as bad, or even evil? Has
the scholar when overstepping this boundary then left his or her
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professional role and consequently acts merely as a private citizen,
who on the contrary has every right to argue publically for a
position on such questions? (Weber 2005: 321-343).

THE POSTMODERN ERA WITHIN THE STUDY OF RELIGION

For me to enter into this discursive place of contesting narratives
as a student in the 1990ies coincided with the increasing
acceptance of a ‘postmodern’ position in the study of religion and
academic theology in Sweden, a factor which further blurred the
boundaries between rational and irrational; between is and ought.11
Within this new paradigm, scholars championed in different ways
and degrees a relativism that dethroned the modernist form of
scientific rationality, arguing as McCutcheon that there is actually
no value free or neutral position, but that all perspectives come
with their metaphysical premises and built in values.'> This made it
theoretically possible to radicalize the sympathetic attitude of the
phenomenologist of religion, in that theology and the
methodologically atheist study of religion merely became different
bids on what should count as true and good (Paden 1994: 58). In
that case, no rational objection is really possible for adopting an
explicitly theological or normative position also within religious
studies; the constraints being merely those exercised by raw power,
institutional inertia and tradition. For a theology hard pressed by
rationalism this held out a promise of renewed legitimacy, though
at a high price, as faith could not amount to more than fideism in a
world without rational foundations: but then also science was
portrayed as a kind of faith (cf. Milbank 2006). The Postmodern
scepticism and relativism both in regard to rationality (truth) and
morality (goodness) in this way opened up for an interpenetration
of postmodern Lutheran theology and religious studies.

However, as the latter half of the 20" century also was the scene
of the transformation of Sweden from a more or less
monolithically Protestant country into an increasingly multicultural
and multireligious society incorporated in a globalized world, other
important changes in my subdiscipline within religious studies,
viz., the history of religions, were initiated. History of religions
(science of religion) was from the beginning a project with several
important sources: liberal Protestantism, philological investigations
of old textual civilisations and a modernist critique of religion in
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general and Christianity in particular (Hjelde 2000; Molendijk
2005). This contextual position of the scholar has been largely
eroded by the postcolonial critique and the move to a
multireligious society — the discipline of history of religions could
even in the future develop into a label for a set of non-Christian
theologies. This is not a development alien to the government
which, for example, has plans for a state financed education of
Muslim imams."” The present tendency is, consequently, not to
disentangle the education of priests for the Swedish Church from
the secular system of education, thereby finalizing the severance of
church and state, but instead the intention seems to be to enlarge
the project of state control of the education of religious specialists.
If this is extended to religions from south and southeast Asia as
Hinduism and Buddhism, then the relation between theology(-ies)
and a secular religious studies will be even more complex.
Furthermore, if the postmodern equalising of positions is embraced
in a spirit of tolerance, this development could lead to a clash of
academic theologies taking place within the institutional structure
of religious studies, or, if one is an optimist, turn it into an arena
for a fruitful interreligious dialogue.

With the postmodern wave came also a set of specific values of
postmarxist criticism and emancipation, which mark a link of
continuity with the modernist ethos of the Enlightenment tradition.
This have motivated the second reaction to the phenomenology of
religion, viz., a sharp criticism of its androcentrism, essentialism
and conceptual, theological imperialism (e.g. Christ 1991; Shaw
1995: 66f; McCutcheon 1997). Instead of taking the plurality of
perspectives and the lack of ultimate foundations as an invitation to
a hermeneutical attitude of empathy, it motivated an ethos of
deconstructionism, which aimed at exposing precisely the lack of
rational foundation for religions and their dependence on structures
of power, with other words, their ideological nature.'* If such a
criticism in a Marxist context rested firmly on a materialist
ontology, the postmarxist position could not invoke any such
foundation for its criticism and the consequent will to
emancipation — the latter to be achieved mainly through the
denaturalizing of any religious moral or societal ideal (e.g. see
Docherty 1996). The allure of this approach, thus, rests first in its
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softening of modernity’s tendency to scientism, and secondly in its
emancipatory potentialities. But the basic weakness lies in the
relativism of truth and morality (and aesthetics), which in their
extreme forms open up for a reduction of truth, morality and
beauty to power and mere subjective opinion (cf. Milbank 2006:
318f; Eagleton 2003). Of course, for modernity the first of these
relativisms was the more fatal, as morality and aestheticism in
large measure already had been forced to retreat to the subjective
sphere. In order for the postmodern critic of religion (or caretaker
for that matter) not to lose his or her basis, this corrosive relativism
has to be tempered, so at least one point of view, from where the
criticism is to be launched, is less relative than what is criticised
(Levy 2002: 18). Otherwise the criticism is only a case of one
ideological position hammering away at another (cf. Porpora
2004).

We could see such a tension between the attractive and
problematic sides of postmodernism reflected in the work of Gavin
Flood, an Indologist and theoretician of religion. For example, his
book The Ascetic Self, which revolves around the themes of
interiority, self and ritualization, enacts this ambivalence as a
balance between phenomenology and postmodern approaches.
Flood recognizes his formation as a scholar within the
phenomenology of religion, and though aware of the criticism
levelled at that approach, remains loyal to it; his project is largely
an attempt to reformulate the comparative approach of
phenomenology, which rests on the idea of a common nature of the
human person:

It [i.e. his book] also expresses a belief that goes against
the grain of some contemporary thinking, that there are
common features of human being that cut across historical
and cultural divides — an insight expressed in earlier
centuries as a belief in a common human nature. (Flood
2004: x)

This puts him into the same fold as the cognitive study of religion,

though there the focus is on the common structure of the brain,
while Flood, embedded in a hermeneutical tradition, is more
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focused on universals of human thought expressed in texts. At the
same time, Flood has internalized a postmodern (postcritical)
theoretical perspective, and as formulated in his previous book
Beyond Phenomenology (1999), he advocates a form of dialogism
between scholar and informant, taking the critique put forward by
deconstructionism as an argument for a more humble attitude
toward religious traditions and persons than the modernist one,
though he, at the same time, tries to eschew extreme forms of
cultural relativism (2004: 22). Conscious that this exposes him, as
Eliade previously, to the charge of an implicit theology, he
formulates the following answer:

In the sense that I do intend to take very seriously ascetic
claims about the nature of the self and world, then the
book is certainly implicitly theological, although it is not
theology because it does not stand directly within a
theological tradition of discourse. I do not explore the
theological implications of asceticism /.../ (Flood 2004:
Xi)

We could say that Flood tries to balance the comparative project
of phenomenology, including its necessary prerequisite, a common
human nature and its hermeneutically open attitude to religious
truth claims, with a postmodern critique of exactly such essences
and the uncritical affirmation of elite religious discourse. The
result is that his work (and those inspired by it) has to live with
strong internal tensions as that between universalism and
relativism, and that between empathy and criticism. "’

For my own part as a doctoral student, I tried, as Flood, a variant
of the phenomenological approach, but rejected the basic
principles of postmodern theory since they seemed to lead to (or
presuppose) a tragic (or heroic) loss of the basic trust in human
reason that is required when using it as a tool for exploring reality;
a fall from grace that cultivates the suspicion that all scholarly
work ultimately are baseless constructions. On the other hand, I
perceived the phenomenological insistence on an exclusive
hermeneutical perspective and the rejection of, for example,
sociological or biological perspectives, as inadequate. I thus
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struggled with finding a point of departure in order to construct, as
I saw it, a defensible version of the project of a rational study of
religion.

COGNITIVE STUDIES OF RELIGION

Now some 15 years later, the landscape has changed somewhat
on an international level, though not yet in the Swedish context,
with the growing strength of the cognitive study of religion,
reaffirming the modernist position of the rationality of science and
the irrationality of religious thought, though the latter due to its
natural character is almost inescapable.'® I really sympathise with
the emphasis on the rational legitimacy of science, and
consequently the study of religion, to which those working hard
within this new paradigm bear witness; and in this sense I am most
definitely a post-postmodernist (cf. Slingerland 2008). However, |
cannot follow the political program of the so-called ‘brights’ that is
based on this methodological and ontological reduction of religion
to merely a natural, that is, a material phenomenon, and that hence
labour for the reduction of the public influence of religion, (which
anyway looks like a hopeless task if one is to take the statement of
the innate nature of religion seriously).

A THOMIST PERSPECTIVE

This point of dissent is mainly due to that my trust in human
reason, and the viability of a study of religion within the limits of
reason alone, does not find its ultimate foundation in a materialist
ontology. It is instead derived from a model of division of labour,
as this is formulated in classical Catholic teaching, between, on the
one hand, human reason proceeding without help from religious
revelation, and on the other hand, theology based on revealed
truths.'” My reason for resisting scepticism is then not the same as
many of those now at work within the old, but at the same time
new, paradigm of religion as only a natural phenomenon. But, does
this difference in foundation automatically banish me from a study
of religion as a natural phenomenon? I want to argue no, as the
important dividing line is not to be found in the answer to the
question of whether religion is a natural phenomenon, that is,
created by humans due to innate tendencies or capacities. The
theory of anthropomorphism of Stewart Guthrie (1993), is, for
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example, illuminating when considering how humans construct
and interpret religious supernatural agents, but it does not decide
the question whether any such being really exist. I do not see any
principal problems with reductionism in the sense of exploring
which natural causes that form and constrain the emergence and
endurance of religious beliefs and practices. To argue for an
exclusively hermeneutical perspective on religion seems to be
irresponsible, as it ultimately has to rest on an ideal human being
omniscient and omnipotent, that is, without constraints.

However, at certain points, there of course emerge distinctive
differences between a study of religion as a natural phenomenon
inspired by atheism, materialism and one motivated by a Thomistic
philosophical position.'® The former sees religion in its belief in a
supernatural world populated by gods, demons and ghosts as
essentially mistaken, while the latter maintains that religions are
basically, if not in all details, on the right track. When entering the
political arena there quite naturally emerges a controversy
regarding the position of religion in the good society. This does
not, however, need to be detrimental, as the public arena of a
democratic society provides an opportunity of respectful reasoned
debate on these issues.'” And since, for example, my study of ritual
interiorization (forthcoming) does not go into politics, and,
therefore, does not advise the reader on any particular way of
acting toward religious phenomena, but merely tries to focus on a
particular spectrum of religious ritual activity and to discuss
critically the tools for analyzing it, the different sources of
inspiration for the project of a study of religion as a natural
phenomenon, should not be of a decisive (or divisive) nature.

Another point besides the political one is that within the tradition
of Thomistic philosophy, there is actually a special view of the
scope of reason, a feature that puts it into conflict with
philosophical modernity from the via moderna of the 14™ century
through Kant to logical positivism. The modern highly efficient
reason with its focus on empirical verification, mathematical
models and instrumental rationality is in large measure made
possible by the rejection of metaphysics. In contrast, the scope of
reason in Thomistic philosophy partly overlaps with the revealed
truths handled by theology (sacra doctrina), because according to
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Thomas some things though revealed, are also, though with great
effort, knowable by human reason, as the existence of an ultimate
being (Copleston 2003 [1950]: 312). The rejection of metaphysics
on the part of modernity deprives religious discourse of its rational
foundation, undercutting its legitimacy as knowledge by restricting
valid knowledge to the aspects of the material world which are (at
least indirectly) knowable through the human senses. This
Ockhamian incision, however, also has its dangers as evidenced by
the fate of logical positivism, as already alluded to, which insisted
on verification as the criterion of meaning or truth, and because
such a principle cannot be verified it was thus itself meaningless. It
is difficult to argue for some kind of ontology, even a materialist
one, without venturing into metaphysics. The same problem
accrues to the foundation of first principles; one could even say
that scepticism is the shadow of the absolute faith in a modernist
down sized reason. Postmodernism and modernism being more
like siblings than contraries (Delanty 2000). But, not even this
point of divergence in philosophical outlook needs to be become
an insurmountable problem in the study of religion, as, for
example, the discussion of whether the problem of infinite regress
points in the direction of a prime mover does not necessarily arise
within it.

Another way of proceeding would though have been to eliminate
all traces of Thomistic inspiration from my (forthcoming) study, in
an effort to privatize, in a secular context, my foundation for
engaging in a rational reflection on a theme of religious behaviour.
I have, nevertheless, decided not to do so, but instead chose to
make this aspect of my reflections on ritual interiorization clearer
by thinking through some of the implications in this
prolegomenon. This is partly an act of intellectual honesty, but
could also be important in that it points to the necessity that
religious traditions within their own intellectual traditions
construct arguments for a public arena of rational reflection,
including the study of religion. The point here is that both the
theist and the atheist need to formulate reasons and parameters for
their participation in the study of religion, and that this motivation
naturally proceeds from principles within their respective
worldviews. Otherwise, the commitment to a reasoned
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investigation of the phenomena of religion is merely a facade
hiding a more primary agenda, either the promotion of a particular
religion or the marginalization of religion in general.

This does not mean that the different foundations for the study of
religion will be without consequence for the actual work done;
such differences are only to be expected in the same way as a
Marxist, a Freudian or a Rational Choice theoretician differs; it is
part of the game so to speak. It is also important to make clear that
I am not advocating that the participants in the study of religion
bring with them parts of alleged revealed theology regarding
ontology, morality, jurisprudence and politics; this would make the
discipline of the history of religions, and the larger field of
religious studies, into a collection of different theologies. The main
point argued here is that the participation in the project of a
scientific investigation of religion should be given a foundation
and legitimacy within one’s own world view, and not merely be a
condition to endure until one can shed this objective varnish. That
demands that religious traditions recognise the legitimacy and
importance of this kind of study and that atheist scholars
acknowledge that a materialist ontology is not self-evident.

RELIGIOUS STUDIES AND POLITICS

There could thus be multiple valid reasons for engaging in the
investigation of religion as a practice flowing from the natural
constitution of the human person. But this agreement, of course,
does not extend to the political domain, and, therefore, it is
important to keep apart the study of religion at the university and
the political discussion of the value and place of religion in society.

There are several ways in which politics and religious studies
should be distinguished. The first of these is when political
correctness is required for teaching and doing research, then the
common rational discourse, which does not exclude -either
religious or nonreligious motivations, will break down. Truth is
subordinated to ideology, and, it all becomes a question of power,
a not uncommon situation, but nevertheless I think, a sad one.
Secondly, the search for accurate knowledge of religion, and the
use of this knowledge in society, the technology of religious
studies so to speak, have to be kept apart. The search for truth
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should not be subordinated to short-sighted functional criteria; the
academy can, given a certain amount of autonomy, construct a
sphere of free intellectual inquiry, though it is of course not an
absolute freedom, but a relative one. This is actually the first
‘fundamental principle’ of the Magna Charta Universitatum
Europaeum signed in Bologna in 1988 by a large number of
European Universities:

The university is an autonomous institution at the heart of
societies differently organized because of geography and
historical heritage; it produces, examines, appraises and
hands down culture by research and teaching. To meet the
needs of the world around it, its research and teaching
must be morally and intellectually independent of all
political authority and intellectually independent of all
political authority and economic power.20

But am I here not relapsing into a problematic positivist
distinction between truth and goodness (values)? One could argue
that knowledge about religion resulting from the scientific study of
it will also quite naturally have normative consequences. That it is
not only so that the study of religion as a natural phenomenon is
located in a web of normative constraints, but that it is organically
connected to the actual handling of religion in society (both
national and global) — that religious studies is simply an integrated
part of the larger society, and all visions of a disinterested study of
religion are merely exercises in wishful thinking, constructing an
intellectual utopia.

However, what I am trying to do is to differentiate between the
question of the foundation of a rational study of religion, and the
question of the relation between science and politics. The attempt
is to open up for an investigation of religion as a natural
phenomenon in which multiple ways of coming to that project are
considered legitimate. At the same time, this examination of
religion should abstain from venturing into politics, prescribing the
ways religion ought to be, or the ways it ought to be handled by the
authorities, while simultaneously trying to keep politicians and
religious authorities from intervening into the core of this project,
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as it transcends the concern of a particular region, nation and
religion.

I am thus here basically adopting the position of Wiebe, but this
does not on my part amount to a total separation of is and ought.*’
The scholar does not operate in a moral vacuum. As resting on a
Thomistic foundation, I adhere to the notion of natural law, or in
modern parlance, universal human rights and obligaltions.22 These
should guide and structure also the academic study of religion. We
as scholars are not value neutral or morally disinterested in this
respect; research has to obey common principles of moral
behaviour, when for example handling the anonymity or integrity
of informants. This infuses the study of religion with a basic
normative character, but nonetheless, it should — if it is true to its
scientific nature — be primarily concerned with knowledge, and let
politics be handled by politicians. These two practices could, of
course, be combined in one and the same person, professionally
active within religious studies and privately active in the public
debate arguing about the role of religion or specific religions:
something which is also true of all scholars in the field who are
active in a religious organization, or an antireligious one.

The distinction sketched here between scholarship and politics
is, then, not primarily based on a Humean separation of is and
ought (‘Hume’s Guillotine’, Black 1969: 100), but between
different tasks and the circumstances that come with them (in a
sense, a form of functional differentiation). For does that principle
applied to itself not invalidate the very separation between fact and
value? As one cannot, then, derive the norm that ‘one should not
draw normative conclusions from facts’ from the factual non
sequitur of value from fact (cf. Kainz 2004: 70f.). This normative
conclusion presupposes the more general norm that one should be
rational,” but as also that norm cannot be grounded in a fact as, for
example, greater efficiency, we are led from value to value not
coming to a halt until we reach an arbitrarily postulated final level
of values.

Nevertheless, the political sphere cannot be a mere application of
scientific knowledge (as in the scientist utopia), but is constituted
by the rules of power (compromise, rhetoric, national interest,
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ideological position etc.) operative in the society in which the
university, and hence the scholar, is situated. How scientific
knowledge is to be used does not follow automatically from its
nature, but is decided by inserting it into certain value systems, e.g.
communism or neoliberalism. In order for a scholar to engage in a
political discussion, he or she then has to step into such a value
system or some more fuzzy value community.

There is though one more way for the scholar to proceed, since
the work done within the university is to be governed by general
moral norms, as proscribed by natural law or human rights. Then
an opportunity (which in a sense is non-political) is opened up to
enter into the public debate by combining the general principles of
natural law with the more detailed scholarly knowledge. An
avenue of critique is provided, a sort of phronesis of religious
studies.”* This could, for example, be a combination of the
principle of the intrinsic value of the human person and the
discovery of certain forms of oppression within religious circles, or
the inhuman treatment of a religious group by the state, as the Jews
in Nazi Germany.25 The problem, however, with such a way of
reaching out into the larger society (the j’accuse of religious
studies) is that it is not unlikely that the theories used within
religious studies are already influenced by some ideological, or
metaphysical position, which hence shapes the knowledge
produced, and perhaps also influences the formulation of a specific
version of what the natural law amounts to, or what is to be
included in the catalogue of human rights. There is, hence, a
probability that the social critique produced is predetermined by
ideological positions, with other words, that it is already political
in nature. I would though like to keep this form of normative
application open together with the instrumental use of knowledge
derived from religious studies, in so far as this is not in conflict
with the basic principles of natural law.”°

MY POSITION

The position sketched above acknowledges that religious studies
as a form of theoretical reason is founded in a context of practical
reason, inserted into a social web of goals and normative
discussions. This is not only an empirical fact, but an unavoidable
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and deeply human feature. My position, furthermore, takes to heart
the basic moral character of all human action, that scholars are
human persons also in their professional roles, not merely
functionally differentiated bureaucrats bent on instrumental
reasoning. The academic study of religion is hence not value
neutral, but its service to the local nation and to humanity is to be
found precisely in its possibility to freely search for knowledge. If
the basic values of local politics or the economy, that is, power and
economical gain, invade the study, the fundamental goal of
scholarly work will be forfeited and paradoxically its usefulness
lessened. At the same time, as argued above, the pursuing of the
primary objective of science and scholarship is enabled by
precisely normative systems such as positive law; the university in
the Middle Ages was founded as a corporation granted special
freedom in relation to the town and the local bishop guaranteed by
the pope, emperor or king (Nardi 1992). The national state now has
to guarantee this freedom in its statues and by the distribution of
tax money or by allowing private endowments and student fees. To
this project of gaining knowledge about religion in general and
about particular religions, both religious and nonreligious persons
should be welcomed, but I insist on that they should not in a
gesture of privatization leave their religious or nonreligious
commitments behind them, but that they should derive from these
the necessary inspiration and legitimization for participating in the
study of religion. Otherwise the subject will be torn apart by more
or less overt ideological agendas.

Nonetheless, this vision of religious studies could be considered
fatally naive, despite the reservations presented. The argument is
then that a study of religion founded on a worldview which does
not exclude supernaturalism, and a study based on a materialist
ontology will look quite different. That, for example, the larger
scope of reason constituted by the Thomistic philosophical
perspective — which actually provides a foundation for a
methodological theism — when meeting a modernist version of
reason, which is more restricted, and therefore inclined toward a
methodological atheism, will find itself in animated conflict. That
the difference is really between a natural theology and a study of
religion as merely natural, and that the two could never constitute
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parts of the same practice due to the demand of theoretical
coherence. This would then be merely a variant on the drama
enfolding in our societies: the clash between a radical secularism
and different religions trying to influence the formation of society.
My position, when outlined against that background, is intended to
be part of the larger attempt to establish (and to uphold so far it
already exists) a common arena of reasoned inquiry into the
phenomenon of religion by abstaining both from fideism and
antireligious sentiments. As religious thought and practice together
form one of the most basic and universal human activities, the
understanding of them are vital for any attempt at understanding
the human condition.

On a personal level, one could also see my newly assumed
position on this issue as a development toward a more integrated
intellectuality. That is, as an attempt to overcome a strange
dichotomy between, on the one hand, a private sphere comprising a
personal faith and the inspiration derived from a philosophical
tradition connected to it, and, on the other hand, a public role
seemingly demanding a professional simulation of atheism. This
intellectual consistency is not only important on a psychological
level as a prerequisite for effective scholarly work, but I believe it
also carries with it important implications for the nature of the
work carried out within the institutional structure of religious
studies. One could in this manner move away from the situation
where a fictional privatization of religious and ideological
positions is upheld while in reality the opposite is the reality. |
hence reject the proposal by Edward Slingerland (2008) of a
pragmatic double truth approach, in which professionally the
human person is to be considered as merely an advanced machine,
a container for selfish genes, and morality as evolutionary derived
behaviour for the survival of the group (or more correctly its
genes), and poetry the result of overactive anthropomorphism,
while, privately and in society, we should act as we had free will,
art communicates sublime truths and morality has a binding force
besides that supplied by raw power. In short: we should
professionally be naturalists and privately humanists.”’ But, if
scientifically materialism is to be considered as superior to
supernaturalism, monism to dualism, and religion is simply a
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delusion, then I see no reason why this could not be made the
governing principle of private and public life. If, on the other hand,
this is not only practically but theoretically impossible (e.g. self-
contradictory), or has gruesome inhuman consequences,” this
should be taken to indicate that something perhaps is awry with the
theory. I will thus in contrast to Slingerland maintain a humanist
(personalist) position, which resists the merging of the humanities
into the natural sciences, while affirming the mutual benefits that
could be gained from cooperation. At the same time, as
Slingerland, I welcome that within the study of human culture and
society (the human and social sciences) the impetus for leaving
scepticism behind is growing.”

I have tried above to make my newly formed point of departure
as clear as possible without becoming too long-winded, though I
must confess that it is merely the temporary outcome of an
ongoing part of research in religious studies, that is, to study
religion is simultaneously a reflexive undertaking, a probing of
one’s own premises, religious or nonreligious.
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NOTES AND REFERENCES

1. The reflections on religous studies presented in this article were
formulated in relation to my work on the monograph Ritualisation
and Human Interiority (forthcoming).

2. For a caustic criticism of inter alia the methodological aspects of
Eliade’s work see Leach 2006 [1966].

3. The following quotation from Delos McKown’s presentation of
Marx’s critique of religion, interspersed with quotations from
Marx’s own writings, illustrates the basic ethos of this position:
“To him ‘religion is the self-consciousness and self-regard of man,
who either has not yet found himself or has already lost himself
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again.” Born out of and sustained by alienation, religion is a mode
of consciousness both false and perverted; the happiness it offers,
bogus and illusory. It renders man a ‘degraded, enslaved, rejected,
contemptible being.” In order to progress from these irrationalities
to rationality and from perverted consciousness to truly human
self-awareness, religion must be abolished, its disastrous effects
transcended. Atheism, on the contrary, affirms and frees man from
religious repression and heteronomy. (McKown 1975: 17). Cf.
with McKown’s own perspective of naturalism, as presented in the
introduction and the conclusion. He slides without any greater
caution between methodology and ontology; naturalism and
materialism as in the following exhortation “Accordingly, those
who would understand religion in its total context must welcome
Marx’s materialist approach as the necessary antidote to the
mentalistic strategies of theologians and apologists.” (McKown
1975: 161) Cf. McLellan 1987 a book on the same theme and with
a very similar structure, but written from a Christian perspective.
The final lines (p. 172) points to the unity of theory and praxis and
has a certain prophetic tinge: “But Marxism’s whole raison d’étre
/.../ lies in worldly success. Failure there is liable to be ultimately
dispiriting, whereas for most religions it would serve more as a
salutary (literally) warning.” After 1991 this could be more bluntly
stated and Marxism characterized as a failed quasi-religion as
Smith 1994. A move which is though seen by Timothy Fitzgerald
as “an ideological attack on an alternative ideology.” (Fitzgerald
2000: 104)

In the same manner, the bewilderment before the belief in the
supernatural, as expressed by Pascal Boyer in the following
opening lines, must be seen against a backdrop of ontological
materialism, otherwise it loses its rhetorical force. The puzzlement
is then (if atheism is merely methodological) not a natural reaction,
but generated by the methodological rejection of the reality of gods
and ghosts, for if they were to exist, clearly to have such notions
would be evolutionary advantageous: “Interaction with imagined
nonphysical agents (gods, spirits, ghosts, etc.) is a puzzling cultural
universal, as it is of no straightforward adaptive value, indeed is
often costly to individuals or groups. One promising research
strategy is to evaluate to what extent religious concepts and norms
may be a by-product of evolved brain function.” (Boyer 2005: 3).
In the same volume, Todd Tremlin makes a similar statement
which is hard not to interpret in an ontological mode: “From a
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cognitive standpoint, religion is neither revelatory nor enigmatic
nor inexplicable. Religion is simply one outcome of faculties of
thought common to all normal brains. (Tremlin 2005: 69)

5. Cf. Ninian Smart (1973ff) who makes a distinction between ‘real’
and existent objects; and it is toward the second quality, i.e.
existence, that the agnostic (bracketing) methodologically agnostic
attitude should be directed. What is treated as real (e.g. a god) in
religious discourse could therefore be nonexistent, and what is
existent could be treated as unreal (e.g. evolution), but we as
scholars of religion should abstain from existential judgements.
This entails a focus on religious meaning as a human creation
without any transcendent partner. The stance is thus a retreat in this
respect (openness to transcendence) when compared with the
phenomenology of Eliade, while at the same time it keeps the door
to metaphysics ajar. The abstention of existential judgements is,
however, problematic as the explanatory power of scholarship is
crippled when it cannot brace its feet against an ontological
framework, and this applies equally to hermeneutical teleological
explanations. Eliade by his stronger emphasis on the ontic
dimension of the holy had such a Archimedean point, which a
retreating form of phenomenology as that of Smart cannot have.
The suspicion of methodological agnosticism as merely a way of
insulating religious discourse and practice from critique then arises
quite naturally (e.g. Cox 2004).

6. At its inauguration in 1973, the department was named the
Department of Religious Studies and located at the faculty of
humanities. Systematic theology was merely one of the disciplines
that together with philosophy of religion and ethics formed the
subdiscipline “Faith and world view science” (Tros och
livsaskddningsvetenskap). Part of the education for priesthood in
the Swedish State Church was though offered from the beginning.
In 2006, the department was enlarged by adding Latin and Greek,
and renamed to the Department of Religious Studies, Theology and
Classical Languages. The students could hence, for example,
graduate with either a bachelor degree in religious studies or
theology. The tricky point being though that there had not to be
any difference in content between these two exams: the label being
more one of convenience and pragmatic value. In 2009, religious
studies and theology fused with the history of literature and the
history of ideas into a larger department.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

For the Swedish context see Girmalm 2006 and Hogskoleverket
2008; cf. the international discussion e.g. Oliver and Warrier 2008;
Bird and Smith 2009.

Cf. with article 26.2 in the United Nations Universal Declaration of
Human Rights.

For an example focused on sociology in a Swedish context see
Jornesten 2008.

Of course naturalism comes in many forms and guises, but the
general features relevant here are the ontological commitment that
all that exists is part of the natural world and the epistemological
principle that it (i.e. the natural world) can be studied in its totality
by the empirical sciences. This means that the inverted thesis also
holds, if something cannot in principle be studied by empirical
science then it is not a real object. Naturalism is thus a
philosophical position somewhat ironically abolishing philosophy
as a separate discipline. Cf. Moser and Yandell 2000.

For a comment on this general transition from Marxism to
postmarxism within the humanities in Sweden see Nordin 2008.
For a volume that tries to discuss and meet this challenge of
postmodern thought to the project of comparative religion see
Patton and Ray 2000.

A committee of inquiry was initiated 2008-05-22 (to report at the
latest the 2009-06-01) with directives specifying that it should find
its point of departure in the basic principles governing the Swedish
governmental support of religious organizations. These principles
in short boils down to that “the religious organization should
contribute to maintaining and strengthening the foundational
values that the Swedish society rests upon /.../ ”. The next and
final phrase is ambivalent and literally translated becomes: “that it
is stabile and that it has its own vitality.” <
http://www.regeringen.se/content/1/c6/10/57/84/8d4b5266.pdf>
2008-05-23.

I am here using ideology in the Marxist sense of false
consciousness, see Pines 1993. But beside this use of ideology as a
critical term there is also “the neutral conception” (Thomson 2001:
7173).

This is similar to the McCutcheon’s project which by accepting
postmodern approaches ultimately undermines his modernist
naturalist  position, as all discourses including social
constructionism itself are social constructions, in the sense of
arbitrary conceptualizations of the natural and social world. As
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Porpora writes “If social constructionist claims about science are
also only social constructions, then they are deprived of all
warrant. All assertions carry implicit truth claims that what is
asserted is true (Habermas 1984). Applied reflexively to itself,
social constructionism ends up denying the implicit truth of—or at
least warrant for—its own assertions. Not only then do social
constructionism’s assertions cease being anything that should
claim anyone’s attention, they cease being even intelligible.
Applied to itself, social constructionism becomes what Apel
(1998) calls a “performative contradiction,” an utterance that
contradicts the very performance of uttering it.” (Porpora 2006:
68). The most frequently recurring and devastating critique of
radical postmodernism being its self-contradictory nature. See e.g.
Monk 2004.

16. This is a point developed by Justin Barrett (2004) in his book Why
Would Anyone Believe in God? in the direction of a natural
theology; hinting at the possibility that the innate inclination
toward religious thinking can be read as providing material for an
argument from design: God thus having created us so that we
would in a natural way form ideas about his existence and
qualities. Humans in this way being natural theists. For a review
confounded by and critical of this aspect see Bulkeley 2006.

17.  As expressed in, for example, the encyclical Fides et Ratio: ” Faith
therefore has no fear of reason, but seeks it out and has trust in it.”
<www.vatican.va/edocs/ENG0216/__ PA.HTM> 2008-05-23. This
could be compared with the principle of NOMA (Non-
Overlapping-Magisteria) as proposed by the late palaeontologist
Stephen Jay Gould (1999). According to Gould science and
religion have different areas of competence, that is, magisteria. The
domain of science is that of facts, while religion properly is
concerned with the human need for values and meaning. When
religious discourse proposes something factual about the empirical
world, then it has overstepped its proper sphere of teaching
authority, and the same is true for science when it tries to answer
ultimate questions, and define values such as what is good or
beautiful. The differences as compared with a Thomistic approach
is first that religion is emptied of its ontological and rational
dimension, it is only concerned with irrational values, second that
there is no mediating discipline as metaphysics (first philosophy)
to provide a bridge between reason and faith. These ought to be
totally separated, but most cordially acknowledge each other’s
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

proper magisteria. The problem is where this act of separation of
empirical fact from irrational value is to be located. Is it a fact or a
value? If it is a value, a statement of how things ought to be, then
this is within the magisterium of religion, and Gould as an agnostic
scientist has clearly overstepped the border of his own making. Cf.
Crick 2002. What is missing is thus a mediating metadiscipline
such as philosophy.

I do not maintain here that Thomism exhausts the field of
legitimate philosophical positions in Catholic discourse, but at the
same time it has after Pope Leo XIII's encyclical Aeterni Patris
(1879) a privileged position e.g. in the central encyclical of pope
John Paul II Fides et Ratio (1998), see § 43.

E.g. the volume containing the papers presented by Jiirgen
Habermas and Joseph Ratzinger January 19, 2004 in a dialogue on
secularization, reason and religion at the Academy of Bavaria
(Habermas and Ratzinger 2006).
<www.bologna-bergen2005.no/Docs/00-
ain_doc/880918_Magna_Charta_Universitatum.pdf> 2008-05-07.
Cf. the very interesting and ambitious attempt by David Weissman
(2006) of connecting ontology and normativity within a
communitarian framework. His argument inspired by system
theory and having the notion of constraint as a guiding principle
ranges from nature through praxis and morality to aesthetics. It fits
very well with the critical realist approach chosen in this study of
ritual interiorization, especially the concept of emergence in
relation to systemic structure functions as a bridge. For a realist
ontology, his work provides a healthy antidote to a positivist vision
of a pure rationality, and makes the reflection of religious studies
on its own identity less problematic, though it still remains a
difficult and politically sensitive task.

For the sake of the argument, there is no great difference between
maintaining that the scholar is obliged to obey the general
principles of natural law, or that the scholar benefits from and has
to respect universal human rights. In both cases, no area of amoral
rationality is possible which only recognizes norms for their
contribution toward scientific efficiency. One could even argue
that the concept of human rights requires a foundation in a form of
natural law in order to be more than contingent conventions (e.g.
Maritain 2001 61f.). For a discussion see Perry 1998.

The injunction to reason rationally constitutes the major premise of
this particular practical syllogism (while Hume’s guillotine is the
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24.

25.

26.

27.

minor), but it is also foundational for all scientific and scholarly
activity, thus fulfilling the same function for reasoning as the first
principle of natural law “good is to be done and pursued, and evil
is to be avoided” does for moral action. Cf. Kossel 2002: 174f.

One can though distinguish between phronesis and critique as John
Dunne (1993: 16) in his reading of Habermas. Dunne, furthermore,
elaborates the Aristotelian distinction between phronésis as praxis
(the life as a citizen, the end is to be found within the action
performed) and techné as poiésis (production, the end of action is
found outside the action, the technique so to speak). These
conceptual nuances could be used to characterize three different
ways in which the theoretical and empirical insights of religious
studies can be put into non scientific practice. First in a Weberian
sense as techné fitting into deliberations in which the goal is
already given; second as critique (Habermas), and thirdly as
phronésis in the more positive sense of providing directions for the
good life of the citizens. The two latter, however, require a
foundation outside the discursive space of religious studies, such as
natural law or universal human rights.

The failure to do so is also a stance with moral value and political
implications. For example, see the discussion of the connection
between the philosophy of Heidegger and his involvements with
Nazism (e.g. Rockmore 1992 and Phillips 2005).

This reaching out into praxis is thus not as radical and political in
nature as the phronetic social (political) science envisioned by
Bent Flyvbjerg (2001). I would like to emphasize that the
epistemic dimension (though not identical with that of the natural
sciences) is primary and the phronetic together with the technical
are secondary (but not unimportant) for religious studies. For a
sharp critique of Flyvbjerg’s position see Laitin (2006) and the
refutation provided by Flyvbjerg (2006) in the same volume. The
normative dimension of phronesis is, however, not provided
according to Flyvbjerg by universal norms such as natural law, but
by the common view among a specific group (Flyvbjerg 2006: 77).
This postmodern reception of Aristotle seems to belong to the
communitarian fold as implied by his references to Charles Taylor
and Alasdair Macintyre.

Cf. the Thomistic rejection of the Averroist veritas duplex (double
truth) theory concerning the relation between theological and
philosophical truth. A position which, however, was not contrary
to the law of non-contradiction, but: ...one and the same truth is
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understood clearly in philosophy and expressed allegorically in
theology.” (Copleston 2003 [1950]: 198f.)

28. An example would be what the French Marxist Althusser called
“Marx’s theoretical anti-humanism” (Althusser 2000 [1965])
which when taken to the practical level leads to results such as the
crimes against humanity committed by communist regimes. On a
more personal ad hominem level this theory-praxis nexus is played
out in Althusser’s own life story as he strangled his wife and
claimed no memory of it.

29. For example, Smith and Jenks 2006 within sociology. I find their
criticism of modernist humanism including postmodernism in
many aspects persuasive. It provides support for the position that
any humanist position, in order to be taken seriously in the 21st
century, has to free itself from idealism in order to be able to
respond to the growing amount of knowledge within, for example,
the fields of human cognition and biology which paints an
increasingly finer grained picture of the limits of human freedom.
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SUFFERING IN BUDDHISM AND HRISTIANITY:

A COMPARISON

GRACE DARLING

Suffering is treated seriously in every religious philosophy.
The tremendous depth and extent of human suffering, together
with the selfishness and greed has caused so much pain that it
cannot be simply ignored. Suffering can be both mental and
physical and we also see moral wickedness which causes an
enormous amount of pain. Human misery includes such major
scourges as poverty, oppression, persecution, war, injustice,
indignity, inequity, even several holocausts. Although a great deal
of pain and suffering is caused by people’s inhumanity (moral
evil), there is yet more that arises from such natural causes as
bacteria, viruses, earthquakes, tsunami, storm, fire, lightning,
flood, and drought etc. (natural evil). The intensity, length and
depth of human sorrow and suffering is so serious that a challenge
to theism especially to monotheistic religion has been posed by
Epicurus (341-270 B.C.) in the form of dilemma: if God is
perfectly loving, God must wish to abolish all evil; and if God is
all-powerful, God must be able to abolish all evil. But evil exists;
therefore God cannot be both omnipotent and perfectly loving.'
Many theodicies like the Augustinian theodicy (evil as privation
and aesthetic point of view, 354-430 A.D.), Irenaean theodicy
(c.130-c.202 A.D.) or process theodicy also arose to explain that
the presence of suffering in this world need not explain away the
existence of Omnipotent All-Loving (Perfect) God. Evil or
sufferings can exist along with the existence of All-Loving
Omnipotent Good God. On the other hand, we have some
important Eastern religions like religions of Indian origin like
Hinduism, Jainism, Buddhism etc. which explain the cause of
suffering mainly due to ignorance or because of man’s karma
(action: it can be both mental and physical action).



Many religions of the world accept the theory of karma either
loosely or strictly. The religious philosophy that is strictly
connected with the dealings suffering is Buddhism. On the other
we have Christianity which teaches that suffering is not only
caused by past sins but also has positive aspect including the
supreme example of the suffering of Christ Jesus on the Cross for
no fault of his own but for the sins of the world to reconcile God
and man.

The teachings of Buddha are to be found in the three Pitakas
or Baskets of the law which constitute the Pali canonical literature.
They are: Suttapitaka containing the sermons with parables,
Vinaya pitaka dealing with rules of conduct, and Abhidhamma-
pitaka which deals with problems of philosophical interest. All
these canonical works were compiled and completed before 241
B.C. when the third council of the Buddhists was held.”

Buddha was primarily an ethical teacher and reformer and
not essentially a metaphysician. The message of enlightenment
points to man the way of life that leads beyond suffering (duhkha)
to nirvana. So we have the ten indeterminate questions
(metaphysical questions in nature that Buddha says are
unprofitable while the soul is wreathing in pain) in Buddhism.
According to Buddhism, ignorance is the root cause of all evil and
sufferings. Due to ignorance there is attachment for worldly
enjoyment that finally results in suffering. Moral evils are all the
direct results of attached, egoistic human actions and the various
natural evils are also indirect consequences of these very actions.
Buddhism holds that man is in constant grip of suffering. Four
noble truths of Buddhism are concerned with suffering. The most
important teaching of Buddhism in a nutshell is the Four Noble
Truth and so all the teachings of Gautama centre mostly around
these Four Noble Truths:

I. There is suffering (/Life in the world is full of suffering) or
Duhkha- Arya-Satya (nature of sufferings),
2. There is a cause of suffering (There is a cause of this suffering)
or Duhkha-Samudaya- Arya-Satya (origin of sufferings, 12 links),
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3. There is cessation of suffering (It is possible to stop suffering)
Duhkha-nirodha Arya-Satya (the removal of suffering and the
realization of the state of nirvana) and
4. There is a way out of suffering (There is a path which leads to
the cessation of suffering) Duhkha-Nirodha Gamini Pratipad
Arya-Satya (the path of leading to the removal of suffering, the
eightfold path). *

After his Enlightenment, Buddha taught that life is full of
suffering, there are reasons or causes of suffering, suffering can be
stopped or there is cessation of suffering and there is a way out of
suffering. These are the basic doctrine of his teaching. Life in this
world is seen as suffering or full of sufferings in Buddhism. The
relevant portion of the Four Noble Truths is found from Samyutta-
Nikaya as:

Now this, O monks, is the noble truth of pain:
birth is painful, old age is painful, sickness is painful, death
is painful, sorrow, lamentation, dejection, and despair are
painful. Contact with unpleasant things is painful, not
getting what one wishes is painful. In short the five
khandhas [which are form, feeling (or sensation),
perception (volitional disposition), predispositions (or
impressions), and consciousness] of grasping are painful.

Now this, O monks, is the noble truth of the cause
of pain: that craving which leads to rebirth, combined with
the pleasure and lust, finding pleasure here and there,
namely, the craving for passion, the craving for existence,
the craving for non-existence.

Now this, O monks, is the noble truth of the
cessation of pain: the cessation without a reminder of that
craving, abandonment, forsaking, release, non-attachment.

Now this, O monks, is the noble truth of the way
that leads to the cessation of pain: this is the noble
Eightfold Path... [ Radhakrishnan and Moore, 274-275].*
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The Buddhist interprets human life in terms of cyclic process
involving birth, death and rebirth. This continuous and ceaseless
process is the Dharma-Chakra or Samsara-Chakra (the wheel of
life or the wheel of existence).The wheel consists of twelve links
or nidanas. Briefly speaking, Suffering is due to birth; which is due
to the will to be born, which is due to our mental clinging to
objects. Clinging again is due to thirst or desire for objects. This
again is due to semse-experience which is due to semnse-object-
contact, which is again due to the six organs of cognition; these
organs are dependent on the embryonic organism (composed of
mind and body), which again could not develop without some
initial consciousness, which again hails from the impressions of the
experience of past life (karma), which lastly are due to ignorance
of truth or this karmic impressions are a result of ignorance which
is the first cause of the entire process. The whole process,
consisting of the twelve links can be systematically arranged in the
following order:

1. Ignorance (avidya)
. karmic impressions (Samskara)
. Embryonic Consciousness (vijiiana)
. Psycho-physical organism (namarupa)
. Six sense organs (saddyatana)
. Sense-object contact (sparsa)
. Sense experience (vedana)
. Desire to enjoy (tanha)
. Clinging to the enjoyment (upddana)
10. Will to be born (bhava)
11. Birth (jati)
12. Old age and death (jaramarana)

The  Sanskrit  term  pratiya  samutpada  (pali,
paticasamuppada) is literally translated as ‘arising (of a thing)
after encountering (its’ causes and conditions)’. This term which is
conventionally translated as ‘dependant origination’, ‘conditioned
co-arising’ or ‘interdependent arising’ signifies the Buddhist
doctrine of causality. ° The Buddhist believes that the world goes
228  GRACE DARLING
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on according to the laws of cause and effect and the world is not
created by any superhuman agency. Karma offers a comprehensive
account of the whole fact of universal organization of worldly
existence, in both its amazing disparity in individual allotments
and in the aspects of shared and commonly experienced
universality. Buddha comments in the following way:

So, then, owing to the creation of a Supreme Deity
men will become murderers, thieves, unchaste, liars,
slanderers, abusive, babblers, covetous, malicious, and
perverse in views. Thus for those who fall back on the
creation of a God as the essential reason, there is neither
the desire to do, nor the effort to do, nor necessity to do this
deed or abstain from that deed [Anguttara-Nikaya] ®
According to the belief in the theory of karma, it is the past

karmas that determine the family in which one is born as well as
the nature of the body, as colour, shape, longevity, the number and
nature of sense and motor organs. For example, gotra-karma is
what determines the family into which one is born, ayu-karma
determines the length of life, and mana-karma determines
personality. There are also karmas like karma that clouds
knowledge  (jianavaraniya), that  which  clouds faith
(darsanavaraniya), that which produces delusion (mohaniya), that
which produces feelings of pleasure and pain (vedaniya) etc. To be
in bondage (bandha) means to be in the state of binding the soul to
the body. In other words, bondage means the sorrow and sufferings
attendant upon the physical body which is constituted by matter
(pudgala) in accordance with karma. The notion of suffering has in
Buddhism an existential dimension and extends over all aspects of
human life in this world. Everything existing is produced from
causes, is momentary and devoid of ‘self’ (that is, of any
permanent unchangeable principle), and therefore is painful.

There is a means to come to the end of suffering. The means
is to follow the middle path between the extremes of self-
indulgence and self-mortification. ' This fundamental teaching was
expounded in the Buddha’s first sermon called ‘Sermon of the
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Turning of the Wheel of the Law’ (Dhammacakkapavattana Sutta)
along with the Eightfold Path (astangika-marga) which are: 1.
Right View II. Right Resolve, III. Right Speech, IV. Right
Conduct, V. Right Livelihood, VI. Right Effort, VII. Right
Mindfulness, and VIII. Right Concentration through self effort. In
order to have right knowledge one will have to be disciplined,
morally good and only then will one be able to gain the Vidya
(Knowledge) and attain nirvana.

According to the Christian view, suffering is not always
bad, suffering is not always caused by sins (karmas) but there are
many reasons behind it. Suffering for the truth is a good virtue and
it is a heroic deed. In Christianity life in this world is not full of
suffering only. Suffering is just a part of life not the whole of it.
There is joy, peace, happiness, comfort and so on. Life itself is
very precious and worth living. It is a gift from God. There is only
one life here on earth and after that God’s judgement. The body is
temporary but the soul survives death. There is no re-incarnation of
the soul of man. Life is to be lived to the fullest of all good things.
Man was created by God in His own image in order that God could
have fellowship with him. Man was given responsibility to take
good care of God’s creation as a good ruler i.e., the earth. The first
man Adam committed sin when he was tempted by the devil Satan
in the Garden of Eden that because of sin, evil and death entered
the world. Man has become sinner and sin had separated man from
God. The consequence of sin is death. Sin or disobedience to God
has spoiled the beautiful relationship that man was having with
God. So God sent his son to die for the sins of the world to bring
redemption that the good relationship between God and his
creation including man would be restored.The Gospel of John 3:16
says, “For God so loved the world, that he gave his only begotten
Son, that whosoever believeth in him should not perish, but have
everlasting life”. It is not the intention of God that any of His
sentient creatures should suffer. It is not possible to say to any
sufferer, ‘God sent you this; He laid this affliction on you.’ 8
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However, numerous passages throughout both Biblical and
Rabbinic literature also indicate that suffering is a result of
wrongdoing and is a punishment for sin (Proverbs 22:8). A direct
relationship exists between suffering and wrongdoing, on the one
hand, and between joyfulness and right action, on the other. The
statement in Proverbs 22:8 that one brings about one’s own
suffering (“He that soweth iniquity shall reap calamity”). In His
letter to Galatians, Paul writes: “Whatsoever a man soweth, that
shall he also reap” (Galatians 6:7). Numerous passages, both in the
New Testament and in other Christian writings, indicate that
suffering is the just payment for sin. Such a penalty may also come
in the form of a swiftly executed death sentence, as in the cases of
Ananias and Sapphira for telling lies in front of God (Acts 5:1-11).
However, in John 9:3, Jesus specifically rejects the notion that
suffering is always the result of sin, asserting that a man’s
blindness was caused neither by his own nor his parents’ sin (but
that the glory or power of God might be seen through the miracle
that he performs also). Suffering also gives special insight and
leads to self-transcendence and concern for others; without
suffering, man is insensitive and given to self-interest and self-
centeredness, As Exodus 23:9 admonishes: “Do not oppress a
stranger, for you know the feelings of a stranger, since you,
yourselves, were strangers in the land of Egypt.”9 In Leviticus
22:22, God commands; “ You must not offer an animal that is
blind, crippled, or injured, or that has a wart, a skin sore, or scabs.
Such animals must never be offered on the altar as special gifts to
the LORD.” but in man he has declared that those who are broken
and contrite in heart are desired and the Lord is near to them.

Explicit both in the New Testament and in the other
Christian literature is the understanding that states: “Suffering
produces endurance, and endurance produces character, and
character produces hope” (Rom 5:3-4). We find a similar idea in
Jeremiah 11:4 and in Isaiah 48:10, which states: “behold, I have
refined thee but not with silver, I have chosen thee out of the
furnace of affliction.” More explicitly, in Philippians 3:8-10, Paul
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asserts: “I have suffered the loss of all things ... in order that I may
gain Christ and may be found in Him... that I may know him and
the power of his resurrection and may share his sufferings,
becoming like him in his death, that if possible I may attain
resurrection from the death.”

Jesus himself is described as a man of sorrow and grief other
than his own but for the sins of the world. The sense that suffering
i1s inescapable appears in Jesus’ experience in the Garden of
Gethsemane, where on the eve of his crucifixion, he prays to God,
the Father: “Father, if thou be willing, remove this cup (referring to
the cup of suffering that he will be going through very soon, tried
and mocked, scorn, scourged, and enduring pain and shame and
death on the cross) from me; nevertheless, not my will but thine, be
done” (Luke 22:42). “The son of man came not to be ministered
unto, but to minister, and to give his life as ransom for many.”
(Mark 10:45) The teachings of the Bible is centred on the love of
God to all mankind in that God’s own son came down to this sinful
world to suffer and die for the sins of the world so that it is by
God’s grace that mankind will be freed from sins. From Biblical
context, suffering is sometimes because of one’s sin (or karma,
nearest term) but not always. Man also suffers and receives
punishment for the wrongs while a good man is blessed even unto
his third and fourth generation but righteous man also suffers. For
example, Job, a righteous man, went through untold suffering for
his faithfulness. Believers are told to count it as a joy if we suffer
for righteousness (“...count it all joy when you fall into various
trials, knowing that the testing of your faith produces patience. But
let patience have its perfect work, that you may be perfect and
complete, lacking nothing." James 1:2-4)

Jesus said: In this world you will have tribulation; but be of
good cheer, I have overcome the world." (John 16:33) and one day
we shall also reign with him if we suffer with him (If we suffer, we
shall also reign with him. 2 Timothy 2:12). The Christian life will
be full of suffering, the cost of following Christ will be very high,
man needs to surrender and sacrifice everything.
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Suffering is generally considered in a negative sense in
Buddhism that the whole life’s religious struggle is to come out of
suffering and attain Nirvana. Nirvana is the goal of Buddhism.'® In
my observation there are some positive aspects in suffering when
viewed from the Buddhist perspective as well because if one
suffers then the accumulated karmas are being burnt up to some
extent that a person will be having another chance to acquire a
higher life in the next life though existence of permanent soul is
not accepted in Buddhism.

In Christianity also there are some elements of acceptance of
reaping the harvest of what one shows. If one lives a righteous life,
God will bless him and his offspring even up to the third and
fourth generation. But at the same time if a man comes to God with
true repentance for the forgiveness of sins feeling truly sorry for
one’s sins, God promises to forgive and also forget the sins of a
truly repented person. In Biblical teaching, sins (nearest term can
be the bad karmas) which will have negative effect can be removed
completely. All have sinned and fallen short of the glory of God,
and thus all will have to suffer the consequences of sin which is
death. Yet, "If we confess our sins, He is faithful and just and will
forgive us our sins and purify us from all unrighteousness." (1 John
1:9), Isaiah 1:18 says "Come now, let us reason together," says
the Lord. "Though your sins are like scarlet, they shall be as white
as snow; though they are red as crimson, they shall be like wool.
Isaiah 43:24 also says; “I will forgive your sins and I will
remember your sins no more”. (God’s forgiveness is “forgive and
forget”). There is special place wide open for everyone who comes
to him. This is the message of God’s love offered to all.

Sin comes through one man Adam to all human race and
forgiveness comes through Jesus Christ. According to the Bible,
Jesus is the sinless son of God, sent by the Father God to die for
the sins of the world, incarnated as man, died for the sins of the
world (during the time Pontius Pilate was the governor of Judea,
from 26-37CE under the Roman Empire) and rose again from the
dead on the third day. Though Pilate found no guilt, he gave the
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order to crucify Jesus by washing his hands in front of the public
saying “ I found no guilt in him that he should be crucified but
since you all wanted him to be killed, the order is given but I am
not responsible for the death of this man), he was badly mocked,
scorned by the ones he came to save, whipped, insulted, spade,
scourged, badly tortured, forced to carry the cross in which he will
be hung, he suffered the punishments of the sins of mankind that
he bled and died as the Sacrifice for the sins of the world, rose
from the dead on the third day in the first century A.D. To
everyone who believes in this, is forgiven from the original sins
and given a new, eternal life.

CONCLUSION

Both of the religions show positive aspect of suffering
though in a different form. Buddhism though tried its best to show
the way that leads to the cessation of suffering yet portrays some
positive aspects of suffering in the sense that many karmas will be
worn out after one has suffer enough for the accumulated deeds
including thoughts and speech. It is required that one will have to
suffer for what one has done. According to the belief in the theory
of karma, if one is poor intellectually, morally, materially,
physically that too is because of one’s past karmas. One will have
to reap what one sows. There is no escape from that. But all
sufferings have a cause (dependent origination/
Pratityasamutpada). There is no unjust suffering.

In Christianity (including other Semitic religions) also, we
find that one will reap what one sows. If one lives a good life God
will bless him or her. If one carefully listens to God’s voice and
obeys or does what is right then all will go well. But, to the
disobedient, wicked people God says that he will punish them
including their children to the third and fourth generation. It is
seriously considered. One must live a good, honest, joyful,
merciful, forgiving, helpful, faithful, diligent, God- fearing,
unselfish sacrificial, holy, trustworthy, obedient, blameless life full
of love for God and man and much more. That is the command of
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God. That is the set standard for one to follow that all will go well.
The consequence for righteous deeds and wicked deeds are clearly
made known. But, not all sufferings are because of one’s own sins,
bad actions or bad karmas. There are many reasons for suffering.
One may even suffer for others or because of others. One may also
choose to suffer. As for instance, Moses chose to suffer with God’s
people than to be called the son of the King’s daughter (Pharaoh’s
daughter) of Egypt and enjoy the riches of Egypt (Hebrew 11:24
"By faith Moses, when he was come to years, refused to be called
the son of Pharaoh’s daughter; Choosing rather to suffer affliction
with the people of God, than to enjoy the pleasures of sin for a
season”). One may suffer for standing for right. One may suffer
for speaking the truth in this unjust, fallen world. In the Old
Testament portion of the Bible we find many examples. Few
among them can be cited here. Many Prophets of God in the Bible
suffered untold punishment for speaking the truth, rebuking the
wicked kings or against the immorality of the people etc. for
example Elijah, Jeremiah, Micaiah (imprisoned, 1 Kings 22:27).
John the Baptist was beheaded on Herod's orders, but at the request
of his new wife, Herodias. She was angry with John for criticising
Herod for marrying her, the wife of Herod's brother (Mark 6.14-
29). One may suffer because one is trust worthy, for example Job
(a faithful man of God suffered indescribable pain, agony, loss.
Satan came to test his faithfulness to God by causing all his
children to die, robbed him of all his sheep, cattle and belongings,
and killed his servants. Finally he was assaulted physically by
causing sores all over his body that he has to scratch his body with
pieces of broken pot. All these events happened consecutively in a
very short span of time. Job’s friends were speechless after seeing
that shocking condition of the very good, wealthy man of Uz. After
several days they said that Job was suffering only because of his
sins. Job knew it was not because of his sins. Seeing the wretched
condition of Job, his wife asked him to curse God and die but he
said “why should I curse God?” but instead said “though he slay
me, yet will I trust in Him” (Job 13:15). Then, finally Satan could
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not persuade Job to be unfaithful. In the end God again blessed
him with many children who were born to him and his possessions
were much more than before. He was tested to see if he will remain
faithful in the worst of all condition of life. Yet he overcame and
so was blessed (Job chapter 1 to 42).

In the New Testament, many followers of Christ suffered
and died for the truth. Jesus Christ himself though sinless suffered
shame, scorn, mental and physical agony, shed blood and died not
for his own sin (because he was sinless) but died as a sacrifice for
the sins of mankind that man will be set free from all bondage, sin,
sorrow, forgiven and get new eternal life and live with God in
heaven. All of the disciples of Jesus died violent deaths in order to
tell the Good News of the Kingdom of Heaven except one. Many
were scourged, imprisoned, scorned, mocked, stoned to death,
killed or persecuted till death for their conviction and faith in God
since the first century A.D till now. But many Christians died
singing while they were being persecuted proclaiming that they
saw Heaven’s door open.... Suffering because of one’s own sin is
not an honour but suffering for the truth and for helping others is
an honour.

Suffering is not a shameful thing. Suffering could be from
Satan, or from man’s own actions, it can be also because man lives
in a fallen world (Original sin and its consequences affecting man
and the entire nature that God has created. it can be purposeful, it
can be to tests or proves one’s faithfulness. It also provides
opportunity for God’s glory, man’s transformation into Godly life,
testimony and ministry, etc. in shaping man to be mature so that
man may lack nothing(James 1:3-4). It is also a process. It could be
to smoothen the rough edges of life/man’s character that man
becomes much more refined, polished, more wise, loving, more
kind, understanding, stronger through suffering. It could even be
the case that it will help one to believe in God’s power rather than
in men. It could also be the case to prove one’s faithfulness
towards God and man even in the hardest time of life. Sometimes,
man suffers as chastisement from God or being disciplined by God
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like a father disciplining his children when the children go in the
wrong path. (For those whom the Lord loves He disciplines, and
He Scourges every son He receives. Hebrew 12:6). Man also
suffers for righteousness sake. (2 Timothy 3:12). Sacrificial
suffering for others is praiseworthy.

There are many reasons behind suffering. There can still be
more reasons for sufferings that we do not know now. Certain
things are secret. (Some things are hidden. They belong to the Lord
our God. But the things that have been revealed in these teachings
belong to us and to our children forever. We must obey every word
of these teachings. Deuteronomy 29:29). We will come to know
more clearly when we see Jesus face to face (Now we see things
imperfectly, like puzzling reflections in a mirror, but then we will
see everything with perfect clarity. All that I know now is partial
and incomplete, but then I will know everything completely, just as
God now knows me completely. 1 Cor.13:12) According to
Christian belief, suffering requires right response if it is to be
successful in fulfilling God’s purposes in one’s life. Blessings of
afflictions cannot be ignored.
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