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EDITORIAL
This universe of ours, the universe of the senses, the rational, the intellectual, is

bounded on both sides liiye illimitable, the unknowable, the ever unknown. Herein

is the search, herein are the inquiries, herein are the facts, whence comes the
il lumination which is known as philosophy.
himself driven to a study of the beyondfe will be a desert; human life will be vain

if we cannot know the beyond. It is very well to say: Be contented with the things of
the present; the cows and the dogs are, and all animals and that is what make them
animals. It is philosophy, the inquiinto the beyond, which makes the difference
between man and an animal. Well has it been said that man is the only animal that
naturally looks upwards; every other animal naturally looks prone. That looking
upward and going upward and seeking perfectioméia is called salvation, and the
sooner a man begins to go higher, the sooner he raises himself towards this idea of
truth as salvation. It does not consist in the amount of money in your pocket, or the
dress you wear, or the house you live in, but elealth of spiritual thought in your

brain. That is what makes for human progress, that is the source of all material and
intellectual progress, the motive power behind, the enthusiasm that pushes mankind

forward. o

A system of philosophy is generallytee d by i ts et hical doctrine.
of i f e, phil osophy is judged by its <capacit
how far philosophy satisfies the demands of moral consciousness. Advanced thought

and research in philosophy has its ofashions, and it has become a philosophic

fashion of the present day to consider everything from multidisciplinary perspectives.

But the careful observer will notice that this approach is instinct with ethical interest.

We are happy to publisiPhilosophical Papers: Journal of the Department of
Philosophy Volume-14, March, 2018, (UGC enlisted) before the philosophical
community. The contributors in the present volume have made an attempt to discuss
diverse perspectives in philosophy. We are thankful @actintributors, the esteemed
members of the editorial board, all colleagues of our Department for their valuable
suggestion, support for the publication of this journal. We are thankful to our
Honorable ViceChancellor, the Finance Officer (Officiating)ndh the University

Press, without which the publication of the journal would not have been possible.



Subhr a Nag FemmnishEghics: ReaopsaleringdEthics from Feminist
Perspect i v e-feadng of the teaditional ethies from a feminist
viewpoint, taking into consideration the now quite lengthy debate within the
different kinds of feminism. The feminists attempted to question the notions of
impartiality and universality in earlier ethics. What to do with the mainstream
ethical theories awell as how to position feminist ethics are also important
matters in the feminist handling of the issue. The contribution of feminist
ethics need not be confined only to women's issues but need to have a bearing
upon the practice of ethics as such. Ursaéethics that allows diverse voices

to be heard is a path that many feminists adopt.

Aditi Dasgupta in her paper traces the early years of B. R. Ambedkar and the
Marxist movement and helps us to understand the dilemma that each of them
was facing duringhe nationalist movement for freedom in India. Ambedkar
was concerned for his community and the pain of casteism that it had to suffer
and the Marxists were interested in improving the situation of the working
class, and both these concerns were not igerin the nationalist movement.
Gandhi had his views regarding caste, being against untouchability but not
letting go of the division. Dasgupta points out following Ambedkar that
Gandhi 6s inability to go with sapporting
system was a way for him to not antagonize the caste Hindus. She sees caste
as an earlier specimen of the class dynamics. She also engages with
Ambedkar 0s reading of Mar xi sm and his
especially concerned with the lack of imporea to individual efforts in
Marxism. Dasgupta thinks that the fears and reservations of Ambedkar were
misplaced to some extent, although admitting that the lack of caste
sensitiveness in the Marxists has been reflected in their inability to make
inroads n the northern states in pestlependence electoral politics.
Dasgupta, in the end, argues that in fact, the Marxist intellectuals can be the

bearers of Ambedkar 6s vision.
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Anirban Mukherjee in his paper 6The Chall
of Phi osophyo argues for t he extensi on 0
educational processes and training. He contends that education for the future is
challenging, as the future is unknown and the project of conceptualising an
ideal world is an ongoing one. Henaalucation to be useful needs to prepare
the present generation to deal with uncertainties and alternative perspectives.
These are capabilities that philosophers possess as part of their training.
Hence, the tools of the philosophers should be made daregart of the

general training of all students.

Generally, it is believed that Determinism is a rich and varied concept. Jordan
Howard Sobel inPuzzles for the Will: Fatalism, Newcomb and Samarra,
Determinism and Omnisciencdassifies at least ninety naties of what
determinism could be like. When it comes to think about what deterministic
laws and theories in physical sciences might be like, the situation is much
clearer. There is a criterion by which we can judge whether a law is
deterministic. A thery would then be deterministic just in case all its laws
taken as a whole were deterministic. In contrast, if a law fails this criterion,
then it is indeterministic and any theory whose laws taken as a whole fail this
criterion must also be indeterministKoushik Joardar in his contribution tries

to explain determinism from the Greek perspective to the contemporary
period. What he attempts to show is that determinism has the capacity of self
correction and it entails laws whether moral or legal. Thuseflects the
normative sensitivities of the agent. The moral is not reducible to the legal.

But what is legal has moral overtones.

Integrity is a concept that is so -afsed that most of the times we assume that

it is a very admirable one, a clearly @nstood notion and that it is always in
accord with morality. However, a survey of literature that came up in the last
couple of decades in analysis of this concept and a little ponderance over the

issue make us think that it is not so as it appears 8t afas to be. Rather the
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concept is a very complex one, susceptible to many interpretations and even

always does not go hand in hand with morality. When we try to analyse the

concept to get into its core all these features come to the forefront. It is

interesting to find that even some interpretations go against our cosenseae

expectations. Jyotish C. Basak in his contribution cites the example of Bernard

Williams whose writings fuelled the debate on integrity in the contemporary

period. Following his witings he finds a number of philosophers stepped in to

explore the notion as a result of which a vast literature has come up and it

immensely helped him to illuminate the concept of integrity.

L. Bi shwanath Shar DlearmaintheBfiagaval CG®a T Ept of
deals with howG § tcdh guide one towards moral fulfilment and tries to

unravel the moral message of the great work. The concelpiaoimais central

to this text. Dharmais presented as that which sustains the society and is

imperative for all. K¢ draws attention to howharmai s r el ated to on
abilities and results in the flowering of the potential inherent in one. The

welfare of one is linked to the welfare of dbkasaigraha. To achieve that

through the path alharmg one must act fromobes own &éstation i n ||
Ngl eknao Ramthing in &6Do Business Corpor
raised an important question regarding the moral responsibility of business

entities. Linked to this is the issue regarding moral agency and moral rights of

swch organisations. But do they have a conscience? There is an inherent

difficulty in imagining corporates as intentional like individuals or treating

them as persons. Ramthing points out that there is also a view that as
corporations have goals and stragsgithey should also have a conscience.

The decisions of the corporation are an agglomeration of that of the

individuals and hence, the individuals become the bearers of the responsibility

and choice. He refers to the view\éélasquez who holds that thedividuals

within the corporate have to be held responsible for the corporate actions, for

it is they who determine the actions of the corporate. However, Ramthing

argues that the corporations, though just legal entities, have to hold a certain
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responsibity for their actions, and the organization has a greater continuity
than the members of that corporation who may have defined actions at some

point of time and then moved on.

Swagata Ghosh in 6Cognition and Consci ou:
and Posi bility of Akmowl echgd oismpBWO6 provides
study of how knowl ed g khyaisgstenutakthg mtet ood i n
consideration the views oM Knowedgesp ati Mi Sr

transformation, cittawiti, is located in citta and hence, is internal.

Ekaprati lhidamywbgapr aare discussed at Eagth and

the paper provides an extremely lucid exposition into the debates regarding the

issue of consciousness and gelflexivity in knowledge formation.

Anumita Sriukl a and Mayank AMAeabhic&Relativism and e i r pape
Faul tl ess Di sagreement 6 deal wi t h fault
di fferent attitudes towards a statement
mention Kdlbel as holding that this is becaus@of 6 r el ati vi sm about
Alethic Relativism (AR). They deal with how to accommodate a genuine and

faultless disagreement from an immersed perspective. With indexical

relativism, of course, FD will vanish. The reader again could look at it from
his/hernormative perspective or a dissociated perspective (DP). They try to

show that from a DP there can be an FD. There is a thorough discussion of

Kdlbel and Boghossian relating to this issue.

Anureema Bhattacharyya in her aspaper 0Rev
Form of Cognitivism and Realismb6 deals
naturalism fits in with cognitivism and realism. She starts by explaining the

different meanings of naturalism in ethics but confines her discussion to the

sense in which ethical jgg@ments include ethical terms, which in turn can be

defined in terms of factual terms. There is a difference between subjective and

objective naturalism. There are certain problems with individual subjective

naturalism, general subjective naturalism angrast theory of naturalism.

She objects to regarding subjective naturalism as cognitive in character.
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Objective naturalism which bases our approval or disapproval in the nature of

the object to make us tend towards such reactions also has its problems. Th

tendency view which focuses just on the tendency aspect is more liable to be
cognitive in character. Spencer 6s evol ut
desire to understand morality in terms of evolution which is difficult to verify.

She concludes by stving how the theories of naturalism relate to realism.
Manoranjan Mallick made an attempt to ex|
theory of meaning in the context of the ongoing debateeenthe Classical

Wittgensteinians and the New Wittgesnteiniabiassical Wittgensteinians have

been finding the divide between Wittgensteini
for understanding his writings. Tree priori logical structure of language in the

Tractatusgets replaced in later writings lay posteriormethod of assigning

meaning by looking into the working of language. This shift, for classical
Wittgensteinians defines the divide between the early and the later
Wittgenstein. Contrary to the classical readings, new Wittgensteinians propose

a post modelin s t reading of Wittgensteinds writ]|
i mportant continuity bet ween Wi ttgenst e
Highlighting the notion of meaning as ud&ew Wittgensteinians see a clear

thematic continuati olaterworksWi tt gensteinds ear|l
Valuet heor et i c terminol ogy i s di ver se. Tr a
understood as synonymous with the idea of
philosophers use a number of terms to refer to such value. The intrinsic value
ofsomethg i s said to be the value that thin
sake, 0 or fias such, 0 or dAin its own righ
intrinsic. The questions whether, nature has intrinsic value, and whether all

value require an evaluatas raised in the traditional environmental ethics.

These questions are raised between nature objectivists and value subjectivists.

The former presupposes that nature is intrinsically valuable, while the later

holds that it takes an evaluator to ascribki®aSashi Mohan Das made an

attempt to find out a collaborative and discursive process to account for those
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dual ways of proving intrinsic value in natufeom the contemporary
environment al phil osophersdé view.

Bal aram Karan i n hi snVampevastibirGadadhi 6s Vi e
Some Reflectionsdé deals with the problem
Gandhian explorations in this area can help us understand the problem and

find a possible way out of it. He dwells on the distinction betweervali&

sydem and the caste system, and how even Gandhi held that one should stick

to the calling, livelihood as determined \sgrAa although he did not believe in

any hierarchy among therAas Hence, he thought of the caste system, which

embodied that hierarchys a perversion of thearAa system. The fallout of

the caste system gets expressed in the idea of purity of wmifees and the

practice of treating some people as untouchable to protect the purity of the
Opured ones. Gandhi fntouchalility ara theughhaft t he sy
it as an abuse of thearAa system. Karan goes on to state how Gandhi has a

favourable stance towards tharAa system and argues that the suggestions of

Gandhi are difficult to accept.

Soma Sarkar in her i papkr Thdoagbtédexpgdarc
Tagore included a vision of cosmopolitanism in his education system. The

paper describes the atmosphere in the Tagore family in the early years of
Rabindranath as liberal and seriously concerned with the issue of education.
Rabndranath in his initial years was drawn to nationalism, but realizing its

limitations, gradually shifted towards a cosmopolitan attitude in educational

practice. She refers to the writing and lectures of Tagore including his novels

to show how his view oéducation was moulded by his sogpolitical views

and his vision of India.

Kabita Roy in her paper O6Transcendent al
the transcendental, transcendental method and transcendental argument in

Kant . OTranscenedaemst at be i ac oKnadnitt i mn s of I
0transcendent al met hodd includes the tral

in the paper how Kant uses the transcendental argument to counter the
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scepticbébs challenge and that osfto t he di ff
situate human cognition. In this context, the different kinds of deduction are
enumerated upon.

Prostitution is now identified as a tranational issue requiring global

solutions in relation to its regulation and legislation, but the question of what
constitutes a properly feminist response remains a matter of dispute. Ongoing
conflicts within the feminist circles over the meanings of sexuality for women,
combined with the United Nationds acknow
human rights, have producedivergent conceptions of prostitution as a
legitimate target of governmental intervention. Feminists contends that
prostitution constitutes a form of violence against women and hence a
violation of human rightsPriyanka Hazra in her contribution tries show

that prostitution still remains socially constructed as a crime with the prostitute

as either a criminal or a victim. She tries to conclude that feminists on both

sides agree that contempt and stigma have adverse side effects on prostitution

and stil prevalent in the ZLcentury, and will continue as long as prostitution

is socially constructed as a crime.

The moral theories that have come up in modern times and especially in the

West are indeed very sophisticated postulations. However, Indiaretfiimk

ancient times though did not speak in terms of these sophisticated theories;

they developed some code of conduct for rulers, other administrators as well

as for the common man. Adherence to these codes of conduct was the primary
requirement for rules and also for others. Joly Roy in her venture delineates

some codes taking clues from some ancient textsAr t haSUstr as
Dh ar ma Sdpisstanddst i SUst r as

ANIRBAN MUKHERJEE
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FEMINIST ETHICS: RECONSIDERING ETHICS FROM

FEMINIST PERSPECTIVE(S)
SUBHRA NAG

Introduction:
The task of developing a critique of the traditional ethics started forming a

major part of the agenda for the feminist movement right from the latter half of the
twentieth century. The feminists argue that the matter of omissipergpectives and
issues relating to or centring woman (as a moral subject or agent) has provided them
with the initial rationale for a serious reconsideration of ethics. Subsequently, over
the years they have come forward with several alternative progosatplacement

of the traditional claims and focus of ethics as a discipline. The feminists have gone
to the extent of fixing their preferences and priorities of ethics in as many ways as
possible. But amidst all the differences the basic commitmentsoncern of
feminism for woman and its agenda for reassigning moral status to her remains
nonetheless unquestioned throughout. The crux of the feminist ethical projects gets

rightly expressed in words of Alison Jaggar (95) thus:

AAl t hough f eidely oniagange ofdharrative and teoretical
issues, they do constitute a community in the sense that all share a few
common assumptions. These include the view that the subordination of
women is morally wrong and the moral experience of women is worthy

of respect. Feminist ethics may seek to explain or justify these claims, but

it never seriotusly questions them. oo

What has been central to the restructuring attempts of the feminist ethicists is
their continuous trial for narrowing down the gaps betweearyhand practice. To
each of the spheres where traditional ethics went wrong corrections are proposed by
them. Amidst which elimination of the grounds justifying the split between reason
and emotion and the private and public spheres is realized to ba&tnast
requirement. Apart from which discarding of the construal process of human nature

from a typical male point of view is also considered urgent enough.

Admittedly, the task of rebuilding ethics becomes a challenging one in case it
demands overthrowg of all/some of those central concepts, postulates or norms
which have helped the very discipline of ethics to continue with its objective, neutral

or universalistic outfit. Since whether denouncing of those concepts/ postulates/norms

Jaggar, Al i son. AFeminist E t Femioist EthicBEdb j ect s, Pro
Claudia Card. Lawrence, Kansas: University Press of Kansas, 196t1. Pri
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etc., in totality & tools, instrumental for the sustenance of the proclaimed
universalistic claims of mainstream ethics, will favour the construction of any
inclusive frame of ethics is yet not rightfully ascertained. It persists as a grey area
deserving thorough considei@at. The feminists, however, have to acknowledge that
the conflict between the basic requirements of ethics and that of feminism(s) is
needed to be adequately sorted out so that the ethics proposed in the new format does
not miss a solid foundation. In thpaper, an has been made to develop some critical
reflections on the feminist projects and proposals for the reconstruction of ethics
taking in due cognizance their applied as well as the theoretical dimensions. The
content of the paper so stated is,antf an outcome of the close reading of the select
literature in the field of feminist philosophy and gender cum developmental studies,

which will be properly cited and acknowledged in the coming sections.

The Problematic:
Recognition of Suljects eamd thearigatiorm of r tiaelr

experiences over broader and inclusive frames marked the distinctness of feminist
ethics that emerged as an offshoot of the Second Wave Feminism in West. Following
the decades of 1960s feminists started putting forth ginaffort in thematic
representations of sporadic reflections on ethical issues, spread over a considerable
period, right from the days of Mary Wollstonecraft and J.S. Mill.Side by side they
also started expressing their keenness on the methodical treafntieose issues As

a result of which in the prospective frameworks for feminist ethics, apart from the
practical ethical issues (like discriminations, violence, abortion etc.) the concern for
the abstract ethical ones (like values, perspectives, chanasponsibility, etc.) also
started to surface at the manifest level. Worthy to be noted, their point of departure
from traditional ethics is justified by the feminists on the ground of its exclusion (of
the woman) and pseudo claims for objectivity, nality and universality. The
incompatibility between the argued universalism on the one hand and the latent
exclusivism on the other, obvious in the traditionally structured ethics, provides the
justificatory grounds for floating of particularist agenda feminist ethics. The
feminists have come to notice flaws in thecstled notions of impartiality and justice

too which run parallel to the conventional universalism.
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Adoption of any wide, inclusive or accommodative frame for ethics capable
of addressing situational differences among individuals is undoubtedly a
commendable proposal. But what is even more important to enquire in this regard is

how does this i nclusi on of t he 6excluded

ot

differ a lot if women are promped t o be included as O6womenbod

scheme or are done so primarily as human beings. To what extent the charge of
exclusion against universalistic ethics can suitably be met with the replacement of the
former by overtly localised, particulatic or partial fame of ethics requires to be
thoroughly examined. There are two options for the feminist ethicists to choose. They
may either proceed to develop theories specially designed to address localised
concerns only or justify afresh the foundat base for ethics and endeavour to
develop it either on deontological, teleological or virtue ethical lines. In the latter
case, they will, of course, require to bring necessary corrections in the methodical
approaches as admissible on feminist groulidss been realized by a good number

of feminists that doing away with the universalistic norms may not be helpful in the
long run in pursuing the agenda for inclusion. Arguing in the line Susan Moller Okin

(274) opines that feminist ethics if not sdffeating must take an account of the

di fferences among persons and soci al groups

founded on good reasons that all can accepto

Feminist ethics decidedly ventures into both practical and theoretical domains
of ethicswith its two-fold proposed objectives. The agenda for feminist ethics in the
practical field centres around the task of prescribing morally justifiable ways of
resisting actions and practices that perpetuate women subordination and also of
devisingmoray desirabl e alternatives fegng.moti ng
At the theoretical level, it aims at developing philosophical accounts of the nature of
morality. It pays special attention to revise the central moral concepts so that they
become capableo f capturing fully womenos mor al
respectfully.What is significant in this regard is to take a definite stance in identifying
the root cause(s) behind the theoretic failures of the dominant discourses of ethics.

The pressing queshis whether the systemic failures of the mainstream ethical

20ki n, Susan Mol ler Al nequalities beMomwenen t he
Culture and Development, A Study of Human Capabilitéd. M. Nussbaum & J.
Glover.Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995. Print.

SeXe
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accounts can be ascribed to the inherent discrepancies of their approved standards or

to how those standards were put to use? A ¢
virtue ethical or deontobical theories of ethics like that of Aristotelian or Kantian,

for example, is understandable because of the male bias is obvious in them. But

would it be wise enough to discard those theoretic frames altogether simply on that

ground? Or, the feminists wtd try to explore the possibilities of retaining the worth

of the theories by making them free from the male bias? Some feminists will agree

with Annette Baier in admitting that the traditional theories irrespective of their

patriarchal bias can still bef good use for a fresh scheme of etRi&i nc e, n. .. t hey
al so contained the seeds of the challenge,
(Baier 26 What Baier contends is that those theories were not just instruments for

excluding some persons. @halso did argue for the inclusion of as many beings as

possible though of course under the certain favoured category.

A feminist ethical position is expected to exercise its privilege over the
mai nstream ones i n viewi ngheveconaneteréalty omor al age.l
being. Adoption of this stance would surely containthe good potential for enriching
our understanding of the variety of situated ethical praxis confronted by a woman.
However, it is equally pertinent to ask in this connection whethies sort of
understanding of 6ethical 6 woul d bear s i mi
universalized human situations too. Contrarily, what justifications could have been
there for drawing exclusive categorizations between moral perceptions of wathan a
man and also categorizations among women along the line of culture, community,
class, caste or nation? True to speak, if feminism keeps open too many ways for
understanding 6éethicald it may f al l prey to
admits @ only one way to understand 6et hical d (
category of the woman) there is the possibility of its getting trapped in the very same
chain of too formal and abstract universalism of mainstream ethics. Feminist ethics

surely neds to find out the third option in between.

SThis is strongly objected by the thiers like Audre Lorde (1:Q14)i i The Master ds Tool s
Wi | | Never Di s mant | Sstert QutsiderMBssalyse and Speethid) s e 0 .
Berkeley, CA: Crossing Press. 2007. Print.

“4Baier, AnnetteMoral Prejudices: Essays on EthjcdSA: Harvard UniversityPress. 1995.
Print.
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How to Stuate Feminist Ethics?
There could be two major ways of looking at feminist ethics. Feminist ethics

might be looked as a proclamation for enlargement of ethical concerns to

unrecognised spheres/issu€y. else it might be treated as a proposal for focused
confinement of ethics to womand6s issues. Jus
ways again seems to be problematic. Because if feminist ethics is a bare proposal for

drawing ethics to several unmgmized but relevant spheres, it is a proposal for

enlargement or expansion of general ethics having least grounds for bearing a new
nomencl ature called o6feminist et hicsbo. | f on
focus on the woman and reflects upsro manés i ssues only it WO u |
difficult on its part to refute the charge of narrowing down ethical concerns to an

extremely limited plane. In the second way, the very purpose of feminist ethics is

defeated because the claims for gender equaliyjustice--- the long pursued goals

of feminism draw their justifications from a presumed plane e#xistence of and

coordination between genders.

There might be a third way of defence which the feminists could confidently
argue about. Feminism may cerforward with the distinct proposal for enlargement
of ethics but especially on o6feministdé |ine,
understanding issues. If ethics is to go beyond its structural limits the most suitable

pursuit for it would be tavork out scheme(s) that would do away with the sharp line

of distinctions between mandés and womanbds i s
mands issues is not at a |l -86) hms poietedouttb| e propo
NfnSince mends ared iwmemdmrds albil wes ndrer t wined, tfF

i ssues that ar e n o’tNeverthedess, teevary demand ®ru e s
enlargement of ethical concerns to several unrecognised spheres and introduction of
fresh perspectives to the already recoghisthical issues will surely call for new sets

of moral justifications. Jaggar thinks that feminist ethics will be largely privileged to
pursue ethics on a much wider frame than the traditional ones. She declines to take

feminist ethics as just an explicily gendered subset of et hical

SJaggar, Al i son. AFeminist E t Femioist EthicBEdb j ect s, Pro
Claudia Card. Lawrence, Kansas: University Press of Kansas, 1991.
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contrary, rather than being limited to a restricted ethical domain, feminist ethics has

enl arged the traditi®onal concerns of ethics.

The feminists6é cause of rebuisding ethic
justified one provided their pledge is taken as a pledge for a sharp departure from the
malebiased perceptions of morality. The adoption of new perspectives in addressing
several ag®ld issues and a good number of newly identified ones (arisingf dle o
perspectival changes) is sure to enrich ethics as a discipline. Particularly in this sense,
the question of adopting a wide, comprehensive perspective that provides due
coverage to the issues of the woman (as a human) and rest of the human folk, in
general, becomes pertinent. It seems that purely feminine, maternal, lesbian or radical
approaches to ethics through having relevance for particular sections of women,
would contain less potential for taking ethics beyond the localised concerns (of
issues) Contrary to the former position, there are quite a good number of feminists
who like VirginiaHeld (321344) refuse to treat feminist et
insights which can be incOThpoewmtread i nto tr
necessitated Bics to evolve through an explicitly feminine line. The works of
Gilligan®, Nodding$, Ruddick’, Held! and a few others contributed toward the
formulation of specialised ethical concerns to a considerable extent. These two
counteracting positions of thenfinist ethicists have been succinctly outlined in

Samantha Brennandés writings (516):

8Jaggar , Al i son. AFemini st E t Femioist :EthicBED |j ect s, Pro
Claudia Card. Lawrence, Kansas: University Press of Kansas, 1991.

Hel d, Virginia. iFemini st Philasapmysafido Pheromenm ns o f Mo r
logical Researchyol.50, Supplement, Published by International Phenomenological Society.,
1990.Print.

8Gilligan, Carol. In a Different Voice Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press, 1982.
Print.

°Noddings, Nel.Caring: A Feminine Approach to Ethics and Moral educati@erkeley:
University of CA Press, 1982. Print.

Ruddick, SaraMaternal Thinkng: Toward a Politics of PeaceNew York:NY: Balentine
Books, 1989. Print.

"Hel d, Virginia. #AFemini st PhilosgphysafdoPhemarbtenoons of Mor
logical Researchyol.50, Supplement, Published by International Phenomenological Society.,
1990. Print.

------ The Ethics of CareNew York, NY: Oxford University Press. 2006. Print.
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While some feminists think the problem with traditional ethics has been the range of
problems, others think that the problem runs much deeper and that the problem is not
with the application of the concepts and tools of moral theory, traditionally
conceived; the tool and concepts themselves are flawed. On this view, we need to
revise traditional moral concepts in light of relational insights.

Looking for 0 PfeUmemntandingd Way ( s)
Could there be a central focus in the o0fe
issues? Consideration of gender as a category for ethical analysis helps feminists
revealing the discriminations women were or are subjected to. Over the tyears
said consideration has proved fruitful enough because implicit gender bias hidden
behind the gendareutral claims of the mainstream ethics is laid bare in the process.
Because of their initial aversion for too formal and abstract universalism, ngorki
wi t h only uni ver sal 6situational framed (r
i nconceivabl e at the beginning point of t he
many of them felt compelled to admit that to operate with any strictly localised
existentid frame is found to be equally preposterous running the risk of excluding

many others.

Given a secondrder reflection on the entire issue under consideration it
would become eventually obvious that the question of dispensing with all
universalism in etltis is based more on a misconception (that goes to argue that the
universalistic and objective discourses are always prone to take an exclusivist colour).
Nonetheless, it makes sense to say that the task of formulating a standardized version
of a generalizé category of being (woman as a uniform category) devoid of concrete
existential dimensions is sure to take being in abstraction. But corresponding to each
individual 6s, individual groupbs situational
fragmented viewsf ethics bearing no implications for the extended others is neither
feasible nor wortlseeking. Because of the global concern, developed of late, for
humankind in general to what extent cultivation of thoroughly localised or
fragmented ethics beyond cairt limit would be beneficial even for the concerned
sections is becoming difficult to ascertain. Therefore, looking for an option in
bet ween 6hardcore essentiali smb and 6t oo fo

considerable sections of feminists, sodaientists and development ethicists (like

“Brennan, Samant haThe Roatedgé @ompanion Bd Ethideds dohn
Skorupsky. 2013. Print.
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Martha Nussbaum, Onora OO6Nei ll, Susan Mol | er
Benhabib etc.,) who work also beyond their localised spheres and are exercising

influences in the policy decisions at the national arermattional levels.

There is no denying to the fact that the issues relating to gender deserve to be
treated as a significant one in the assessment of individual positioning along with the
issues of race, caste, class, etc. Accordingly, studying théaitesrbetween gender
and class, gender and caste, gender and race or gender and ethnicity etc., at par with
the interacting frames of gender and culture or gender and religion, is an utmost
necessity in a muktultural society. The prevalence of gendespdrity in any of
these operational frames would surely reveal severe cases of gross injustice. It puts to
guestion the very normative structure based on which the state laws or rules are
framed. Hence, injustices rendered to women offer a justified call the
reconstruction of ethics and also-aenstrual of the basic concepts on which the

principles of gender justice or egalitarian ethics would rest.

Quite naturally, the new ethics to evolve must issue a call for a fresh revision
of the concepts of juisie, impartiality, care, empathy and the like and initiate steps
for elimination of the grounds for which or on which women were/are discriminated.
The problem is not that easy to be instantly resolved with. There remains enough
scope for debates and cantersies. One most disputed contention in this regard is
that of justice, for example. Questions are raised whether a feminist theory of justice
would be a theory with better potential to cope with the situation? Or, the potential
contained in any humanitiieory would be a better option? Like this justice question,
addressing the questions of gender inequality, moral interdependence, defining the
range of human capabilities and vulnerabilities in a rauitiural society and the like
become crucial for anynclusive ethics. The requirement for consideration of the
issues, as stated above, has been duly acknowledged by a considerable number of
feminists cum development ethicists. The studies conducted in the respective fields
got documented in the boakomen Culture and Developmefgdited by Nussbaum
and Glover, 1995, reprint 2001). The book has dealt elaborately with various
persistent controversies and come to throw sufficient light upon the prospects of their

resolutions too.
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In our view, the core of theonsiderations undertaken in determining the
prospects of inclusive feminist ethics in various circles ultimately centres around
drawing a baseline distinction between the two approaches: (i) consideration of
woman as woman and (i) consideration of wonmas human. The traditional
reductionist approach that narrows down the meaning of human to man only runs a
severe risk of exclusion. But the risk factor does not seem to disappear completely in
case any fixed essence of womanhood is superimposed on worgenédral. (We
should not be oblivious of the fact that the crypto gethitesed humanist discourses
of traditional ethics used the same logigconsi derati on of woman as
excluding women from the moral domain). How to comply with the univérgale
of ethics which pays equal heed to the multiplicity of voices of distress is the most
demanding issue now. Ethics, as well as justice bereft of universality, can scarcely be
shown to be welfounded. Cases could be taken as exceptions on justifoechds

provided those grounds were claiming something more than mere preferential causes.

What could have been a suitable moral position? What could have been a
more acceptable version of Ethics? The prospective discourses which attempt to
answer these quisns, leaning towards universalistic frames, are associated with the
names of Susan Moller Okin (2297)° Ruth Anna Putnam (29831)}“, Seyla
Benhabib (238255)5, Onor a O®5RfE iMartha NudsdaOm (6104),

Amartya Sen (25273; £21)8 and quitea few more. The common thread that runs

BOki n, Susan Mol | er il nequiafl figrieerst b@uIwtewernalt h@o n$
Women, Culture and Development, A Study of Human CapabilitksM. Nussbaum & J.
Glover.Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995. Print.

YPut nam, Ruth Anna. oWhy Not \Womdne Qulturei aad Theory o
Development, A Studgf Human Capabilities Ed. M. Nussbaum & J. Glover. Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1995. Print.

“Benhabib, Seyla. #ACultural Complexity, Moral I nt
C o mmu n iWomehn, Culture and Development, A Study of Human CapabilitsM.
Nussbaum & J. Glover. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995. Print.

%O6 Nei | |, Onor a. AiJustice, Wamerg bdultuie t @ne s and Vu
Development, A Study of Human Capabiliti€l. M. Nussbaum & J. Glover. Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1995. Rrin

"Nussbaum, Mart ha. AiHuman Ca pWdmer, Cultireang Female H
Development, A Study of Human Capabiliti€ésl. M. Nussbaum & J. Glover. Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1995. Print.

®Sen, Amartya. iGender | neq Waren,t Quituraredd Theori es
Development, A Study of Human Capabiliti€xl. M. Nussbaum & J. Glover. Oxford:
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through the universalistic frames of ethics is the desire for developing a humanist

frame- a frame which treats all human beings as equal from the moral point of view.

This, however, does not entail that for comsadion of a being as a human that being

should be taken in abstraction with the denial of her distinctive features. While none

of the thinkers referred above disagreed at this point, nonetheless they did have

subscribed to divergent ethical positions. Erample, while Putnam is proposing to

work on the Rawl sian fr ame, Nussbaumobs pr ef
approach traverses through the critique of both Rawlsian and utilitarian frames finally

taking a beyond utili@sarprampesdedtwmanrclkei.n gVhfir e
to Kantian | iberalism, Benhabib would 1ike
conversationo by fAcommunities of pl anetary
plead for a global dialogical moral community. What is noticeablehe stated

attempts for the reconstruction of ethics is that none of these thinkers is ready to

compromise with the universal human understanding of a moral situation, while not
showing i mpatience for understanmirahg ot her 6s
justifications may be made available to feminism in one or the other way as

mentioned.

Amidst the cultural diversities and the situational differences, the search for
generalised theoretic frames is quite obvious in the different schemes so profiosed
common concept of humanity is also argued upon for without which the difficulty of
addressing womends issues at par with mends
the newly proposed models humanity instead of being used as a given or fixed
essenceas understood to function as a regulative ideal defining a vision of human

solidarity and community.

Cl arendon Press, 1995, Print. See also Sen, Amar
Utilitariani tihitaremsth ar8l 8gyondChmbridge:Cambridge University
Press, 1982. Print.
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A CONTEXTUAL NEGOTIATION BETWEEN AMBEDKAR
AND THE INDIAN MARXISTS

ADITI DASGUPTA
I

Ambedkar was born on 1% April 1891 in a poorMahar family in
Maharastra. Thélahar community, in traditional Hindu society, is considered to be
abarAg, i.e., the community is deprived of its space even in the lowest rank of the
society! The traditional Hindu society, as we see, considers the community as
untouchal# but it is an irony that such communities have never been considered as
Hindu! They have been related to Hindu societysinme wayand that is, in terms of
social hatred! So it is quite natural that a boy from such a community has to keep a
safe distane from his classmates even in the academic institution governed by the
casteHindus The hatred went to that extreme as not to allow a little boy to quench
his thirst from the common source of drinking water! T¥Wanusmriti oriented
Hindu society deprivediim even of his right to learn Sanskrit and he had to keep
himself satisfied only by learningarsi. The ageold tradition of exploitation of the
upperclassHindusover the lower castes was intensified and got a new dimension by
using the said book as athical foundation of social practice. The text prescribed
that for the same crime, a person, outside the ¢asfpdra) is entitled to face more
severe punishment thanBaahmirl So we may say that it was the very instinct for
survival which motivated Dr Ambedkar to challenge not onlyMaausmritibut also
any political endeavour from a charity for tbalits.

Ambedkar achieved his D.Sc. degree from London School of Economics and
was awarded the PhD degree from the Colombia University of United States for his
work on state economics. His direct contact with the modern western intellectual
world made him aware of th@ncept of liberalism, republicanism and humanism. He
came upon the realisation that those ethical ideals, originated from the bourgeois
revolution, are the weapons for fighting against the social evils causing deprivation
and agony of the downtrodden. & boncept of welfare state encouraged him to hope
that the social problem of tH2alits may be solved by the political intervention of a
just and powerful state. However, later he had the experience of another kind of
development of bourgeois civilizati@and that is capitalism followed by imperialism

and colonialism. As a citizen of a British colony, he soon recognised the colonial rule
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as the greatest enemy of nationalist spirit as well as of individual liberty. The

recognition of such naked truth, coupleith his political sensitivity, made him join

I ndiaés struggle for freedom. ®ialtandt he irony
political space oBhim Rao and his community was always being challenged! His

nationalist spirit realised that what the iacglonial nationalist movement needs for

its success is an integrated Indian identity which should not be fragmented at any cost

by racism, casteism or religious fanaticism. At the same time, his explatlédself

was very much anxious about the resitilthat success! Just like the Indian Marxists,

he predicted that the nature of posiependent India would no way be of the people,

by the people and for the people.

It was a great challenge for the Indian Communist Party, since its foundation
in 1920 a Tashkent, to influence the Indian mass by the ideal of socialism and to
motivate them towards socialist revolution since they had already been integrated by
the ideal of nationalism. The primary goal of both the nationalists and the socialists
was to mak India free from the British colonial rule. However, the communists were
more concerned about the future structure of -pmpendent India than the
nationalists. To the communists, one of the
emancipation and emp@nment of the exploited working class. The nationalist
leaders were blamed for not treating the issue with due importance. The controversy
over the question of priority between those two aims made the Indian communists
divide into two groups. SimilarlyAmbedkar was torn apart between two kinds of
interests. If he had to give priority to the interest of his class he had to go against the
domination of the upper class in the nationalist movement at the cost of the interest of
the nationalist movement as a elda On the other hand, his full surrender to the
interest of the nationalist movement meant treachery to his community! When the
Marxists were predicting the dominance of bourgeois elite class in independent India,
Ambedkar was always being suffered frahe anxiety of the dominance of upper
caste andHindu sattanism Such a dilemma seems to be the central cause of
misinterpretation and controversy on the role of Ambedkar as well as of the Marxists
intheantic ol oni al movement , nahi ohai sstameveeadnta$.

However, the nationalist leaders before the Gawdhi came upon the

realisation that the political freedom for the highste educated Indians was



25

depending on the social freedom to their doaste counterpartsThough some

extremst leaders including Tilak showed their reluctance to social issues, leaders like

Lajpat Roy devoted his life for various kinds of social reforms including the abolition

of casteism and untouchabilfyThe issue got a serious focus in the literary opeati

too. Rabindranath Tagore focussed the practice of casteism and untouchability as a

foe to the spirit of humanityand against untouchability he wrote his famous lines:

i Oh, my unfortunate Mot hiasultecawodld drag loas e whom
downtoheir same | evel 0.

The Bengali Essayist Pramathanath Chowdhury attacked the nationalist
leaders in the esteemed Bengali maga&abuj Patradeclaring that the nationalists
wanted political liberty but they were frightened when the same principle wascapplie
in social matteréThe changing political scenario, it seems, made Congress pass a
resolution in 1917 urging people to remove all the disabilities imposed by the evil
customs on the downtroddeheaders like BJ. Desai and Aruna Asaf Ali criticized
the unjust social privileges of the higitass Indian elites. Later, in 1921, it became
mandatory for a person, willing to work as a congress volunteer, to sign in a
declaration for fighting against untouchability. But it was the year 1917, which is also
the year of the great conquer of the proletariat class in Russia, told quite a different
story in Ambedkards |ife as detailed bel ow.

Being appointed as the military secretary to the Maharaja of Baroda,
Ambedkar descended in the Baroda Railway Station and afteng wait, when
nobody came to receive him despite the prior royal order, he realised that his
education abroad had nothing to do with his social status as an untouchable!
Circumstances made him find shelter not in Binydu hotel but in &Parsiinn hging
that the Zoroastrian community, without having any caste system, would not harass
him. But the caretaker asked him to leave just after hearing his name which bore a
Hindu inheritance! Desperate Ambedkar registered himself und®arsi name and
startel to go to his office from there. His experience in the workplace too was
depressingly humiliating! The insolent subordinates made him remember in every
moment that he was untouchable! He was not supplied drinking water and in the
of fi cer 6s mdintaib physita distarece from bis colleagues. The alienated
scholar began to enrich himself by the books on political and economic subjects in

the public library of Baroda. But the situation got worst when on one morning the
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Parsis of the city identifid him and attacked him with sticks and harsh words. They
ordered him to vacate the inn immediately and went to that extreme to challenge his
life! Spending the day at a public garden, the lone fighter left for Bombay in that
night. In his later life, Ambddar could never recall this story of his life without tears
and this i ncident, as many scholarsé6 cl ai ms
points of his life which made him an untiring soldier to fight against casteism and
other social injustice at argpst.
Il
Gandhi 6s struggle against untouchability

which is considered to be the foundation of casteism and untouchability. Claiming
hi ms el fSanaasi Hadd 6 he c | dindoeakte systam as the very
foundation of Hindu society. His arguments for caste division, as expressed in
Navajivan are as follows

9 Different castes are like the different section of a military division.

1 The seeds dwarajare to be found in the caste system.

1 The caste system is proof diie unique power of the organization of a

community.

1 For spreading primary education caste can act as a readymade means.

However, he was not ready to accept hugste marriage since it was not
necessary for promoting national unity. Besides this, lgjgraent for preventing two
individuals from different castes from the path of intaste marriage was that
children of brothers do not intermarry. So
relationship of siblings! If so, we cannot but comment thasehsiblings have no
equal position in their family still now! However, Ambedkar demanded that though in
1922 Gandhi defended caste system, in 1925, there was a change in his view and he
became a defender darAa system since he realised that the meaning of caste had
been changed from as a medium for restraint to a chain of limitation. The caste
system was no longer a way of elevation but a state of fall. So he prescribed for the
revival of four bigVarAas so that the small castes may fuse themselves into one big
caste. He praised théarPa-system since, despite its foundation in human birth; it

does not impose any prohibition ornHadra from acquiring knowledge or studying
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military art. But Gandhi was not readp accept the interchange of occupation
between the differenfarAas.
Ambedkar assessed such a view, which attacks untouchability but supports the
traditional division of caste, as based not on any historical observation but political
prudence! Ambedkashowed that caste division is not merely a division of labour
but a division among the labourers tédivision of labour, in the caste system, is
not a natural but an arbitrary hierarchical division where the potentiality and skill of a
person is not theasis of his occupation! His occupation is determined by the social
rank of his parents. So, division of labour is based on the caste system and not the
vice versa! It is that casteism, as we see, the inhuman application of which resisted a
starving man d change his occupation for a better livihhe ultimate aim of
Gandhi 6s battle against untouchability, ma r k
contextsensitive surrenders and advances, was not the emancipatiorDaflitedout
the success of hgolitical programmé®? Gandhi 6s r es er-martadeon agai ns
and interdining between Hindus and the untouchables and his explanation of the
meaning of untouchability as merely the act of classifying the untouchables as
‘Hidras instead ofAti-Hidras!, support Amb e dMaamBwas ot ai m t ha't
ready to lose the support of the conservative uppsteHindus in his political
venture. On the other hand, his act of christening the untouchables with a new name
Harijan attest the fact, as Ambedkar observed, that he had predicted thialidhes
would resist in assimilating the untouchables in their community! Such paradoxes in
theory and practice are the cause of Gandhi 0
this contex Ambedkar showed three reaséfis
i. Gandhi 6s r dphatma t iwars adui bt up not on hi
prophecy but on his image as a herald of political freedom and so, the
Hindus to whom he appealed to remove untouchability, were much
interested in higolitical enterprises than to his social appeal. They did
not respond to his antintouchability campaign.
il Gandhi was not ready to antagonisBndus even when his anti
untouchability programme demanded such action. Gandhi reserved his
Satyagrahaonly for the political resistance against the foreign ruler.
When the untouchables went to use the same weapon against the tyranny

of the upper castddindus it was Gandhiji who condemned those
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Satfgrahison the ground the$at3[brahac annot be used agai nst
own kindred or countryman! History shows that Gandhi himself used the
path of Satyagraha to resist the separate electorate for the untouchables
creating tremendous pressure on Ambedkar and his community. Some of
the untouchable leaders like M.C. Rajah el that theDalits might
lose all kinds of social and political sympathy and would have to face a
severe antagonism from thdindusi n case of Gandhi 6s eul
Ambedkar had to surrender to the situation the result of which was Poona
Pact [1932]. INnAmbedkar 6s l anguage, Bt wa s n A
mini mi sed Ambedkarodos tireless effort to
highlighted Gandhi as the greatest patron of Daéits. The incident of
Kavitah - a villagein Gujarat shows the Gandhian paraddxThe Dalit
demand for admitting their children in the common village school was
resisted by theHindus in the way of various kinds of social boycott
leading them to starvation. Gandhi neither took any stance to prosecute
the Hindusnor did he help th®alits to vindicate their right. Rather, he
prescribed them to vacate the village, since he considereldeselas the
best help!
i Gandhiji did not want the actual unity and empowerment of the
untouchables from the fear that it would make them independent which
would result in weakening the rank of tHendus.So hisHarijan Sevak
Sanghaas felt by Ambedkar, was acting the rolePoftari) by showing
charity and thus creating a slave mentality among them instead of
inspiring them to win their fat&?
11
We havediscussedh the firstsection that the main cause of the dilemma of
Indian communists was their concern about the exploitedimgptass. Some of the
Marxist thinkers projected the National movement as an alliance of the working class
along with bourgeoise. Despite his severe criticism against Gandhiji, R.P. Dutt, in his
thesis with Bain Bradley, represents such view. Criticizivag view, which has been
expressed in Nambudripadbds writings too, | r f

comments that it is incorrect to assume that the working class had the same attitude
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towards national movement in the 1940s as it was in 1920sough Gandhi might

claim his success in organising the Indian mass against the British colonial rule, their
political consciousness developed with time and the socialist influence of Jawaharlal
Nehru and Subhash Chandra Bose, along with the peasanizatigars built by the
leftists, brought a massive change in their attitude towards the national movement. So
we see that the Gandhian way lost much of its importance in the nineteen forties in
the question of the emancipation of the exploited class. Asekins that it was partly
because he treated them as means, not as an aim of his political venture! Ambedkar
was very much concerned about the class division in society but had not taken class
struggle as the ultimate force behind social change. He wasatht to believe either

that socialist revolution in India can remove all kinds of exploitation or that the end of
class exploitation means the end of cast&ploitation and untouchability. In Marxist
interpretation, caste is seen to be an economichétdrical phenomenon which is

used as a mechanism of class exploitation since it denies the status of the mobility of
the lowest elements of the society, reduces labour costs and facilitates in the
extraction of surplug’ In Communist Manifestoit is stown that the Bourgeois
society has simplified the class antagonisms and has divided society into two great
antagonistic campsthe Bourgeoisie and the proletariat, but the earlier societies show
complicated arrangements into various orders and a marifaldation of social
ranks!® So caste is seen to be one of the older versions of class exploitation.
Ambedkar, as we see, did not consider the Marxist explanation of history as adequate,
mainly in the context of the problems and they are of the downtroddemodern

Indian Society. A critical exposure of some of his important points of argurtfents
seems imperative at this juncture.

If our aim of emancipation is freedom and if we mean by the term the
abolition of mastery and domination on one by anothesguerwhat we see, as
Ambedkar vehemently declared, is that, the source of power is the religion and social
status which regulates the freedom of people. These two factors act in a mutual
manner being relative to the social stage. So the socialist clatratthaconomic
revolution, followed by economic equality, is the priority or that the political and
social reformation is a great illusion, as estimated by Ambedkar, is an incorrect
exposition of society® However, the Marxists may demand in this contét t

economic relationship, as has been claimed in their thesis, is the main but not the only



30

and ultimate motivating force of human histody. Historical Materialism is not
confined within the explanation of the mode of productidhe economic base of
society and social development. It is also concerned with other social factors such as
state, opinions, various beliefs and so on. Though this superstructure is dependent on
the base, i.e. the economic structure, its development is not entirely contsolted b
base. The development of the mode of production which is a combination of
productive forces and production relation of a given period is originated and
conditioned by the historical need of human development and so, in this sense, it is
independent ohuman will. On the other hand, the superstructure is developed by
conscious human being for his spiritual urge, so, naturally, its characteristics are
complicated and manifold. It is an incorrect way to interpret the Marxist socialist
approach to societhpy oversimplified equations taking the remarks of the thinkers
only at face value. The dependency of the superstructure to the base does not entall
any economic determinism as claimed by many western thinkers. Marx was very
much concerned aboutthe difence bet ween the two expression
6to deter mi neo 2%Son,darkisen, ag weesde, nevereencburages any
onedimensional analysis of social phenomena. Social and political reformation, for
which Ambedkar struggled throughtohis life, is also a serious issue in Marxist
theory and practice. However, the Marxists believe that hunger is the primary and
most severe hindrance to all kinds of development. So, they want to start their
struggle for a better human society by eradlicathe anxiety of starvation at the very
outset. The economic reformations in pestolution Soviet Russia, followed by
various kinds of social reformations including mother and child welfare and
extermination of prostitution attest this line of reasgnin

Ambedkar accepted some truth in Marxds a
ready to accept it as a complete analysis of the same since it sees the objective force
as the ultimate cause of social change. Ambedkar attacks Marx on the ground that he
had deniedhe role of a conscious human being in the development of society. In this

context, | am sorry to say t hthaughhissd edk ar 06

o
[7)]
Q

some extent, incomplete. The first guiding principle of Historical Materialism indeed
says thathange and development in society, as in nature, takes place according to
the objective lawsand the conscious motives behind any activity and the activities

themselves are conditioned by the laws of economic develogfridotvever, the
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Marxist concept obocial laws denies any kind of fatalism and always highlights the
fact that people can and do change their society through their efforts. Though it shows
that the ideas and the role of the individual leaders are the product of the material
condition of soiety and that they always represent a class, it does not deny their role
altogether.They act as catalysts in social change. The success and failure of the
person Ambedkar in his struggle against untouchability seems to attest this very
claim! When the send guiding principle of Historical Materialism claims that social
ideas are the product of material conditions of life, the third principle shows that
those ideas themselves play an active role in the development of matefiaiis.
Babasaheb ready teny the practical facts attesting these claims? The human subject
and subjectivity which is one of the most important points of Dialectical Materialism
are by and by proving itself to be a serious issue of research among many of the
contemporary Marxighinkers.

The Marxists, especially the Indians, however, may feel quite an uneasiness
facing Ambedkarés very pertinent question on
issue, with its eveincreasing importance in contemporary Indian politics, has
eshblished itself as one of the most controversial points in the praxis of Marxism. If
all the conditions remain the same, as Ambedkar claimed, there remains only one
factor which has the power to unite the people and that is the realisation that the
fellow man, with whom one steps into the path of revolution, is influenced by the
same ideal of equality, fraternity and justfééle came upon the realisation that none
will join the movement unless he is assured that after the revolution, he will be
treated \vith the same status and will not be treated differently due to his?akte.
seems that Ambedkar had no doubt on the sincerity of the socialist leaders and he
believed that they were influenced by the ideas mentioned above, but his doubt was
on the pogsility of the actualisation of the very idea! The Marxists, as we see, have
shown their apathy to cadbased politics. But it is also a hard truth that a fraction of
contemporary Marxists is now interpreting such apathy as the cause of their failure to
emerge in northern statésThey claim that due to this apathy the Indian Marxists
failed to achieve any prudent political revenue from this region. Class consciousness
has failed to establish its reciprocal relationship with caste consciousness in Indian
society. The castbased politics has established its relevance in Indian politics, may
it be in North India or South India. Ambedka
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political view that economic status is not enough for procuring social statusiand t
view is gathering more and more supportive evidence in Indian politics. However,
Marxism, as we have seen, always leaves an open space for criticisvajuation

and acceptance of previous errors in its praxis. Meationedphenomenon cannot
prove Marxism as wrong or obsolete but demands a sincere and ceetesitive
analysis from the Indian Marxists.

There is another face of this cabi@sed politics which has begun to challenge the
proper upliftment of théalits. A new type of demarcation knis being developed
from the central decision of reservation in promotion of the scheduled castes and
scheduled tribes in government senitelhe decision has developed serious
antagonism between tt@alits and the backward communitiddowever, the sdfon
politics, with many of its leaders from backward communities, seems to favour the
backward interest which is not at all a good sign forDhéts! In this situation, the
Marxists have every opportunity to prove their worth.

Besides the traditional steism, elitist casteism, oftdsased on linguistic
chauvinism- a legacy of colonial India, challengesDmlitd s due space in t
academic and cultural arena. Irfan Habib claims that it is very important to study the
origin of Indian intellectual$’ He has shown that there are two channels of
development. The village schools and colleges, as Habib observed, produce
intellectuals influenced not only by bourgeois ideologies but also by various kinds of
reactionary prejudices of paapitalist society includg casteism and communalism.

On the other hand, the elite colleges of metropolitan cities produce another kind of
westernised intellectuals who occupy the top ranks in society and are comfortable
with bourgeois ideologies in their private life. Both kirafsntellectuals may play an
antagonistic role in ® a | bttudggle for sociecultural space the former in a crude
manner and the latter in a sophisticated but more harmful way! So what we see is that
each kind of intellectuals represents a particalass. The Marxist intellectuals, as
Habi b c¢cl ai ms, never f ogtratBd awbBochal i ol assopr Bahn
the prevailing social structure and the particular specific circumstances may have a
link with different classe® A Marxist intellectual is not simply an intellectual but an
intellectual with the sense of duty to organise and lead the masses. Ambedkar had
always a high estimation for the positive role of the intellectuals. But he was also

depressed by the fact that many of Indiaellattuals neither maintained rationality



33

nor did they maintain their mobility. The Marxist intellectuals, with their dialectical
process of thinking and commitment to the mass, may play a promising role in the

actualisation of Ambedkar 6s dr eam.
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THE CHALLENGE FOR EDUCATION AND THE
PRACTICE OF PHILOSOPHY

ANIRBAN MUKHERJEE

In this paper] argue for including philosophical tools as an essential device
in educational practices. By 6philosophical
philosophy. The inclusion of this mode in educational practices would imply
encouraging students to engage with their study content by chasing questions and
options regarding the conteahd not necessarily the inclusion of a discussion on a
specific philosphical position. Any meaningful engagement with issues in any
discipline ultimately leads to questions that have philosophical import. Our aim has to
be to take this process beyond the philosophy departments to students who are
unacquainted with the charmility and significance of the tradition and the practice
of philosophy, oblivious to how philosophical thinking affects their political, social,
economic and scientific life and views, and how it can be usefully integrated into our
educational practicePhilosophy entails deeper engagement with issues fundamental
to our being. Hence, in doing philosophy we celebrate what is precious to human
existencethe ability to see beyond and behind what seems to be obvious. Philosophy
as a discipline provides gace for several such visions to be pursued, articulated,
and compared and hence, has an important role to play, not only in the formulation of
the theoretical foundation of current knowledge but also in the interplay of various
culturesin anincreasingyonnect ed 6gl obalizedd worl d.
The Challenge for Education

Education prepares us for the future. The future is always uncertain. Hence,
education must provide us with tools to deal with uncertainty. The future may not
resemble the past. The future mayngrus new problems. Hence, solutions that
worked in the past may not help us in the future, and learning about solutions to just
specific problems encountered in the past will be a major handicap. What one needs

to learn is the trick to solve new problerii$ie future may also require us to find new

O6problemsé in the solutions that t-he past h ¢
solving is not going to help us &either. We
findingbé, a nose fdr 6gwilnud  beysdnd ntloe acicroalrea

new perspectives.
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Education needs to give us the courage to fashion oneself freely, flood us
with ideas without nudging us towards any of them. It must also instil in us the
discipline and courage to be responsiblethe way we fashion ourselves, the choices
we make and the ideas we cling to. The purpose of education cannot be
predetermined in specific terms as the future is not so available. What would people
continue to do if they continue to exist? They willdegathey will communicate, they
will fight among themselves, they will try to better their lives through newer
technologies, they will need to eat and drink, perhaps wear clothes, etc. Or will they?
Only time will tell.

It is a difficult task to prepare eself for an unknown future. Yet we have to
carry on doing it hoping that the change will be slight and hence, the past can be
taken as a guide to a large extent. However, the crux of the process of educating is
that it is not only a preparation to facduture,but it also has to be visualised as a
preparation of a generation which is more likely to realize the kind of future that we
desire today. Through education, we do not just want to groom our children for the
future but also to groom them in such aythat they can envisage a better future for
themselves. For the future that one inherits is not all out there to be struggled with,
but also one that needs grooming and that one shapes. So education aims to prepare a
future generation that would be albbeprepare a better future.

Yet without a sense of future, it is difficult to evaluate the present; the
desirable present is one that leads to a desirable future. The conception of the desired
future may vary; hence, the politics, in an ideal sense and alsn t he O6unfavour e
sense is about fighting it out in the present for the favoured future from different
interest positions. Education gets dragged into that. The different interest positions
feel compelled from their sense of commitment to the rightoelss t hei r O6i nt er est
provide a vision of a specific future as part of education.

The economy of any time and its contemporary politics do not have the
luxury of contemplating a future that may jeopardise its existence and neither do they
have the dest to pursue such a possibility. It aims to convert education into a
supplier of its raw human talent, not through any devilish design but because that is
only what it exists to do. It seeks the power to think and question to a limited extent
in some of tkm so that they can conjure a future that can be assimilated to the

6current 0.
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When we sometimes desire thinkers, one has to be aware that there may not
be a market for them conceivable from within the folds of the current. When we
desire thinkers as a mloct of our education, one has to be aware that they may
chall enge the O6écurrentod, t hat they may not
actually would be able to ttowmeatsé spac;m t heir v
within which they would be intelible. Those who would be able to achieve that
may get converted into divinities in those future spaces. The current can never / has
never been bold enough to encourage such radicalism. When there is a demand for
6out of the box6 st hdiemkaenrdse,d whsatj uisnt esfofnmeecotn ei w
of a small boxdé while comfortably remaining \
Education doesot happen in a vacuum. Despite the prevalent establishment
and sometimes in connivance with the current establishmentthiieking emerges
and new thinkers devise new ways of being. The community has a bigger role to play
in it than just the classroom and the teacher. Education has to be designed to be
connected to the community. The tadf® points of different communities avy
greatly.
Education, though designed and sometimes funded by a community,
importantly has to consciously cater to the individual student. Otherwise, it would
become an instrument in the hand of the community to manipulate individuals into
what it desire them to be. However good the intentions of the community, an
education system has to remain true to the needs of the individual pupil by giving that
space to the pupil to extract from it as he/she desires. Education has to be a space of
learning, not aystem of learning.
To be able to communicate oneods ideas a
Education traditionally has been an instrument of conditioning, getting a new member
of the club to be aware of and to conform to the rules of the game. It is intportan
understand the rules so that one may communicate with the rest and live
harmoniously in the community without creating a ruckus or chaos. The importance
of some order in a community and the training of young people to be part of that
seemunqguestionale. How to reconcile order with freedom, to encourage the ability
to think and question and yet be bound to certain norms and conventions is tricky.
One way is to design a convention which allows one to challenge conventions

conventionally. This is easisaid than done. Conventions tend to get institutionalised
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and especially reluctant to being overthrown. Hence, is it irresponsible to encourage a
young mind to think differently?

The purpose of education is transgression and assimilation. Creative
engagemet needs to be encouraged. Learning has to be taught; the ability to
approach any content rather than just accumulating knowledge of limited content has
to be stressed and developed. Learners must be provided with exposure to a variety of
ways in which onecan get to know. Education should equip us with the tools for
educating ourselves rather than providing a finished prodiuist.not enough to be
able to think differently; it is even more important to realise that there could be
several other differemgerspectives on the same issiliégs important to respect others
and their other views. To be able to entertain a view that you do not hold, as Aristotle
says, shows the maturity of the thinker. It is important to develop civility despite
oneds dhinkdiffereny t o

Knowledge is ultimately linked to and founded on ways of living. Ways of
living do not have justification which appeals to people beyond that way of life. A
certain way of life defines its modes of knowledge production and its valuensyste
Certain pieces of knowledge and skills are also products of their ways of living within
which they get valued and are germinatéteénce, it is sometimes difficult to
appreciate the knowledge claims and skills of people from other communities. This is
a hindrance to learning from the rich tradition of other communities and it can be a
loss when we fail to take advantage of the indigenous knowledge systems because we
cannot relate to them or there a@power systems to push them into our curriculum.

Specialisation along with the ability to see the big picture is crugislwe
gather more knowledge about every little thing, the demand for specialisation is
bound to be there. Everyone cannot know everything in detail. Some people who
become experts in field devote a lot of time to learn and acquire knowledge about
certain areas, which become their areas of expertise. However, it should be possible
for everyone to understand the findings and opinions of the experts regarding things
of general concern, sthat the broader population can decide and act using that
expertise. It is important that people understand and are given the freedom and
dignity to be told about the expert view regarding what affects them, and is
then allowed to make the best decisidifere might also be many experts in a

particular field who disagree among themselves. The community should be prepared
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for such situations and be able to make the most satisfactory decision. Hence, though
people have narrow areas of specialised knowletthgdr, education should be such
that they can develop a general understanding of other areas if need be.
Philosophical Practice

Learning to do philosophy is like learning to write or to paint, but by
challenging the writing that you have read or the pagstithat you have seen;
bypassing them, taking off from them, demonising them, and yet in crucial ways,
sometimes developing on them, and in very rare cases, creating a piece of writing or
painting that transcends them. For most, it is a case of findisgrmeademanding
reasons within the same spectrum. For very few, it leads to sométinihgr than
that and it is on both these groups that the sustenance and progress of the human
community depend.

Philosophy is an exploration of possibilities in meanitigith, reality,
understanding, beauty, values: anything. One could start anywhefiéms, sports,
people, relationshipsand dig deeper. It is an exploration of ideas, and ideas run the
world. Ideas run through us; they are our beliefs, convictions.al of them are
ours; not all of them are ones that we decided to carry in our heads; sometimes none
of them is.It is like a cold that we catclbut even worse. A cold causes discomfort;
one is aware of itWi t h i deas, t hough, ; philosophyss &écomfort
about waking us up, giving us a jolt.

Philosophy is an ability to jump tracks, change the ritaid. about keeping
alive the sense of wondddowever, it involves a deep commitment to the activity, a
certain concern for the possibilitiefr the wonder. Being stuck with one possible
answer is a real fear. One should not be con
aim of philosophy. Each possibility is like a ship: the purpose of the ship is
temporary; when the planks staotting; one has to keep replacing the@radually,
much of the old ship may geeplaced;sometimes all of it may have gradually
changed. Then again sometimes one has to abandon the whole ship at one go and
cross over to a new ship and carry on with new shipmalesmay not understand
the tales of the old shipmates. One may need to forge new ties, new stories with new
mates.

Philosophy is an activityit involves a certain sense of purpose; a real urge to

find out, to know, to raise all the questions, to keep gbamk and forth. Going back
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and forth is not always bad; the urge to reach and go beyond may not be a good idea
if the direction we started out in the first place is not something that one is sure about.
To keep going in a direction because we have stamedthat it wouldnot look
impressive to change is itself quite dumb. Living beings change; even dead bodies
change. Progress happens through going back and forth, going back to the basics,
rebuilding everything on top of it, or gradually like the ship.

Philosophy is an attitude of exploration; a commitment to be open to new
ideas, to other ways of thinking and doingt us repeat, it involvethinking and
doing It is a doing because thinking is a doing; it is about doing, about the thinking
behind a daig or behind doings; it is also about the thinking Staduld bebehind
doings. Philosophy questions; it may also answer. There could be many answers to
the same questions, and the same question may be understood differently and given
varying importancen different cultures and across time. It is sceptical but may not
always end in scepticism; it also need not end in certainty. Studied inability to take a
position at times is an important option that education systems should train us to do.

Philosophy eve questions itself; it questions the hegemony of the set of
guestions that can legitimately be raiskdraising a certain set of issues and dealing
with it in a certain sort of way, mentioning selected individuals as philosophers can
be limiting; one maye misled into thinking that that is the only thing that philosophy
does when that iglsowhat philosophy does.

The history of philosophy, | feel, and quite strongly, is a series of amazing
conversationsWe sometimes extol the conversations that toakeln the past and
claim finality for the truths that emerged out of those conversations. Admiration for
past conversations should not happen at the cost of present and future conversations.
One should also remember that our presestelfieg of the pastonversations, in
admiration or abjection, is also a conversation with them. The truths of these
impending conversations cannot be foretold. That is the fun of philosophy and that is
the inevitability of doing philosophy.
Conclusion

Education is a process preparing the current generation of students for a
future world. The future world is one which we have certain expectations about and
which is uncertain. The future world needs to meet certain ideals, political and moral

as well as certain necessitiss grow and flourish our human abilities in harmony
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with the environment. To visualize an ideal future, to arrive at that ideal, to give it
shape, to be able to break out of the current boxes of thinking which hinder our path
towards the ideal, to deal \witits uncertainties, and not get boxed in within that

6i deal 6 agai n, communi ties shoul d | ook
centuries which help us to conceptualize our situation, envision the future, to deal
with uncertainties, to listen to dig@#e views and to live harmoniously. Philosophy is

the only hope.

t

(0]
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DETERMINISM : AN ARGUMENT FROM MYTHS AND TRAGEDIES
KOUSHIK JOARDAR
Bertrand Russell writes fAnone of t he

that heir inquiries into ethics proceed on the assumption that they already know the

def ec

concl usi on %May iedussek asseshthe dvaidk nowo in a very st

sense of the term. But to write philosophy or to speak philosophy is something
different from b think philosophy, at least at some points. A philosopher puts
guestions to himself (or herself). He may find his answer, not necessarily in the form
of knowledge, but often in the shape of a haunch or that of a strong feeling. He may
ask the same questidater that in order to gather evidences to turn the haunch into a
true belief or to find support in favour of his feeling. The Socratic questions can be
understood in this Ilight. The Socratic
by means of a cahdly elaborated system of questions was not aimed at imparting
knowledge, but extracting the principles of good life which are concealed under a
sheath of everyday opinions. A systematic philosophical quest cannot proceed
without having an idea of the enBut if one is honest, the quest may lead to a

different answer altogether.

As a humble student of philosophy, | would not pretend of being totally
unaware, or ignorant of the problem | pose before me. My problem is that, when we
speak about the moral dime of society, how should we react, what should be our
understanding of the state of affairs? We find that people try to evade the problem
laying the burden either on the failure of administration, or laxity of the legal
authority, or lack of educatiohe issue is not seen as a moral one, of our ability to
exercise our free will, but as the mundane one of some defect or aberration in the
situation in which we act. To state the more primary question: If we are to look for a
minimum morality from humandings, where should we appeal? To the conscience
of human beings or to the legal or some other social institutions? There is hardly any
way out if freedom of the will is embedded in deontology of the Kantian type. In spite

of the Moral Law, Kant mentionethany cases of pathological actions. When the

! History of Western Philosophizondon Routledge, 1974,.195.

met ho
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6Kantian homeé is shaken, the quest may beg

freedom of will.

The problem seems to be the more basic one, that of the meaning of morality.
Despite the similarities, moralitig often looked upon as a matter of conscience and
law as that of enforcement. Many things which are morally reprehensible cannot be
brought to book through a legal process. On the other hand, legal codes and decisions
may outrage our moral sensitivity®ne can disobey the laws of the state on
conscientious grounds, on the ground that they are unjust. Socrates is the luminous
example of a civil di sobedient , so is Gandhi
laws and laws generally, can commend or diternal actions, they can do little or
nothing to ensure that the action is done or refrained from in the right spirit, and the
6right spirito is very i mpor t aMoteovéro r mor al it
physical force and prudential considéwas do not belong to the idea of a moral
institution of life. Morality has also been contrasted with convention or with
prudence. AThus morality is distinguished fr
shares with law; similarly, it is also distinghed from law by certain features that it
shares wi t h?3Bubowhethemttisiadaw orét s a convention, prudential
considerations are there behind. This is how morality and law are sought to be
contrasted. The moral and legal are two diffedarhains having only some ip¢s of
cont act b eCenanacts maybe judgedioth legally and morally wrong
robbery or murder, for instance, other acts that break no law may be judged morally
wrong. Still othersmay be illegal but not immor&l. violation of the law entails
sanctions, for example, formal punishments like fine or imprisonment. Moral failure
does not entail statutory penalties €é moral
left to individual consciences or to the approval & dippr ov al ofl the soci
should not say that | am in a position to understand clearly the qualitative difference
between what makes an act legal and what makes an act moral. This is made more
obscure by the fact that the laws of the state have artepde speak in the voice of

morality in order to establish its authority and strengthen its grip. The society has

2William Lillie, An Introduction to EthicsLondon Mathuen and Co. Ltd.,.A55.
3 William FrankanaEthics New Delhi Prentice Hall of India, 982, p 7.
4J. G. Brennankthics and MoralsNew York Harper and Row, 1973, 6.
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gained an unwanted ability to justify the immoral as legal and illegal as moral. For
instance, given the condition that there are politicallyependent and sovereign
Nations, the question of moral dilemma that could possibly arise in a person who has
got the aspiration of being the political head of the country in which he or she is not
born is overshadowed by the constitutional shade. thse¢leat Demon parts the God

made moral into moral and legal for this purpose.

But should not what is not moral would also be not legal? Should not the
illegal also be immoral? Is really the history of the laws of state and that of moral
laws two differenthistories? Is the neteleological Kantiafwill behind the morality
distinguishes moral laws from the purposive laws of state? Or only the political laws
have a history and the mor al | aws alondt? Wha
priori in contras with thea posterioripolitical laws? For, tha priori cannot have a
history. It is Aristotle who explains freewill as a precondition for both ethics and
politics, and politics as nothing but community ethics. But that is a different story.
Let us lookinto the history of laws in the early Western thought. We have Greek

literature in our hand.

The primitive people discovered themselves to be governed by the forces of
nature to be at their mercy. Of such forces those that wrought death and diseases were
the most powerful and inevitable and most acutely felt. With any primitive people,
their mythologies, subterranean layers of their attitude to nature, destiny and God is a
manifestation of their deterministic Idgorlds. Dialogues with spirits, i.e. thes
invisible agencies which are supposed to determine the good and evil in human life,
are central to dajo-day behaviour of primitive people. The use of spells, charms and
rituals and the things which they wear during performance of rituals are means of
appeasing the spirits as well as the forces of nature to stall diseases and death. In
Greek mythology, the natural forces are operative as natural laws. They gave the
name O0fated to these | aws. One of the | aws o
always in fighting with fate. Fate is not to be thought as an instrument in the hands of
gods, nor is gods the authors of these laws. Though it may seem so as the mythical
men are found several times to seek help from gods with the hope of victory over
fate, and also because fate sometimes revealed itself in the form of oracle. The real

nature of fate as fithe | aws of t he natureo |
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great Greek tragedians. Nature, once declares that a-famref Metis the Titaness

and Zeus would depose Zeus. Hearing this, Zeus immediately swallowed Metis and

made the oracle impoteht he concept of God is nothing but
ambition to conquer fate. But could any moral device be proof against destiny? One

part of themy t hi c al man al ways had the belief in t
will ®*a@edédhe other had shown a great assert.
laws that determine his existence. The tragedy is that his hope for freedom from the
deterministicworld was a hope without a belief. The working of destiny or more

precisely, fate as the determinant of human life has been stated in -iledgéd

form in the great dramas of Aeschylus, Sophocles and Euripides.

Sophocl-405 89 Qetlipus the Kindgs such a story of a man who
failed in conquering his destiny. Tragedy begins with Oedipus even before his birth
when he was destined by Apoll obs oracle to
mot her ds husband. Lians, thei uegsof aThebeasat
once put Jocasta, his wife away. But they failed to avoid sex and Oedipus was born.
The childbés feet were ©pierced with an iron
Citheron. A Corinthian shepherd found him and handed him to childless Polybus, t

king of Corinth. Thus, none of Liansodés devi c
the unwanted chil d. Lat er , Oedi pus mourned h
deat h/ That once, unl ess to be’preserved |/ F

So manytimes destiny made mockery of human striving to frustrate fate.
Young Oedipus, after becoming aware of the fact that he had been destined to kill his
father and marry his own mother, sought to give lie to the oracle and fled from
Corinth because he knewolpbus and his wife Periboea as his parents. But the
Ademon of the destinyo brought Lians on Oed
unknowingly in an encounter. He then moved towards the city of Thebes and set the
city free from the grip of Sphinx by answng her cunning riddles. He became the
King of Thebes and married Jocasta, his mother. Thus happened what had to happen.

The Sophoclean Oedipus says of himself :

5 Robert GravesGreek MythsNew York: Harper and Row, 1973, 9(d).
5 SophoclesThe Theban Playsans E. F. Watling, London: Penguin Books, 1974356.
"Ibid, p. 66.
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fé. Shedder of fatherés bl ood
Husband of mother is my name
Godless and child of shame,
Begeter of the brothesons;
What infamy remains
That is not spoken of Oedipus?o
But why such a cursed life has been chosen as a central character of the

drama? The drama is a tribute to a man who fought against his destiny but did not

succeed. It is a tribatto a man who always wanted to go to other way, but demon of

destiny puts him on the way to sin in spite of his good will (but not a free one) and

noble heart, God once cried ag¢g®8itwy2 him fAAwa
He was not responsible forhat he had to do. Such a life rouses pity and fear in us.

We begin to utter with the citizens of Thebes:

He was our bastion against disaster, our honoured king;
All Thebes was proud of the majesty of his name
And now, where is a more heart rendering stfrgffection?
Where a more awful swerve into the arms of torment?
O Oedipus, that proud head!!
It would be difficult to interpretOedipus the Kingas a story of the

puni shment for pride. The deeds for whi ch t
preordained Here he was even conceived. But it is true that the endowments which

make him grand his impulsive intellect, his passion for truth, his great physical

strength, his integrity and his pridare all necessarily used to work out and highlight

the patterrof his fate down to its final fulfilment in the realisation of what that fate

had been AThrough t he conflict bet ween i n
characterised is written the eternal conflict between private conscience and public

aut hdrityo.

Thus, kingOedipus is not morally responsible for what he did. His innocence
and helplessness in the face of fate was at least recognised by his fellow humans.
There are only a few subtle references to moral or family laws in the drama such as:

6it i s wroonnegd st oowma rmoyt her 6, 6éit is wrong to Kk

8 SophoclesThe Theban Play@rans. by E. F. Watling), London: Penguin Books, 1974, p.63
9 Robert GravesThe Greek Myths105(c).

10 SophoclesThe Theban Play®. 59.

11 G. Grene and R. Lattimore (#d Greek TragedigsVol-l, Phoenix Books, The hiversity

of Chicago Pres4,960, p.179.
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In Antigoneof Sophocles, the presence and the conflict of moral laws is more
prominent . |t is said that the fAclassical i
Antigoneof Sophocles, wherthe definite law of the state comes into collision with
customary princioplfisAndfi gbamiol yi sa ftfhec tsitoonr.yd o
between Creon, the King of Thebes and Antigone, daughter of the former king

Oedipus:

AA king, i n f ostidusneasnal hissréspoosibilite for dhe

integrity of the state, has, for an example against treason, made an order of

ruthless punishment upon a traitor and rebah order denying the barest

rites of sepulture to his body, and therefore of solacest@duil. A woman,

for whom political expediency takes second place, by a long way, to

compassion and piety, has defied the order and is condemned to death. Here

is a conflict between two plassionately held pi

Now what kinds of laws arthey of which we are made conscious oAmigoné Is

there really a conflict between two totally different sorts of law, one is the moral law
defended by 7t he wolandtherothdr thallawbofthestate?dtc i enc e 0
appears that ikntigonewe aremade conscious of three different kinds of laws that

demand obedience from us.

(1) Destiny or the Law ofNature:

Earthquake knows no children, no sick or no saintly person. Likewise, it is
futile to pray before destiny. It came to the noble hedttedipus in the form of an
oracle. And Creon was no villain. He was a man of reason who understood Oedipus;

whatever he did, he thought at his heart, that he had done for his country. He was

honest when he was saying ANolcahhimséfwho i s hi s
my friend. Of thislam sure/ Our count r%. Hé speaks like atrue¢ f e ; é o
king when he says fé How, i f I toleratel/ A

abr o' H @és not sound immoral that the king has no sympathy farsop,
who invaded his country and was shedder of bloods of his people, even though he
was his nephew. Nevertheless, if we take it for granted that all Creon did was wrong,

the king gave up his own law with a changed heart and decided to set Antigone free.

2 Mackenzie Manual of EthicsIndia: Oxford University Press, 1950, p.99.
B ntroduction toThe Theban Playisy E. F. Watling, p. 13.

Ybid, p.14

15 |bid, p.131.

16 |bid, p. 144.
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But Creon was not forgiven. Gods of the myths in fact had no power to stop

mi sfortune. Al l the Creonbés dear ones commi't
to be, no mo¥ fTraug, altcoagh fate bas hegrespaken sometimes by

the myths asaming from the hands of Gods, in true sense, it was no power of Gods.

The mythical god was only an ambition of man to conquer destiny. That is why | call

destiny, the unavoidable as law of nature. Hobbes also sometimes equates law of God

and law of naturé?

(I) Law of the State:
These are |l aws by which a king rules the cou
of Thebes to their king Cred#.

() T h e r e theaunveitteri and unalterable laws of God and heaveré ¢
which are said to be the morahla as distinguished from laws of state. And Antigone
prefers the former, because fné it is of i mme

traced, whereas the | aw of the st ate has beel

Now, the difference between (II) antll); as it is suggested to my mind, is not
such that they are named differently. Or if they could be named differently, the
difference between the legal and the moral is not a qualitative one, at least as far we
are concerned with Greek literature. Thdiiference does not lie in the fact that the

l aws of the state are manmade and mor al | aw
Antigone, for the sake of their arguments, C
has: fé he who puts a dvdaemd/ gabdveohdsf aemou
Further ié God above i s 22myn the dtherehans,, who sece
Antigonedbs objection against Creonds |l aw is,

Justice/ That dwell s wit h ZtThus, Ggdsehnstobel ow, k n
be a double agent here. It is very much interesting to note that Anigone is defending
the | aws of Aifamily affectiond the breaking

|l i ke those came in her father Oedarggusbds way.

7 Introduction toThe ThebarPlaysby E. F. Watling, p. 161

18 Encyclopaedia BritannicéVol.8), London : Encyclopaedia Britannica Ltd., 19587%0.
¥ Introduction toThe Theban Playisy E. F. Watling, gL32.

20 |pid, p.138.

21 Mackenzie A Manual of Ethicsp. 99.

22 Introduction toThe Theban Playlsy E. F. Watling pL.31.

23 |bid, p.138.
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being defended by Antigone, has, as she said, brought much suffering to innocent and

nobl e hearted Oedipus who in fact broke the |

If the myths and ancient Greek literature reveal any difference between the moral
and thelegal, their difference is contained in one of the features uttered by Antigone
herself, and that is, the former is of immemorial antiquity and the later is not. About
her | aw, she said that AéwheZXleisttuhthay come fr o
paditical laws are datable but some rules and customs cannot be traced in this way.
That only means, the one is more ancient than the other. And if Antigone is really
defending moral law then she must be regarded as ungenerous and narrow minded. A
family is a smaller unit than a state. Creon was concerned for more people than
Antigone was. But not at all rules or laws to which people refer to as moral are family
rules. Anyway, the imaginary distinction between moral and legal as two qualitatively
separate cagory on the basis of some vague concepts had not taken shape at
Sophocl ebs age. Thus, the | aws by which Ant.i
differ only in their antiquity and the extent of their field of application. Family came
into existence becaasthere was the need of survival and security in hostile
circumstances. A state is a complex system of families. A detailed history of
evolution of the society is not within our scope. But what must be taken into account
by us is that the basic force bethia family and a state is the same and that is the
instinct of survival. Society emerged for our practical purpose of survival. Family and
state are only two different units regarding their size and operations within society.
Morality, being a social ingtition cannot be of more antiquity than society. Man, by
nature is not social, so man cannot be moral by nature (However, one considers
society as prior to man, one can hold the opposite). The only law we can see behind
the formation of all these institotis is that of survival. | would like to quote a few
words regarding the views of Hobbes in this context from Emeyclopaedia

Britannica

fé he speaks of human desires as directed to
which the chief is self preservation. Whst however, continuously clear
is his denial that human nature is social. A
passions are sefegar di ng €é Hobbes appears to direct
support of his views é Bees and ants are so
competefor honour and dignity and show envy any malice to one another

24 Introduction toThe Theban Playlsy E. F. Watling, [1.38.
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as men do; they do not set private above public good, criticize and malign
each other as men do. é AThe object of every
hi ms®2!| f. o

One need not be an unqualified Holdmes Yet, as we have already pointed
out, survival in a restricted sense, is a valuable norm. We can transcend the crude
sense of selfove to a meaningful social life with others. Now what this has to do
with the secalled conflict between the differeninkls of laws or norms we are
talking about? So far the moral laws and laws of state are concerned; both have a
tendency to become habitual. Like weibrn clothes, they may dispose one to adapt,
in well-practiced ways, to the situations one meets, uporchwbne spends little
mental effort or normative reflection. And then there is very little to distinguish
human actions from the arbitrary actions of bruteshe necessitation which
characterises them. The human psyche, however, refuses to be necessitaited
way. It has the capacity of salbrrection and this entails that lawahether moral or
legal - reflect the normative sensitivities of the agent. The moral is not reducible to
the legal. But what is legal has moral overtones. In the Greek draitesabove,

manodés | ife was destined by | aws over which h
| aws of nature. This way of being is o6natur e
nature. Yet, inthe magod conflicts and feudsd somet i me
someti mes mandés. God was not even thought of

Prometheus, the Titan who was the creator of marRirBlometimes the law of the

nature as human | aw wins and sometimes the |
dispue took place at Sicyon, as to which portions of a sacrificed bull should be

offered to the gods, and which should be reserved for man. Prometheus was invited to

act as an arbiter. He formed two bags from the skin of the sacrificial bull and filled

one withthe flesh concealed under the stomach and the other with the bones hidden

beneath a rich layer of fat. He then offered Zeus the choice of either. Zeus, easily

deceived, chose the bag containing the bones. Prometheus was laughing at him

behind his back. 4es punished Prometheus by withholding fire from mankind and

cried, AiLet t h e ¥h Preraetheus haelé a backstaiessadimittanaento 0

Olympus with the consent of Athena and stole fire in the form of glowing charcoal

25 Encyclopaedia Britannicévol. VIII), p.770
26 Robert GravesThe Greek Myths39(a).
27 bid , page 39 (f).
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and gave it to mankin®. Thus, myth suggests a constant struggle for existence of
mankind in the world of nature. But the man of the age of myths realised the tragedy.
The human freedom of will was chained along with Prometheus who was bound

naked to a pillar in the Caucasian mountdinZeus forever!

28 Robert GravesThe Greek Myts 39(g).
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INTEGRITY : AN ANALYSIS
JYOTISH CHANDRA BASAK

When we think why do we consider integrity so higlplgma facieit appears
that our unhappiness with the current scenario is primarily responsible to rate it so
high. The need for it was felt even in ancient times. In ancient Indian writings,
particularly in political morality, its need was felt and we have plenty of evidence of
that. On account of sharp moral decadence in government, governance and populace
in generathat we witness almost everyday, we hope that it can be arrested from
further decline by inculcating this virtue, if we are allowed to call it a virtue at all.
Hence this word is used very often without knowing intricacies of its meaning.
Disciplines whech are involved in the excavation of its meaning are philosophy,
psychology and public administration.

When we try to understand the meaning of integrity the dictionary meaning
of it gives us some clue very succinctly. Oxford dictiohdgfls us that ithas the
following four meanings which we can arrange under two heads. We are also told that
it had its or i gntégritéei ¢ h élegrita®m mé Fr ascseomehow a

related to integer which means o6intactdé or &

1. | the quality of being honest and having strong moral principles

2. i. the state of being whole and undivided

i. the condition of being unified or sound in construction.

iii.  internal consistency or lack of corruption in electro
data.

Many thinkers are inclined toall the first meaning the moral dimension of
the meaning and the second meaning with all its three components the formal or
structural dimension of meaning. In normal discourse we give importance to the
moral dimension. But a philosophical dissection ek clear that both dimensions
are important and emphasizing on one facet at the cost of others actually takes away
its essence. It is also required to be borne in mind that the term is question does not
apply solely to humabeings;even it is applied o objects as it is evident from our

2(iii) component as stated above. Even when it is applied to human behaviour and

'Oxford Dictionary of English2" edition (edt. Catherine Soanes and Angus Stevension),
Oxford University Press, 2004, p. 900.
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views someone upholds, it is used from various angles such as moral integrity,
intellectual integrity, professional integrity and so on.
We have already ment i dlimhnismhFartandBer nar d Wi
Against(1973) stirred up the debate at the contemporary time. His view given in the
said treatise actually was a polemic against utilitarianism. To be more precise it was
directed agmst actutilitarianism which holds that an action is right if it maximizes
our general welbeing. What in a nutshell he wanted to show is that the act
utilitarianism cuts off moral agents from their actions and feelings and this, in turn,
impairshisinegr i ty. Rule or O6indirectd utilitariani
theory and practice which for Williams is indefensible. He even prophesied that the
heyday of utilitarianism will be on the wane soon on account of these serious lapses.
The demanaf act utilitarianism is so high, says Williams, that it requires the agent to
sacrifice his O6ground projectsd6d and in doing
us see how does it happen.
Williams holds that the moral agent considers some projddthwis
constitutive of him or to put it simply it makes him what he is. But act utilitarianism
tells us to perform only those actions which promote our maximum aggregate well
being. Acting in accordance with this principle of utilitarianism amounts t&ardéty
the agentds project simply dbédone set of sati s
to assist fr om wiFerWdliansea refleativgagemtsmaytneed tne . 6
renounce certain projects, but some project 'with which (he) is more demply a
extensively involved and identified' cannot reasonably be given up by & agerat
as this, wrbuad projed is tha ilentisycorderring project for him. In
other words, this is that act or project which is integral to his being andwvith he
0i s mor e deeply and e xt e sThisv éemgnd of nvol ved é
utilitarianism from a moral agent to relinquish such idertipnferring project for
fostering some other project merely for promoting overall delhg is an attack on
theagent 6s integrity. I n saying this Williams
e., the state of being whole and undivided. This sacrifice is not an ordinary sacrifice

rather it is so astounding that it psychologically fractures him. The sacrifittésof

2 Williams, Bernard (1973)Utilitarianism: For and AgainstCambridge University Press:
Cambridge, p. 115.
% 1bid., p. 116.
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centralnor al f eel i ng amoun tssnoral @entitypts lose,gnthéa sense ¢
most literal way, one's integriy He illustrates his point by a number of examples.
Whether there is cogency in Williams argument or not is a debatabée issu
More than two decades later Elizabeth Ashford made efforts to show that there no
much substance in Williams' claim and utilitarianism, in fact, promotes integrity. She
tried to substantiate her claim by invoking the notion of what she termed 'objective
integrity'. For her, Williams criticism of utilitarianism hinges on two points. First, for

any mor al theory to be appealing should not
contravenes their presentsefoncept i on 6, | ednceftidnanaypewh at ever s
and next t hat utilitarianism compromi se tho:

adherence to which the age™nHlizalethdogesnats const it

agree with Williamsd arguments andteargued Ot
of the worl ddé where wutilitariands demand of
agentodos pursuing of his personal project.

The debate thus started with a critique of utilitarianism is still going on and
with greater strength. Some philosophers havealized the hypothetical nature of
utilitarians fell back on Kantian Categorical imperative to explain the notion of
integrity satisfactorily and also in consonance with our intuitive understanding of it.
The philosophical debate about integrity mainlyntees around two primary
guestions:

1 First, does integrity primarily mean a formal relation that the agent has with
oneself or between different parts of his self?
9 Second, does it only mean acting rigidly under certain normative rein, i. e.
acting morally?
The problem becomes more complicated when we see that if we accept the first
interpretation many widely acknowledged heinous crimes can qualify as a fit

candidate for calling them acts of integrity and which is obviously preposterous.

4 Williams, Bernard (1973)Utilitarianism: For and AgainstCambridge Univesity Press:

Cambridge, p. 104

SAshford, Eli zabet h, 6Utilitari amthd umalofl ntegrity
Philosophy  Vol. 97, No. 8 August, 2000, P. 421. 6ource:
https://www.jstor.org/stable/2678428&8ccessed in January, 2018.)
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Some prominent imrpretations of integrity are: (a) it means the preservation
of identity; (b) it is explained as the integration of the self; (c) it stands for something;
(d) it means acting under moral constraints; and (e) it is a virtue. Huberts finds at least
eight pespectives of it in the literature on ethics and intedrifhhose who adhere to
any particular interpretation give spirited arguments to substantiate their claims. Let
us give a synoptic explanation of some of these approaches.

The champion of identitgonferring interpretation, as we have seen in a
preceding paragraph, was Bernard Williams. He and other supporters of this view
attempted to explain integrity in terms of commitment, which to my mind is a term
that belongs to familg i r cl e of mintwmgmi dyi so6&omerm used
senses such as to mean convictions, promises, expectation, an obligation to be
undertaken, proclaimed attachment to a cause/doctrine and so on. A person lives
amidst a number of commitments either consciously or even tisoese
unconsciously. Out of these hosts of commitments, he remains steadfast to some
which he holds so dearly and gives up others when faced with obstacles. In other
words, the person considers those particular commitments, with which he remains so
resolue, confer his/her identity. As these he considers as conditions of his existence,
he finds it pointless to live without those commitments. On this view, integrity is
precisely to act in conformity with agents deep commitments and hence it cannot be a
virtue in the traditional sense of the term. Though this view has its worth a number

of thinkers pointed out drawbacks of such a view. One such important drawback has

been pointed out by Damian Cox, an Australia
herases the question 6ls integrity a virtue at
gi ven particularly in -dbodul geaceéani(slmM8and w
Wil liams holds that though integrity 6is an

to motivaion as the virtues are' he showed that integrity is not a virtue in Williams'

sense and hence his interpretation is too narrow. It is too narrow as it overlooks

certain important aspects of the term and overemphasizes certain other aspects of it

only. Writ e s Co x : Al't overl ooks the integrity or

conferring commitments are formed and revised, and overlooks the way in which

5 Huberts, L. W. J. C. (2014The Integrity of Governance: What it is, what we Know, what is
Done, and where to g&algave Macmillian: England,.p9-44.
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integrity can be implicated in aspects of life other than identity. It overlooks the social

aspect# f i ntegrity and it deniedg that integrity
Another persuasive interpretation of integrity is that it is a matter of

arranging or integrt i ng var i ous s pessontlity into fan irtegrapedr s on 6

whole. It is like establishinga f or ma | rel atd slh This wiewsob me one 6

integration considers such accomplishment as an achievement and not as a disposition

or quality of a person. When a person arranges different parts of his/her personality

into a coherent whole, it is a neeformal arrangement and does not have any

evaluative component. Though a number of thinkers championed this view one

powerful thinker of this family is Harry Frankfurt, a professor of Princeton

University. Frankfurt i n elriass eadsnseasys 600 I(dleOmBt7i)f ig

a basically psychological interpretation of the term in question. Frankfurt was eager

to show how different@nf | i ct i ng de s psyohes cani impaitthee agent 6

autonomy of the will. In order to explain that he specifies coisflhat goesn in the

agent's mind amongst different desires or level of desires. This conflict engenders a

tension or inner struggle on account of which the person experiences frustration. To

get rid of this unpleasant situation he hierarchically ortéssdesires so that they

become arranged or integrated elements of the self. When ordering such desires and

volitions we give more importance to what we care more. This helps us to accept

some and reject others when we face obstacles or tempted toaggaiticular way.

This adoption, rejection and joining in ogelf completes the seiffitegration process.

In his hierarchical order, he talks about fiostler desires, secormtder desires etc.

which discipline them and brings into a harmonious wholethnd accomplish the

selfintegration process. This arrangement of desires and volitions are necessary for a

reflective being as without this a person will act merely at that moment's strongest

desire. Such a person's act is not done out of integrityhanttrms such a man

'‘wanton'. Hence, rejection of some desires and acceptance of some others and

integration of them to onrself issine qua norfior an integritous person. The conflicts

that Frankfurt discussed are not limited to desires only. It mayr @mramitments,

"Cox, Dami an, Caze, M. L. and The Handbegk of M. (2014)
Virtue Ethics ed. Stan van Hooft, Acumen: Durham, p. 206.
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principles etc. too. This conflict and conflictsolution ceaselessly go on in
someonefs |ife.

Frankfurt's elaborate arguments though made a remarkable influence in
clarifying the notion in question, still it fell short of commsanse epectation and
hence were criticized by many. One such critique is Mark S. Halfon. Halfon in his
Integrity: A Philosophical Enquiry1989) describes integrity as a disposition. For
him putting only formal limits cannot satisfy our moral demand. It is erpeittat a
man of integrity should be honest and genuine while acting and thistegjfation
elucidation does not ensure that. He seems to give a holistic interpretation of integrity
and not rigid formal arrangements merely. For example, he says thainaim
integrity does not rigidly follow one single rule for acting in all circumstances. Rather
he takes into consideration all the relevant facts while acting and decides the course
of action that he considers best in that moral situation even if it vesoln
abandonment of some principles that he gave more importance in his previous
actions. Hal fonds and other critics®6 main
overemphasis placed on formal aspects by the propounders of this interpretation takes
way its moral worth. In spite of this criticism, the spirit of this interpretation should
not be belittled as it is indeed true that a vast majority of cases -mtsejfated
person is likely to act more morally than from a-mtégrated person.

A construetivist view of integrity, the third one of our list, sees the notion
from a different angle. Christine Korsgaard in BetfConstitution: Agency, Identity
and Integrity(2009) take a neeKantian approach to explain the notion of integrity
from this perspctive. In her work, she draws heavily from Plato, Aristotle and Kant.
Utilizing the Kantian distinction between categorical and hypothetical imperatives of
the practical reason she tells us that acting in consonance with hypothetical
imperative may be pductive but acting as per categorical imperative makes us
autonomous. This principle of the categorical imperative is the legislation fer self
constitution. It #&0 provides us with identity. Arrangement of desires etc.
harmoniously and coherently is nohceigh for a rational agent. Though it is
necessary for a rational being, it is not a sufficient requirement. Acting on categorical
imperative calls for the moral agency to act in a way which his future reflective self
will endorse. In other words, the &t is not only limited to the present self only

rather we need to establish a bond between the present and future self. Actions which
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are in congruity with Kant's categorical imperative can constitute and unify self
ideally. Not only that, but acting omé said principle also ensures that such action
will be morally satisfactory too. As she says, when in the process of falling to pieces
we pull them back together, we create or constitute something new, ourselves. If
someone can constitute well, he/shdwilbe a good person. 6The mor
ofselfconst i®t uti on. o
The selfconstitution version of integrity is a new way of looking at the
notion. Still, it has a lot of affinity with the sealfitegration view that we have
discussed. And this affiit makes it susceptible to the similar drawbacks raised
against selintegration interpretation. Among the critics of constructivist approach
David Enoch who teaches at Hebrew University of Jerusalem is one. He in his
6Agency, ShmagencynoWhyYomer matoimviWwhyat Wd s Cons
A c t P roadeda vigorous criticism of three constructivists out of which Korsgaard is
one. Enoch is eager to show why normativity cannot be anchored in what is
constitutive of actiol. For him, the ilk of the agenchat Korsgaard talked about is
norrmandatory and someone could long for a different type of agency in a consistent
way-whi ch he called 6shmagencyd. Acting on shr
being committed to universalizability. Thus her prescripfmmmacting on categorical
imperative comes to a nought. Korsgaard, says Enoch, 'has to show that self
constitution (in whatever sense she gives this expression) is indeed constitutive of
action and furthermore that all the normativity she wants (moralieyhypothetical
imperative, and so on) can be extracted from this aimotseln s t i*'t ut i on. 6
The above three varieties of interpretations can be clubbed into one in the
sense that all adherents of these views actually emphasize the structural side.
However, commorsense usage of the term 'integrity’ seems to be -ladige and
hence this set of interpretation fails to meet this expectation and as we shall see even

some horrible practices can be interpreted as an act of integrity. Hence under another

8 Christine, Korsgaard (2009%elfConstitution: Agency, Identity and Igpéty. Oxford

University Press, p. 214.

®Enoch, Davi d, 6Agency, Shmagency: Wh y Nor mati v
Constitut i viee Philbsophicat RevignApril, 2006, Vol. 115, No. 2, source:

https:// jstor.com/stable/204488, accessed in Beuary, 2018.

101bid., p. 194.

11bid. p. 177.
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sd of theories thinkers tried to emphasize that integrity stands for something and by
this 'something' they sometimes meant it is a social virtue and sometimes it meant that
it implies acting under certain moral constraints. Cheshire Calhoun, a feminist
philosopher of the United States of America, showing the two drawbacks of the
aforementioned three sorts of view persuasively argues for treating integrity as a
soci al virtue. She in her 6Standing f
criticisms she level against structural views are: One, they in their ultimate analysis

reduce the term O0integrityd to somet hi

g. O6to the conditions of wunified agency,

cooperamg with some evils,d to volitional
treated integrity as personal, not as social virtue. These two factors acted as limits to
the notion of integrit>. She shows that who endorse these views of integrity are
forced tobite the bullet by accepting in the name of integrity somemoral actions
or even morally despicable actions. In order to plug this loophole and also finding
flaws in treating it as a personal virtue, she espoused the view that integrity is a social
virtue.

Calhoun held that some virtues are personal, some are social and some are
both. Socia vi rt ue i s dsecbnnectond with gthera. It [ ®frceusae 6
agent's correct evaluation of best judgments but this judgment is not like an isolated
island. It is the best judgement in a contewiithin the community where the agent is
situated and they are, within the community, collectively trying to uncover what is

valuable and worth pursuing. This is giving due respect to other members of the

So

wi t

t o

uni t

commun t vy . As she says, 6onebs own j-udgement

deliberators. Persons of integrity treat their own endorsements as one that matter, or

ought to matter, ¥ She ey Icogently slibedd ithateherat or s .

interpretation precldes those fanatic and morally despicable acts that might be done
in the name of integrity and allowable under other interpretations showing that their

commitments form a coherent whole. She showed that fanatics lack one important

characteristic in her schea . It i S that t hey do not

0

sho

<

2Cal houn, Cheshire (199 3heJouraadadf Rhilakopmip. 92,0r Somet hi 1

No. 5 (May, 1995), p. 252. Sourcettps://www.jstor.org/stable/2940917?seq=1#metadata
info-tab-conte accessed in January, 2018.
B1bid. p. 258.
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deliberations. In showing this Calhoun did a splendid job as the decimation of a group
by another group cannot go on in the name of integrity justifying their structural
consistency. In spite of this stupious achievement of Calhoun's account the moot
guestion that arises about her account is what is meant by a proper respect for views
to be given to other deliberators. An answer to this question is vital as otherwise we
cannot differentiate betweenaéah i c60s st and and some other st a
someone needs to stick to it even under great adversities. There are writers who tried
to fill up this gap by giving an epistemic account of integrity and they sometimes held
that integrity is an epistam virtue. Though this is an interesting area and worth
discovering, we will not enter into that domain further.
Al most akin to Cal houndés stand is the in
who hold that integrity entails moral constraints upon the adentegrity to which
he should remain true. Some such advocates are Elizabeth Ashford, Mark Halfon and
some other thinkers. The recurring feature of their arguments is that it entails moral
obligations, moral purpose etc. Of course, in spite of the sityilan their
conclusion, their lines of argument vary. For example, Elizabeth Ashford, about
whom we referred in a preceding passage, i nv
to show that a person having objective integrity can have enough understafhding
his/her moral obligations and it is this that works as a shield for not being morally
mistaken. His actions are not in conflict with morality, rather it is in harmony with it.
Halfon describes integrity in a different way but he also holds that actmmesout of
integrity aligns with moral purpose. He considers integrity as a disposition of the
agent and acting out of integrity does not mean that the agent will rigidly adhere to
any single norm for action. Instead, he will take all relevant facttwsconsideration
in each event and then decide the best course of action. He opined that remaining
adamant to a single rule or commitment may be wrongheaded. Hence, for him,
integrity 'embraces a moral point of view that urges them to be conceptually clear
logically consistent, apprised of relevant empirical evidence, and careful about
acknowl edging as well as weilylhn ngalrfed mvsant

account, moral purpose as well as pursuing a commitment both got due weight. In

14 Halfon, Mark (1989),Integrity: A Philosophical Inquiry Temple Uhiversity Press:
Philadelphiap. 37.
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spite of thismerit, there are certain pitfalls in this view too. One such problem is

when we talk about 6al |theseednsderatiorttepends r a | consi
completely on one persononly an ageris moral viewpoint. What the agent

considers as moral mapiserably fail in other persons' assessment. In the name of

this 'all relevant moral considerations' some may perpetrate horrifying actions like

one committed by Nazisdé or Fascistsodo. This i
out under this intergtation though it has been argued that its likelihood is slim.

A perusal of all these views and some ot/
di scussed here make wus feel that the term 0Oi
complex. We need to comprettethat it is not judicious to take only one aspect and
ignore others. Actually, within its fold lie a cluster of concepts that all these thinkers
have been trying to capture in their elucidations through their prisms. In order to
comprehend its essencedagliminate those morally despicable acts which go on in
the name of integrity only formal conditions are not enough. They need to be fortified
by moral conditions. Emphasizing one aspect at the cost of others will take away its
worth that we usually assiate with the term. Structural dimensions may be engaging
to esoteric few, but philosophical interpretations need to come out of this as the term
6integrityd is used so widely and even in e
intention should be to make éixoteric, otherwise, under the garb of integrity many
works will go on which future moral agent will not condone. Huberts' collection of
eight perspectives, about which we mentioned earlier, gives us a better panoramic
view of the notion. These eight sthpoints aré wholeness and coherence, moral
reflection, professional responsibility, values like incorruptibility, laws and rules,
exemplary behaviour, and moral values and norms.

One pertinent question that may arise in any inquisitive mind is why tie ter
6integrityd is so popular and widely wused. T
of what is integrity is important, equally important is Why integrity? A simple
response to this question is that it has relevance in the social and politicaaagena
also in all other sectors of modern society for a number of reasons. Nowadays in
governance and in government it is used on umpteen occasions. There integrity is
loosely used as quality or disposition and it is regarded as key to preempting many
unethtal practices. It is on account this overriding importance of this concept that

people began to enquire its meaning and onus fell on philosophers to dig dip into the
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concept. There are writers who took a roundabout route to get to its essence. Gabriele

Tal or i s one such writer. She in her article
means by lacking integrity and then tries to understand it what it means by having

integrity 1> We in a previous passage stated that integrity is not a given dispasition

a human being, it needs to be accomplished. The moot question is how can we

accomplish it or what are the practices required for becoming integritous. Some clue
regarding this we find in P. A. Sorokinds vi
socidal institutions, government and economic arrangements need to be restructured

in such a way so that they are helpful or create a congenial milieu for promotion of

integrity. It has been pointed out by some writers that many social structures have not

beencreated in a way that conduces to pursue most of its members their goal with

integrity. There is no gainsaying the fact that an individual's integrity is closely linked

to social and political structures. If society is shaped in a way that it creatasledst

in people's attempt to work with integrity, upon commitments, desires and values that

one so dearly holds and also reinforced by other deliberators, then such an

arrangement is unfavourable to act with integrity. Some thinkers consider that

integrity has a close connection with people's vbeling. If a societal structure is

inimical to acting with integrity, it becomes a threat to the health of society. It leads

to alienation. By now this much has become clear that integrity concerns decision

making and also decision implementation but the area that remains blurred is the

guestion: does it have any connection with outcomes of actions?

15 Taylor, Gabriele and Gaita Ra i mo n d ,Proceédimgs efgtire iAtistotélian Society
Supplementary Volumes, Vol. 55 (1981), published by Oxford University Press on b&half
the Aristotelian Societysource https://www.jstororg/stable/4106856ccessed in December,
2017)
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THE CONCEPT OF DHARMA IN THE BHAGAVAD GO T U
L. BISHWANATH SHARMA
Al raise my idutnoonedisteds! | shout

From dharma comes success ar_ld pIeQ§ure;
Why i s dhar mai TheMta hpJrb d,Btb0kg6&d ? 0

TheB h a g a v aida n@gual Bf war, which guides how we have to perform
our duty in the war of life to fight witadharmafor the restorabn dharma The war,
here, is understood both in physical and mental senses. The external war waged
against the enemy is the physical war for overcoming of the existential threat which
violates the natural law. On the other hand, the internal war is theahstruggle to
manifest the real nature of a perfect man who has a stable stitigprajjU that
explains the nature of that human mind which has achieved perfect equilibrium,
perfect steadiness. It contains the essence of all the scripturéd.alThe0 b hiflalla t a
about human actions and so is an epic of action, ané iheeridorges action and
prescribes the ways of action. In t8e) t$U ,id 4MKells Arjuna the importance of
Karma yogato attain the liberation from the worldly bondage based on the specific
dharmaof the people belongs to different social groupBarmadenotes aeligious
meaning and connotes a related moral ideology, which has to be followed to achieve
a meaningful life. This paper outlines how moral ideology is embedded in the
Bh ag av atd exglaintthe duty of an individual and its practical application in
ife. The work of GotU is highly experimental

The termdharmais understood in different ways in different scriptures as a
principle or moral bindings as the universal imperative command, which has to be
followed in our human actions to uphold and sustain the general welfare of the
society. In Hinduismdharmaimplies human behaviours that accord with, the
cosmic order that maintains the life and universe. It also implies the various notions
of duties, rights, laws, condt, virtues and right way of living. Inttda h Ub h,Ur at a
Bhi/ma explains the meaning dharmato his grandsons, particularly to Yudfira.

He says:

it i s most dharimé Dharnahas beem exgl@ned ta be that
which helps the upliftmendf living beings. Therefore, that which ensures the
welfare of living beings is surelpharma The learned id have declared that
that which sustains Bharma & U(nht i : 169a911) a
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In the Karfa Parva $ A i fedChes Arjuna the nature dfarmain the
following words: iDharmasustains the societfpharmamaintains the social order.
Dharmaensur es wel | beings akKada Rawao@PB& ss of hun
Jaimini, the authar of M9 mi® Uone school of Indian philosophical thought on the
nature ofdharma based on a hermeneutics of thWedas explains dharma as:
fiDharmai s t hat which is indicated by the Vedas
(Jaimini: 1.2)Madhavac Ur ya, i nPatidHa Snifiotmerae mdole r y o n
explains the meaning adharma a sDhd@rmais that which sustains and ensures
progress and welfare of all in this world and eternal Bliss in the other viditetma
is promulgated in the form of a command. 0 ( M

From the above passages, it is known titsirmais an ethtal imperative that
command to all human beings to make sure the well beings of all society in this
present life and to attain the highest good that is the liberation from all kinds of
bondage in the future lifeDharmais an instrument for attaining theokt. The
Hi nduds c oporaHerptiori lenarchy 6f values maintains that tifearga
(dharma arthaandk U mia the temporal value through which the fourth value or the
end that ignokrd can be achieved. As J.A.B. van Buitenen has pointed ouhithe
values,dharma artha andk U nage not distinct and independent values, in principle
all three aredharma. . . moki, as a release from the requirementgdiohrmato
a c hi e vrealisatisnewhi€h is precluded in the realm difarma (J.A.B. van
Buitenen, 1957:3@7) He further remarks that the attitude towards the relationship
betweendharmaandmoki is ambivalence iB r U h maané is tmfollowdharma
for good of society, yet one is to abandtirarmafor the good of the soul. (J.A.B.
van Buitena, 1975:161173)

The famous two verses of tieh a g a v aid theGGhaptér Four which are
commonly quoted by many for the protectiondbfarma (virtue) in the society and

the destruction of the evil, whatever may come, from the society, tell us as follows:

fiWhenever, O descendent oDhamBratisetoa, there is a
Adharma t hen | body Myself forth.o (The GotU: 4.°
iFor the protection of the virtues, for the d
establishment adharma | come into beingineer y age. ¢ (The GotU: 4. 8)
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These verses show that the maintenanaghafmain the world is much and the
objectives of the wariMa h U b hifltheadivime wish to restore peace and harmony
in the wdikralrdl.c 0§ ry@ 6Sa i Gottoomeniag, where he réfess hi s
to this situation that social fabric is getting broken up because there is no cement to
unite one human being with another. The purpose oBthea g a v aisito sBawt U
the dharmaof all individuals living in the society where they hawefollow it in the
right way otherwise the foundation of social bound will collapse. Brindiraymaor
installation ofdharmain the world, according to th& ¢ tisto increaselharmaor
ethical and humanistic values in the society by performing tlus fallowing the
responsibilities bestowed by the God.

According to theB h a g a v athe re@lizatidh of God through realizing the self
(Ut nia the ultimate human end. It is the sole end of all actions. Thus, it has
preached thelharmaof VarAJFama, but the fulfilment of thisdharmabecomes a
duty only because God has ordained it. In@@ tL&rd KA & himself has said that
he has created all the fodarAasaccording to the distinction of qualities and actions.
The ontological positioning of thebpects in the world including animate and
inanimate are manifested following the values internally inherited. Human beings are
endowed with different qualities. Some are born with a talent for art, sports, teaching,
etc., while, some are embedded with thalities of active servicdbharmais the
mani festation of mands hidden potenti al
Thus, the flowering of human beings to enable to play their roles in society is also

dharma that is,svadharma

The realizatiorof God, as an undeniable belief in the existence of universal laws,
is the only way, which leads to knowledge of the nature of the Ebul jkmecause
the individual soul is only a form of God, that is, the ultimate sow ( a ) Orhisn U
soul is to be exgrienced internally as well as in the external world. An ideal yogi or
one who knows the principle, which explains the very existence of the world,
according to theG 0 t édperiences God in every state. Therefore, the soul is
permanent and unchanging. stindestructible while all other physical objects of the
universe are transient. God (the ultimate soul) is the controller of the individual self
and physical objects. He is the creator, sustainer and destroyer of the world. He is

omnipotent and omniscieac

n
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Performing actions for social sake without any interest of its own is given much
importance in theG 0 tadJmeans to Gegkalization given they are postulating that
soul and society ar e Agadrirtss dothatYogwhoisini ver se.
engrossed in the benefit of all beings goes to him. The social action propels man
towards God. Duty shdd be done not merely for duty but for the sake of
consolidation of society. We must work because others are in need; we are there to
help them. That is calleldkasaigraha ensuring the stability of human society. The
ethical concept ofokasaigraha thewelfare of the world is the supreme end of the
Got 0.

According to theG ¢ tthé action is superior to inaction. It has been said that
liberation from the pains, sufferings and bondage due to worldly attachment cannot
be achieved by fleeing from an actiontaking leave from the activity in the present
life. (T h e 34) Th&natural actions being indispensable even to the learned people
or yogin Action must be carriedheutg®l®dcor di ng t
Human actions are necessary for tmy and actions are the law of creation. To
consolidate the society and to bring peace and harmony amidst the social life, actions
are necessary to be dorne.i{ e W)t U

Even God himself acts to set an example to people and to protect society from

dissolution. T he G3lrQd) As an i ncarnat idois of t he Di
speaking: ALook at me, Arjuna, I have nothin
am constantly engaging myself in actiono. Fo

and ina&tivity is similar, but the person who is actively engaged in action is more

superior to the inactive one. Ti@0 thd$ indisputably accorded Karma Yogiin

preferencetiKar ma SanysUspahkYoglil s Arjuna, ATo wor Kk |
nottowork. . Your duty is to work . . . Do what

In the G § ttH@ daily activities or duties of every individual have been discussed
elaborately, according to which every man has a determined set of action to perform.
He can achieve his personal ark tsocial ultimate end by preferring these
determined actions. The distinctions of quality and action have been utilized for the
division of society into fouVarfasi Brahmana, Katriya, VailaandS 1 d These

four social classifications are based onititernal quality and individual skill of the
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person concerned. The quality sdittva rajas and tamasdetermines the actions,
which have to be assigned to the individuals. The qualityattvaabounds in the
Brahmana while rajas dominatesattvain the KHtriya, in the case oVai'las the

rajas overpowerintamasand the reverse being the case of3He d r a

Accordingly, the ethics and moral teachingsGod reSemble that of Bradley in
the imagination of every person having a particular station tovfgbciety. The only
point where they differ is that while Bradley treats seHlization to be the
motivating cause, thes ¢ tcdhsiders the aim to be the attainment of God or
consolidation of society.
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DO BUSINESSCORPORATIONS HAVE A CONSCIENCE?

NGALEKNAO RAMTHING

There has been much debate concerning questions such as whether business
corporatims have a conscience? Do business corporations have the same intention as
an individual? Can Business Corporation be treated as a moral agency? Let us now
examine and discuss how business corporations should or ought to be treated. To
begin with, a businas corporation is an economic institution empowered and
protected by the law of the state to engage in business transactionswhose main motive
is to make a profit for shareholders. Business corporations or multinational
corporations have become so powerfuidainfluential but if such powerful
institutions are devoid of social and moral consideration what possible harm can it
pose to the global society? Can business corporations or multinational corporations be
treated on par with persons having consciendheif own to have moral and social
responsibilities? Canot business corporation
day to day business activities?

The analogy of treating corporations as persons under the law has raised the
issue of whether corporatis are sufficient enough to be treated morally and thus
have moral rights like ordinary individual human beings. Corporations have been
wielded with immense authority to exercise a variety of political rights, more or less
extensive and this at the sanmed raises the questions as to how far do corporations
owe their responsibility towards with whom the existence of the corporations depend.
There are two antagonistic views over whether business corporations have a
conscience.

Can corporate actions be ¢db be intentional actions? Frenchl argues that
corporations act intentionally and should be held morally accountable for their action.
He argues that every corporation has an internal decision structure. The CID
structures have two elements of interest us here: (1) an organizational or
responsibility flowchart that delineates stations and levels within the corporate power

structure and (2) corporate decision recognition rule(s) (usually embedded in

'French, P., (1997) #AThe Corporati oBusies a Moral P
Ethics: A Managerial, Stakeholder Amach, Wadsworth Publishing Company, Belmont,
California, p. 91
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somet hing call ed ficor por areiisothe persohrielcy 0) . T h e
organi zation for the exercise of the corpora
as such its primary function is to draw experience from various levels of the
corporation into a decisiemaking and ratification process. According him,
corporations act through their corporate flowchart and corporate policy because it
embodies the decisional structure of the flo
policy. He opines that corporate internal decision (CID) structures incor@mtadas
of individuals as a collective. Functioning CID Structures incorporate acts of
biological persons.

French calls CID Structure the grammar of corporate deemiking. It is
the CID Structure that provides internal recognition rules and linksaasdciates
corporate decisions with the notion of an individual through the CID. It can be said
without hesitation that a corporationbés very
Structure, involves or includes human beings doing things and that the beinga
who hold various positions in a business corporation usually can be considered as
having reasons for their behaviour because the behaviour is due to consequent upon
complying with the CID Structure of a particular corporation in which business
opeimtes. However, treating CID Structure analogous to individuals or persons seems
difficult to accept. Because, though the CID Structure encompasses views and
policies and thus represents the corporati ol
conglomeratia of individuals devoid of the intentionality of themselves.
Corporations themselves do not have a conscience and whatever plans or policies are
being made are the corporate members and not the corporptorse Hence
corporation cannot be treated awdusly to persons. The difficulty of treating

corporation on par with a person can be ex|

Mi crosoft Corporation identical to a person
obviousl vy, woul d be nmfhea]tintenpersonal @eelciberob i t h s ays
power , t he interactioné of t he participant

c or p o r?aButiitocan. afso be said that the interaction being taken place in a
business transaction is but the corporate members and notatmpsper se The

problem with this view is that corporations do not seem to act or intend in the same

2 Galbraith K. J., (1971)The Age of UncertainpBoston, p. 261
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sense that individual humans do. After all, corporations are composed of human
individuals that we conventionally agree to treat the actions of theéisgdimnals as the
actions of that unit. We can express this precisely in two somewhat technical claims
that build on the work of Searfe:

1. A corporate organization HfAexistso
individuals who are in certain circumstancesl aalationships, and (2) our
linguistic and social conventions lay down that when those kinds of
individuals exist in those kinds of circumstances and relationships, they shall

count as a corporate organization.

2. A corporate or gani cerain hunan indieidualssirotheo n | y

organization performed certain actions in certain circumstances and (2) our

linguistic and social conventions lay down that when those kinds of

individuals perform those kinds of actions in those kinds of circumstances,
this shall count as an act of the corporate organization.

It implies that corporate acts originate in the choices and actions of the
human individuals and thus the human individuals should be considered as the
primary bearers of moral duties and social resfulity. An action performed in
compliance with the CID Structure of an organization does not make an organization
itself responsible for the action which originates from the human individuals. Thus, it
can be argued that the CID Structure is just a festaition of the consensus policies
and decisions made by the corporate individuals and not the corporation per se. If a
corporation acts wrongly, it is because of what some individual or individuals in that
corporation chose to do; if a corporation actgatly, it is because some individual or
individuals in that corporation act morally.4

In analogous with the view abov&podpaster and Mathéargue that since
corporations are credited with having goals, economic values and strategies, they
should also ha&e a conscience. They do not, however, believe that corporations

should be equated with individuals but that understanding organizations as persons

3 Searle, J., (1995)he Construction of Social Reali@xford Press, New York

4 Velasquez, G. M., (1994)Business Ethics: Concepts and CasByg, Pearson Michel
.Education, Inc., Singapore, p8

SGoodpaster, K. E., and Mathew, J. B. ,20Jdr .,
in Applied Ethics: A Critical Concepts In Philosophyolume V, edited by Chadwick, Ruth

and Schroeder, Dorris, Routledge Il, New Fetter lane, London

only i

i f

(2002)
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can provide a better framework in the understanding of corporate social
responsibility. For them, a corpoi@ can and should have a conscience because its
decisionmaking processes can, and often do, display both rationality and respect and
thus maintain that a corporation should have
hando of t he mar Ketr emgaud afigorv @ r cmaentme expe
corporations to make decisions that accord with morality on the most important
matters of moral concefThey further argue that there is no reason a corporation
cannot show the same kind of rationality and respectp@sons that individual
human beings can. By analogy, they contend, it makes just as much sense to speak of
corporate moral responsibility as it does to speak of individual moral responsibility.
It is important to note that corporations as one of tlegabmstitutions of the
society do not operate the business in a vacuum. But corporations are intimately
integrated with the rest of society. They are bound to have interactions and activities
not only among the business members themselves but also éxtdmelyond their
domain and thus affect society and are affected by the social environment
simultaneously. It is quite possible to say that though corporations are not analogous
to person yet their activities in doing business can reasonably show thefkind
rationality and respects towards whom they interact. However, this does not in any
sense, means that they (corporations) are analogous to persons per se. It is pointed out
here that the organization structures can incorporate rules or guidelines tivéhin
system that can be endorsed by corporate leaders to be followed and obeyed by
everyone but such rules and guidelines shoul
the corporation. A corporation is an organization composed of individual rational
beings. It is not a corporation that is rational; it is the individuals who are the bearers
of rationality and intentionality.
Though the corporation itself lacks intentionality, yet it gives no exception to
the corporation from evading responsibility because corporation is a

conglomeration of rational individuals whose policies and decisions run the

6Goodpaster, KE. , and Mathew, J. B., Jr., (20062) ACan A
in Applied Ethics: A Critical Concepts In Philosophyolume V, edited by Chadwick, Ruth

and Schroeder, Dorris, Routledge Il, New Fetter lane, London

" Goodpaster. E., and Matew, J. B., Jr.(Januar\me br uary 1982) @ACan a Corpor
a Co n s cHaeandBashess Review §9,132141
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corporation. The CID Structure as espoused by French can well adopt responsibility
not only towards themselves but also towards the society at large. The Gtiutr
can incorporate rules and guidelines that reflect respect for persons in which every
member is treated as ends in themselves and never merely as means to an end among
the members in a corporation and members of the society at large in which business
operates. As Kant in his third formulation of the categorical imperative states: we
should act as i f we are a member of t
endorsement by a rational person is what makes Kant say that everyone is both
subject and sovergn concerning the rules that govern them because it is the rules
that endorse every rational being worthy to be respected simply by being a rational
person. Donaldson argues that a corporation can be a moral agent if moral reasons
enter into its decision aking and if its decisiomaking process controls not just the
companyds action but al so ®Thesorexdncemndst ur es
not whether corporations do have a conscience like rational beings. Any rational
being is worthy of respeatot because of what he/she is but because of being a
rational being. Any law, be it in business or legal or anything violates the basic
principle of human right that does not treat persons as worthy of respect. It is quite
i mportant t o raldithindit acoeptable if anyeother Beilgs treated
me the way | treat them?0

The productionists view corporation as an impersonal prafiking
institution. For them, the only primary responsibility of business is to make profits
without moral respasibility. Corporations are not persons but they are artificial legal
constructions, machines for mobilizing economic investments toward the efficient
production of goods and service. So, corporations cannot be held responsible but we
can only hold individals responsible. Moreover, corporate executives are not elected
representatives of the people, nor are they anointed or appointed as social guardians.
They, therefore, lack the social mandate that a democratic society rightly demands of
those who would psue ethically or socially motivated policies. By keeping
corporate policies and plan confined to economic motivations we keep the power of

corporate executives in its proper place. It is further argued that the idea of moral

8 Donaldson, T., (1982)Corporations and MoralityPrenticeHall, Englewood Cliffs, N.J, p.
10

® Weiss, J. W., (1994Business Ethics: Managerial, Stakeholder Approachy Wadsworth
Publishing Company, Inc., Belmont, California, p. 90
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projection is a useful deviceorf structuring corporate responsibility only if the
understanding of moral responsibility at the level of a person is in some sense richer
than the understanding of moral responsibility on the level of the organization as a
whole. If we are not clear aboimdividual responsibility, the projection is fruitle¥s.

Velasquez argues that businesses as institutions do not have intentions or act
as persons. In support of his argument, he gave two reagmfisidual wrongdoers
will not be sought and punished ifie corporation can be held responsible for
wrongful acts andunderstanding corporations as intentional persons will cause us to
view them as fl arger t han h-bemgae@ moper sons wh
important than those of its membéts.

Velasqueztherefore, concludes that it is not the corporation itself, who must
be held accountable for illegal and immoral acts but rather it is the people in the
corporation who are to be held accountable.
and not the corpotimn bring about the acts of the corporation and thus he demurs
ithe intention French attributes to corporat
as intentional because the intentions are attributed to one entity (the corporation)
whereas the acts arearried out by another entity (the corporate membérs).
According to him, it is the intention of the members of the corporations who are
involved and carried out the tasks of business activities executing the tasks and not
the corporations themselves whossess the smlled intention as pointed by French.
An act can be said to be intentional if the entity that formed the intention brings about
the act through its bodily movemenrtCorporations, on the other hand, are nothing
but are legal entities, Wi legal rights and responsibilities similar but not identical to
those possessed by individuals. For Velasdtienly corporate members, not the

corporation itself, can be held morally responsible.

" Goodpaster, K. E. , and Mat hew, J. B. , Jr ., (7
Conscience 0 in Applied Ethics: A Critical Concepts In Philosophyolume V, edited by

Chadwick, Ruth and Schroeder, Dorris, Routledge I, New Fetter lane, London.

1 Shaw, W. H., (1990Business EthicBy Wadsworth Publishing Company, Canada, p.165

2vel asquez, G. M. , (Spring 1983) #Whfor Corporatio
Anyt hi ng BOdinesg an® Brafessional Ethics Journgh23

13 Velasquez, G. M.(1994) Business Ethics: Concepts and CasBy Pearson Michael

.Education, Inc., Singapore, p. 165

1bid., p. 165
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In partial agreement with Velasquez, it can be arguatlitltorporations are
considered as an economic impersonal institution devoid of intention and morally
responsible, could it be then possibly mean that corporations do not have moral
accountability towards anything that does not bring profit to the catipaf?
Corporations are economic institutions having to do with provisioning the needs and
requirements of customers and the society at large in return Bfipor&ut this does
not rule out the crucial point, that is, corporations are parts of soautions
where individuals of different ranks and status intertwined within a system of the
body for definite objectives and goals to achieve. Achieving the objectives and goals
of corporations do not come by themselves but such is the outcome consgmprent
certain action or determination of the individuals. Objectives and goals are
necessarily not the attributes of corporations rather they are the determination and
effort made to be realised by the members of the corporations through various
activities By the way, whose objectives and goals corporations are endeavouring to
achieve? Are the objectives and goals for the corporations themselves or are they for
the individuals whose shares are being invested in the corporation for a reasonable
return? Inslight variation with Velasquez, we can conclude that even though
corporations do not possess intention as rational individuals do, nevertheless, it is
vital to accept that business decisions do not occur in isolation, but always takes place
in and withina wider context, which includes not only the corporate members but it
also includes the society at large. Therefore, business corporations do have
responsibilities and not only the individuals involved because whatever policies and
actions executed by trmrporate members are the intended plans determined by the
members in the name of corporations and therefore in certain ways,but corporations
can also be held responsible for and not only the individuals themselves alone. The
reason why business corporaisotoo have responsibilities in certain ways is that
corporate leaders may go and come but as stated above corporation is a legal entity
having an indefinite life. Every action has a reaction and it is quite possible that an
adverse consequent perhaps rmdge in connection with corporate actions which had
been done in the past decade in which no particular person could be held responsible
for the action. In such cases, it is the responsibility of a corporation and not the

individual members.
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COGNITION A ND CONSCIOUSNESS AN ANALYSIS OF THE NATURE
AND POSSIBILITY OF KNOWLEDGE IN  SItKHYA PHILOSOPHY

SWAGATA GHOSH

Knowledge provides the foundation to our daily life as well as to all our
endeavours be it empirical or transcendental. Nothing could be accomplished without
knowledge. Thus, knowledge is undoubtedly regarded as thevalosble asset by
one and all. Philosophers too hold congruence at this point; however, there seem to be
innumerable debates among them regarding the nature of knowledge. To be more
precise, the contention extends to the fact that what at all couldsigmalked as
knowl ed g dkhya Philesoptichl system seems to pose as one of the most
intriguing schools in this context, as its very philosophy is founded on the fact that
the consciousnesspyrutd) is essentially nomelated &sambaddhg immutable
(apariAl m) Gand perpetually and universally the sarkelgsthg. These attributes
indicate the fact that consciousness can never be related to anything. So the question
comes up that if the consciousness does not relate with anything at all, then how at all
cognition coul d bkhypphioosophp. Mereoven theenatoreof o f S U
liberation in the concerned system is purely epistemological. Liberation, here, is
nothing but the attainment of discriminatory cognitiani(v e k j tetwged thée
consciosness [guruk) and matter frakii). However, if the attainment of
knowledge itself is impossible faurutd then how can such a philosophical position
be accounted for? Thus, it becomes imperative to study the nature of cognition and its
apparent conned to consciousness to understand the intricacies of such a profound
philosophical system.

Accor di AkhyatphilosopHy, the first evolute girakii is citta.
Buddhj mahattattvaantaCkarafa etc. indicatecitta. Citta is ataijas element.Taijas
element s, |l i ke water can acquire tkhga shape of
philosophers, such transformatiopatiAJ m)aof citta or psychosis \(fti), that is,
modification ofcitta in the form of other objects is termedjag Uhia to be noted
that though the transformation of thatta occurs in the form of the object, yet the
locus of transformation is thatta itself, since, the transformation must always reside
in the tr ansf-bkhymepistemolbgwi & ,i jisnotidBaied in the

self (Ut m,aas gpposed to other schools; rather it is a property aitthe
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The transformation ofitta in the form ofj { Ui af two types. One kind
occurs inside the body, whereas the other occurs in the external world. The
transformation otitta in the form of object that occurs in the case of inference and
verbal testimony takes place inside the body. On the other hand, when the
transformation ofitta in the form of an object occurs through the eyes, that is, in
case of perception, it takes plaaethe locus of the object itseNifayadeé). The
eyes are situated in the body, but their rays reach the object outside the body and they
get related. Similarly, theitta, along with the rays of the eyes, reaches the object and
attains its form. Thugittaviiti or the transformation dfitta in the form of an object,
be it internal or external, is always located in titea asjfiCha, and thusj § Ui a
essentially internal.

Now whatever be the locus of the transformation of dit&, internal or
external, the object of knowledge mulsén always possess a form, so thatditte
may take up that form. Then, naturally, the question arises that, what would happen
or how would thecittawfti be in case of abstract or formless objects of knowledge?

S Wkhya replies that in those cases titeavrfti too would be formless or abstract;
and that would also be termed astd y U krfiir od the citta, that is, the
transformation otitta in accordance to the object. Thus, it is interesting to note here
that t W& Gt avithny Ok Pad Ok Grbdh r t h U kA maprgtir i
stands for a relation between the transformation of ditta and the object of
knowledge, and does not strictly restrict itself to denote distinct forms of objects only.

Now the most important discussion in any school agdistemology
concentrates primarily on perception. This is because perception is the direct means
of cognition and provides a foundation for all other forms of knowledge. We too here
restrict our di scussion to undelkhya andi ng th
philosophy to delve deeper into the concerned issue. We have already come to know
thatj § Usiaskind ofcittavti. No w, a ¢ o bhyadhilosgpherspthe $n8ans
of cognition, that isp r afm o is nothing but aittawfti. Thus, to distinguis
perception ffratyakié p r @anftbm other kinds op r a’m @ v a sagrovides
the following  definiion of perception in the fithUr i kO
Grativihy Ud hy aryidis Oy vidd hamanusthUnamUOk hy Ut a

tallidgaliig 9 pur vakamUpt aStléirUptavacanamtu
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In the k& i,k Uirst of all, it has been stated that
prativithyldhyavasyodittamd The term drjflamd indicates the objective or that
which is being definedl (a k)Jandathe definitionl( a k PHeolsists in the term
prativithyldhyavatya( LakKidAadmeans that which distinguishes thea k oy a
its similar as well as dissimilar entitiesafia n Us a mUnaj Ut § pexeythpeavacc hed a
similar instances are that of inference etc. and the dissimilar ones are the pots, jars
etc. The definition intends tasfinguishpratyaki p r #@anfrm both the cases and
establish its distinctness.

Accor di fkpya phdosophl, an objectitdya) is that which makes
itself perceptible by providing theitta a transformation which corresponds to its
form. Prt h iete. @e the external objects of cognition, whereas the internal objects
are pleasure, pain etc. All these are capable of imparting their forms to the
antaCkarafa, that is, antalkaraPawiti. However, there are entities which are not
perceivable by ordinary humdreings. They being supsensory or the like can only
be perceived by thgogins. For instance, the five subtle entities referred to as
pafcat aarenofly peraeptible to theé e v ard theyogirs. Hence, the term
Oiitdyad i s i nt e n d eedbjdcts, includinglthe dnepirically percéptible as
well asthe supr|e ensory ones. From her prativihyadbc an be s ali
means that which is directed or which intends to be transformed towards these objects
( WBHyad vitdyad prativartateiti - prativityan) . Her e, wvitbe meanm 0
Gannikaitéd |, t hat i s, rel ati on. T hprativyithygdh @ si nt end e c
a sense organ which can have a relation with each of the objects.

I n such a sensmatvilya)a n tdotessasndedy aavsa sdly a
(adhyavasUyaSc ab u)dthhtis, avtransforivationjofftteiddaiimthe
form of cognition takes pl acdgab.n Whheant tsheens e
sense organ comes in contact with the objectathiaaraba takes up its form. It is
argued that when the sense organ gets transformed into the form of the object, then
the antaCkaraa also takes up that form. Hence, #s¥ala or the instrument towards
cittawiti should be the sense organ itself. The relatamifkartd) between the sense
organ and the object is thviétd y U k U Allanpathat is, transformation into the form
of the object on the part of the sense organ. Now, the cognition that is produced due
to thecittaviti induced by the transformation of the semsgan into the form of the

object i sa dtheyranbeacs O3hse 6sense organs are specif
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relation to the type of object to be known by them. Thus, when the transformation of
the sense organm(riyawiti) occurs in the form of theirelation éannikaitd) with

the object, thecitta which essentially consists sfttva rajas and tamas then the
suppression oftama gua occurs and consequently, trsattva guda undergoes

s Ut t v AJkmawhichiisithen termed as d h y a v ans(Klyasaviti andj 1 Un a
Thea d h y a visrefelthgddo adn ‘Bldr pratyakid p r #am U

Now, VUcaspati Mi Sra analyses the defini
significance of each of the consisting terms. In the definition,

(rativithy Ud hy &bv,a stOtyaalhytaevrate Uy i ncorporated into t
to prevent the fallacy of over coverage into dubious cogniten$ a )y $&iS a ysa

defined ase k adhUr mi kavi r uddh an (nhdtdis, avhemeather ak Ur ak aj
cognition of various contradictory properties accin the same locus, thus producing

the cogniti ayasapéh achld Thowsm 6such cognition is
of certaiadlyy awhisdoié c dy aar e synonymous, t he
cadhyavash@ysa been included ienvercotesgedneof i ni t i on
sal S a ythat is, to emphasize on the certainty of knowledge.

No w, t hvidgdyaD elhans 6been included in the defin
cognition fromviparyaya t hat i s, i Midyab s ii ol c aTlees tdaremcdgr
of a roun qualified by an adjective. However, in the case of illusions there cannot be
any such cognition as it is a fact that illusions are always about unreal entities
(asadvidyakg . Thus, t he si ghyiedf iicnantchee odfe ftihnei ttieornm i¢
apat illusions from valid perceptual cognitions.

Next, the ternprati has been included in the definition to leave aparfi
(memory), inference etc. It is important to note here that in the statement
Ovithyad vithyad prativartated ,  t hpeati does natidicatei ndr i y Or tshasanni kar
(senseobject contact or relation). Yet the verértateo r i gi nat i nguiwr om t he r
stands for relation s@nnikaitd) and hence that being grammatically related
(s amUs a p @ dhe teemprati, the intended meaning ((didikaartha) is the
relation betweenthe sense organ and the okijectd r i y Ur t4h Hementrisi k a r
saiichdd i y Or tdhsd scéaamnUThars, it is proved that th
complete in terms of being free from the fallacy of eseverage s well as by
providing the distinctiveness to perception from similar instancesalikeu mbta. a

and also from dissimilar instances like pot etc.
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According to VUcaspat ipyruth pisu refectecc ons ci ous n
(anugrahta) by means of perception. Tha, when the conscioupurutd gets
reflected on the instrumentp ¢ aAmJnamely, theantaCkarafawiti, then the
cognition of the form 61 labowdNbohaicimGmsa whi ch
the result ofantaCkarafavi t i pPa avith(the reflected castiousness on it.

Accordi ng buldhitatVaoeastgianasa are unconscious as they all are

evolutes of unconsciougrakfi. Just as a jar produced from clay is unconscious,

similarly, the evolute of unconsciougrak’i, like, antaCkarafa is essatially

unconscious too. Following the same analogy, it may be arguedcitteafiti

anda d h y a vaeesl§byurconscious as they, in turn, are produced from unconscious

antaCkarala. Similarly, the other transformations lefiddhitattva like pleasure, pain

etc. are also unconscious. The only conscious entjyrigkh and that is essentially

unrelated to all these transformations, like, pleasureJeft.( sukhaetc. are all

properties ofantaCkaraa and that is their locus. Howeveurut is reflected irthat

citta itself. As a result, due to the naliscriminatory cognition betweenrutd and

citta, the properties like, cognition, pleasure etc. which are there ianta€karafa

appear to be that of thauruka, and thus, usages amith&ke 01 am t
enjoyer 0, ol am happy©o, eanugrahad o cicrur . Thu
@nenayaScetanUSakat pr amU g dsh explainad poh farl a

indicates the usage of the properties ofditta as the properties of thpurut itself.

Now here, naturali the question comes that sinperutd is essentially
unrelated ésaiga), then how can ita b h i miusage be justified at all? And if
we admit such usages then the essenceuofith would be contradicted. The
following discussion show how the procesk cognition has been explained in
S Wkhya philosophical system as well as the essenparot4 has been retained.

Li ke any other philosophical system, i n
@ratmU s attributed with spethal psadmbdfi cance
shows that it i sm@ompamrsiedg ok mihlee reded txwid md 6
with sfffidded to the rooitWpamd onbemwi ahot her T
the meani ngprododnUcloeneseromt 6t o bdionvihd i d or per
following example would help to explain the conceppof a.rdl us consider that
there is a jar in front of us. As soon as it comes in the proximity of the eyes or any

other sense organ, the sense orgalf (U n e nimmedigtedy takes up the rfo of
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that jar. Themanasor the internal sense organ helps in acquiring the form of the jar.

When the complete form of the jar is acquired, the mind then transmits it to the

ahattk U rTheahaik U ithan provides the form aihad to the jar; consequently,

the compl ex

f or meghdUk ) r &dd. h atTthe s f cwrompbex t hen

associated with thiuddhiviti, and thebuddhiviti acquires the form of the jar. Now,

the property of janess ghdatva) in the jar ¢hda) is initially known as a universal

propety and then in relation to the individual jar. Finally, theddhiviti associates

theahad with the intermediary complex thus formed, and the cognition of the jar is

produced. Hence, the complete form of thaddhiviti i s o1 know this ]

(ghdamahdij Wmi

Now, the above form obuddhiviti is essentially unconscious. However,

such buddhiviti partaking

the form of the object, due to its origination from

triguAD t mi krfll pssentially consists shattva gia (sattvagidd n v), andahence

it is extrenely clear évaccha i n natur e. According to VUcas

clear buddhiviti immediately acquires the reflection pfiritd. Now, according to

S Wkhya philosophypurut is nonrelated k Tasthg and immutable gpariA) m.g

As soon as the refledin of purtit is received, due to its claritg (v a ¢ ¥ thedarnt

of the objec

t is expressed. Spc lomidamh dtest ed

is, the perfect manifestation of the object through cognition. The instrument,

however, behind this miastation does not get manifested:; that is cafied asm U
According toS Bk hy at at t,vte lexpresseddD the illumined form of the

object, which is free from all kinds of uncertainty, fallacy or illusions and that which

was not known beforeafiadhigta) |, such expressiomrafhU an obj ec

and the instrumentkéraa)

authorofYukt i dogi k@ter on VUcaspati Mi Sra has st

of such cognmiakalonHowe wearl ,| etdh &

buddhiviti is p r aAm Whereas the illminedwrfti of thatbuddhiitself is thep r a.mU
There is no causal connection between the a mrd thep r asmChowever,

p r aAmid the logical and necessary conditiorpof a. it Bhay further be stated that

f ol | owi dkhyatphilesoptctl positionhe difference betweenr a @rid

p r aAmid only an apparent one, since; {he aAmféquires the help gburdté or

consciousnes

s for its malkhyd phiedophers aomit. To prov

that the cognition along with its cognates is generated tduthe reflection of

consciousness.
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Now, if we admit thep r a 1 Be located ipurutd only, thenbuddhiviti is
thep r aAm Wgain, if p r a imBonsidered to be located fuddhionly, then the
relation between the object and the sense organ @ r msardikatéh is the
p r asm However, purutd is only the witness op r a mrld never the knower.
Nevertheless, if we admji r a to e both inpurut and inbuddhiviti, then the
p r afastvould bebuddhivitiandi ndr i y Ur theapecively i k a r

It is interesting to note here thadrutd, though essentially inactivaitiriya)
and immutable, is attributed with functionality ¢ t h a k r ) iy &derthin sense.a
Puruth does not possesa r t h a k r i likeOduddiniviftit fiosvever, when the
buddhiviti that is transformed into the form of the object, gets reflected on the
purutd, that itself constitutes the functionality ptiruk in terms of knowing the
object ¢ithy agr ahanar | pa)altshduld kavertyeldds,be alviays &ept
in mind that the dnctionality ofpurutd etc. are not so in the literal sense of the term,
these are mere usages. To explicate the position an analogy has been used as follows
g apUsbanori vmnop aa & ZhatUsn @ crystal kept near a red
china rose reéficts the colour of the flower on it. That does not mean that the crystal
has become red in colour, but merely appears to be so. Thus, it may be claimed that
the reflection is also a transformation lmfddhiand the reflection of the object on
purutis sinply like the reflection of an object on water or a crystal.

Now, if the consciousness gets reflected on the transformed consciousness
(caitanyaviti) then the entirduddhiviti appears to be conscious. More so, it seems
that the buddhiviti attained with consciousness is expressing the unconscious,
materialbuddhiviti. Hence, the reflection of consciousnessbaddhiviti is termed
a scaitényavid y @t U si nc e, Ibuddbidtiugete maaifestet.h at ,

VUcaspat.i consi der s eivingahe deflettibre ®ne ist f or ms
about perceiving a part of the locus of the reflection, whereas the other is concerned
with the perception of the reflection in its entirety
(sarvavyUpi rl pe) Ha has tkepmib aihch bof athe acases while
expressig his views. The form of the object as attained byhiedhiviti is termed
as buddhivid y a tSthilarly, when the buddhiviti is being reflected on
consciousnesxéitanyg, then the consciousness also appears to be of the form of the
buddhiviti. Hence,the attainment of the form of the reflected one is nothing but
aithy @t U Howe v er J hafe grgfied that bhk adknission of two types of
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vith y a habhely,caitanyavid y aandbuddhivii y a is tutile, sinceyvith y ais U
one. The attainment of ¢hspecific forms of the respective objectsboiddhi and
caitanyais nothing buwitd y athatQs specific to the individual cases.

Now, VUcaspati Mi Sra furthepurddsis ates that
received on théouddhiviti, transformed througkhe attainment of the form of the
object, thebuddhiviti does not get revealed, but cognition is produced and the
cognition of the form of the object is also produced. Now the question arises that how
at all the cognition of an object is produced? Evaujn thebuddhiviti appears as
conscious, but it is not capable of expressing an object. Agaidtd is ubiquitous,
but it also does not possess the capability of manifesting an object on its own. For, if
that would have been the case, then all theatbjef the world would have been
mani fested simultaneousl| y. Thus, VUcaspati I
always noper cei vabl e. To ref ut e /s aowrsiders a positi
buddhiviti to be instrumentald v § in attaining the form or # reflection of the

object, and h e nlkhya posiiancpercegtiom af objeats b&tmes
possible.
So far it i s eaithdgeahah® tihatpit\het aldeian odnder

SWkhya epistemolingexplVaij Malhagamhsd k t hbatd i s,
knowing the object can be on the part of theeldhior on the part of theurut. In

terms of thebuddhipossessing the cognition of the object, danthagrahanameans a

definite transformation of thbuddhi Now naturally, the question wallarise that

whether in case arthagrahanaof purutd, a transformation gburukd would have to

be admitted or notPurut, however, is essentially immutablapariAl m).0So,

purutd cannot possess the cognition of the object. Again, there can be anaghef w

knowing an object, and that is the reflection of the objecpunitd. The objects

while being reflected retain their forfn.Hence, it may be claimed that
O/ithyagrahan®  @nthagdhand |, t hat i s, knowing an object
purutd is nothing but its reflection orpurutd. It does not involve any relation like

contacts, etc. Here, again it has been argued that if the above claim is admitted, then
purutd being ubiquitous, it would receive the reflection of all entities simultaneously.
Hence,the cognition of all the objects would be produced at the same moment, but

that is inadmissible. However, the refutation of the above objection is not quite found

i n tkieya sydlem. Thusarthagrahanashould indicatéd k Ur a g thatlisa n a
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acquiring theform of the object both in case bfiddhiand on the part of theurutd.
This, in a way, establishes the theory of mutual reflectiéitn(y ony apr aX i bi mbav 0Ud-
In this context, it may be WYegasbWaedbhbat Vy
also admitsuch a position.

Next, the obvious objection that springs up at this point is thadrifitd is
qualified @ b h i )mvitihh properties like, cognition, pleasure etc., which are in
essence properties @ntaCkarala, then the true nature gduruk, that is, non
relatedness, indi fference et4khywoocurd alsg ham
such never happens. They cite an example in favour of their position, as folibas
person sees his reflection in a mirror which has got dirty spots on it, and says
dnalinadmukhax m& , t hen the actual face does not ac
is only an apparent usage about the reflected face. Analogously, the properties of the
anta(karafa, namely,j 1 U sukha,etc. express themselves or relate themselves to
the reflected consciousnessparruth only, and not with the pure consciousness itself.
Thus, the essential naturemfrutd is never hampered, rather it is well retained.

In this context, VUcaspat:.i Mi Sra also pro
t h ed ki§aview, which explains how the essencewfitd is maintained despite its
Ub h i mCogriitienaHe says that at night the moonlight expresses all the objects,
but the moon itself does not have any light of its own. It cannot express itself or other
enities. However, the moon expresses itself as well as all other objects with the help
of the reflected sunlight on it. Here, the material, unconscantsCkarafa is
analogous to the moon. It can neither express itself nor the objects like pot etc.
However,when the reflection of the sdliminous p r a k U S a ¥ corsdiohsbessa
is received on it, it expresses itself as well as the cognition of pot etc. that are related
to it. Thus, the possibility of cognitive usages and the like in everyday life are
propety explained.

Further, VUcaspati says that paribo t hi ngs h
is received on thantalkarafa. First, the unconsciowmntaCkarafa being the locus or
substratum of the reflection of the consciousness, it behaves as conscibits, an
modification ~ ¢rfti), namely, the ad hy a v amU pexomes luminous
(pr ak US a s SexdndiyDdue to such reflection there occurs-amprehension
of the difference betweguuruth andantaCkarafa, and consequentlpuruté appears

to be related tohe properties like cognition, pleasure etc. which are there in the
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antalkarada. This position is furti4kehrya&ippetdted b
¢ as mUt téeyto g Ut @@ et a n & dgandgirakartie ca
tat hUkar t e v abhaacerding youthisdid k) Ghraiwkeb thepuruth and
the anta(karala etc. come in proximity, thantaCkarafa behaves like a conscious
entity and properties like agency etc. appear to be that qgfuh#4. Hence, by the
reflection of purdtd on antaCkaraPa, the respective atbutes are mutually
superimposed.

I n this con tuestates thathoiygl temntaékarata Hehaves as
the conscious due to the reflection of consciousness on it, yet the reflected
consciousness located in taetalkaraPa cannot lead to the-usayes of puruk,
despite the apprehension of mkdiscrimination between consciousness and
antaCkarafa and the subsequent superimpositions of the propertiesitefkarabta
on the reflected consci ou s, ¢osegplain tNeolw, accordi
usage®f the properties of theitta, the reflection ofintalkaraa on purtita is also to
be admitted. Such cognition or realisation as related to thepsaeifut¢yabodhaor
upalabdh) is termed aspratyaki p r a tmeld is, valid perception. However, such
cogniion is located inpuruk (purdkhniHia) . Thus, MWexpldindnabhi k
perception by admitting the mutual reflection betwmentd and antaCkarala,
thereby establishing the theory of mutual reflectiviy(y ony apr atX i bi mbav Ud a

Vi j ¥ Unuacheb ithe mainargument in favour of his position from
SGkhyasltraplavacanasbh?U follows -
@ntakarada sy at aduj j v al Hi Gvan® heanmd thay vehdnane alik
of the perception of the self)(t ma d g théSabjachof that act of perceiving is the
selfitself. Then naturally the question comes up that who would be the agent of that
action? Now the agent can be the self only and nothing else. This, however, would
produce t hekarkaridviiodhdé| apy odfthed same entity would
with agency as well as objetiobod. When thebuddhiviti is reflected on the
consciousness or self, then theddhiviti itself as well as the form of the object
attained by théuddhiviti, both are manifested by the self. However, the question
remains that whd per cei ving an object when wusage |
then how does the cognition of the form of

itself, since, the self, being the objesiamg over here, its sekxpressiveness
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(s vapr akwdBdahing about the fallacy of agenbject contradiction. Then
how come the sense aedisexpredsed?r t he cognition of
Il n reply t o Auskiesthat theirefleftiomad domscickisness that
occurs on thebuddhiviti, that reflection is expesed by thepurutd. Hence, to
establish the objedtood karmatva of 616 it is necessary to
mutual reflection, namely the reflection of consciousnesbuatdhiviti and that of
the  buddhivitti qualified with the form of consciousness
(cai t anm@k abdtgl dm ithe purdtd. Herein lies the novelty of
Vij T0makshitkheory of mutual reflectivity.
Now, VUcaspati Mmébutposi Vi jofUmabhcilkai mi ng
only one reflection, that is, the reflection of consciousmesantalkarafa. He puts
forward an example as followswe find the reflection of the moon on the water of
the lake, but not vice versa. The reflected moon on the surface of the water consists of
wavy movements, some particles of dirt etc. These propenteethere in the water
which gets superimposed on the reflection of the moon. Similarly, the luminosity of
the moon is also superimposed on the water surface, due to the same reflection. Thus,
6the moon is throbbingd orntingutste usageson i s dir
which in no way affect the actual moon and are due to the attributes of the water
itself. Thus, admission of mutual reflection between water and moon is not required
at all, since, only the reflection of the moon on water sufficesxmam the
superimposed attributes of the throbbing and dirty appearance of the moon on the
water as well as the manifesting powerr( a k U S a t)voh thehveaterndhus,
VUcaspati Mi Sra maintains that just l i ke th
explans the superimposed attributes of both the water and the reflected moon,
similarly, simply the admission of the reflection of consciousness oantaékarala
explains the superimposition of the attributes of améaCkarala on the reflected
consciousnesd-or that, we do not need to admit another reflection, namely that of
the antalkarafa on puruk. Just as the actual moon stays pure and unrelated,
similarly for the pure consciousness as well. The reflected moon gets attributed by the
properties of the dastratum of the reflection; analogously the reflected consciousness
acquires the properties of the locus of the reflection, that is, @irtts€karala itself,

and merely appears to possess those attributes on its own. Thus, there is no need to
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admit mutud reflectivity, since, admission of only one reflection
(ekapr at i )bas stdiesalsoted is sufficient to explain the thesis.

No w, VijAﬂUohbhikies hi s stance against \A
from the NeeS Wkhya position. He says that desiie ¢ ¢ is Blways on the same
locus as that of thebuddhj that is, buddhi and i c ¢ hr& celocated
(e k U d hraskhd. Sacognition is also the propertymiddhi Otherwise, we would
have to say that one person would be attributed wittidhi while anothe with
desire. That is, however, contradictory to our experience. Thus, it is to be admitted
that the reflected consciousnesshomidhiviti manifests the object. However, such a
standpoint goes against t he t hfe dady of mut u
apprehended such objections beforehand and has provided several arguments to
nullify the other positions and thus establish his theory.

First, i sayk that af bhb ablve position is admitted, then there
appears clear inconsistency between the o tw £kbya aphorisms
&idavas M amhialgér t ur api phalddbHee,gthed ermUOdy av at
bhogdd stands for 6l am the knower of this obj
consciousness. It is a common occurrence that the chef prepares the food and the
master eats it. So if we overemphasize on the fact dbaatedness of agency
(kartrfva) and enjoyership bhokttva), the above two aphorisms become
meaningl ess. Thus, the opponentsd view is r
mention over herethataza di ng t o tkhley@d asagemty S&nd enj o)
both are properties of thgrakii in its different modesp@ariAJ m)aand can never be
located inpurtité owing to its essential indifferent (d U § @nd mactive rfitkriya)
nature. Even then therees not arise any inconsistency in explaining thedges
with the help of the reflected consciousness owing to the convincing explanation of
VUcaspaekdMpBbaandbi mbavUda

Secondl vy, if VUcaspatids views are admitt
prove the existence giuruk. He says that if we try to establish the existence of the
actual pure consciousnesdinjbacaitanya with the help of its reflection on
buddhiviti, then inevitably there would be the fallacy of mutual dependence
(@anyony U#r.ay\idjom @xplaibshtiiekfallacy elaborately as follows
according to VUcaspati, the r ebuddewvit i on of co

Now, if such a reflection is obtained, then there must be the existence of the actual
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consciousness whidls being reflected. That is none buiruth. However, here an
objection may be raised that if the existencéinibapurthis not established first,
then how can the question of its reflection arise at all. Now, if it is claimed that from
the reflection iself, the existence dfimbapurttis established and vice versa, then it
is a clear case of the fallacy of mutual dep
views make it impossible to establish the existenceuofita. Vi j fADakaanb h i k
that the adnsision ofany ony a p r a tsaves iusrftom wudhd difficulties. The
purukh is established as the knower. So to establish the existepoeubd we do not
need to take refuge of the reflection. However, it is necessary to admit the reflection
of the objectof knowledge in thebuddhiviti in purukh itself. It has been already
discussed that for the knowledge of the self, the reflection of the consciousness on
buddhiviti is compulsory;otherwise there would certainly Beartrkarmavirodha
Thus, Vi jaclhims bih position @fny ony apr atb befreenbreanv U d a
fallacies®? It could, however, be mentioned over here that the above fallacy of mutual
dependence, as pr/jo ponceraing esiaplishing thefeldistemde lofi  k
purukd, is not a tenable e as the existence gluruth has been logically and
consistently proved in the seventeeStitk h y a k'¥{ndepdndent of any theory of
mutual reflectivity. Thus, it is to be kept in mind that the reflection of the
consciousness on thmiddhiviti is heldto explain the nature and the possibility of
knowl edge i nd4khyh eaditoh, ansl ot tieeaexisteSc@wfut.

The third argument analyses the expressive power of the reflected
consciousness douddhiviti in terms of expressing the objectslinlight is reflected
on water, that does not express the plants and animals that are there in the water but
say if a fish enters into that part of the water which is illumined by the sunlight, then
it being in contact with the sunlight gets immediatekpressed. Analogously, the
reflected consciousness in theddhiviti, though it may express thHeuddhiviti
itself, it cannot express the object of cognition. Just like the waves of water may be
illumined by the sunrays themselves but it is not certain whether the same would
happen in relation to the reflected sunraffss is because it is not that well
established that reflected sunrays have the capacity of expressing other objects. This
proves the fact that the reflection of consciousness is not the same as the
consciousness itself, rather it is an insentient efftitgre again, another analogy

might be put forward to show that the reflection of an illumined object could possess
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the capacity of expressing other objects just as the actual object itself. We know that
the sunrays are capable of expressing the objeetsdaom. Now if we keep a tub of
water in that room and make arrangements for receiving the sunlight on the tub of
water only, then also we would find that the other objects of the room are expressed
due to the reflected sunlight on the water. Similaftyr the consciousness and its
reflection on thdouddhiviti.
Fourt h, MWisay§tbanwhbrhsank particles, water vapour etc. come
in contact with the extremely luminous sunrays, they are expressed in such a manner
that we have experiences of mirage. So it is evident that the admission of reflections
of buddhivitiand object(vitdya) on consciousnessgditanyg for their expression is
consistent® The third and the fourth arguments show the refutation of
caitanyapr aandb ihenbeatabl$iirent ofanyonyaprati vi mbav0d
respectively. However, suchmiention ofthe Ne@ Wk hy 0s i s not quite acc
the cl akbyoal d8& to their extreme articul ati
the nonrelated essence of the pure consciousness.
In the fifth and f ifmagaih citesrtigeuaphsm t | Vij10n
Gakarturapi phal@&btboargué nagdinity dahe a docatedness
(s UmU n U dym)iokkaowladge and desire. He says that one can be the enjoyer of
the fruit of an action despite being not the agent of that action. Like in case of
cooking, thechef is the agent of the action, while the master is the enjoyer of the fruit
of that action. Thus, it is clear that even if there is -oofocatedness
(v ai y U dya)iinkte caae of knowledge and desire, no inconsistemyp@patt)
occurs. Again, ircase of every individual, it is equally experienced by all that during
an action thananasplays the role of determinatiosgb kalpa and the body directs
the movement of its parts. Theddhiand the body are different from each other, and
so one perform the task of determination while the other acts. So here also we find
that the determination or ascertainmgs#ikalpa) and actionK r ) areln different
loci. In this way, it is possible to explain one entity as the locus of knowledge and
another ashta t of the desiués TheosryViajppbmabhitko b
logical one. However, it is to be kept in mind that if the phenomenon of cognition and
specifically that of Jusage could be clearly and convincingly attained by considering
VUcaspa®&k MpBat i btiemkeaping id aiew the principle of logical

parsimony, it is sufficient to admit that theory only and hence, the theory of mutual
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reflectivity is rendered futile. Moreover, admission of the reflection of the qualified
buddhiviti(ca t a ny a p rHianieCkabaBawvii) Son the bimbacaitanyiself
leaves a room for considering the seconder reflection to be one kind of
transformation ofpurutd, which is in no way 4#kkymabl e with
philosophical system. However, @ding the immutability ofpurutd, if one
considers a somewhat less rigid view, then the mere reflection of the qualified
antaCkarafawriiti on thebimbapurdh itself might not appear to be a transformation of
purutd at all. An analogy might help to clariffzet us consider the case of a mirror
where various things are reflected at different points of time. Those reflections,
however, do not modify the nature of the mirror. It simply continues to exist as a
mirror, that is, an object which has got the refiétst power. Similarly, in case of the
bimbacaitanyaif it is considered simply as the reflector of the qualitedidhiviti
or in other terms as a meurbes wiotsnietsisono fc oiutl dt
considered without hampering the essence obtimbapurttd. Thus, the theories of
reflectivity as proposed ubbgth intter mspactave i Mi Sr a  a |
wayshelp to resolve the cognitive issues relatedusabes, provided the notions are
applied in a very cautious and articulate manner.
I n favour of hi s ufusthes argués ahat, accdtding fo0n a b hi k
S Wkhya philosophy, consciousness is a sulzgtaand it is ubiquitous. Moreover, it
being eternal, it is always in contact with all the entities simultaneously. Here, it
might be argued that just like the sunrays express all the objects that are in contact
with it, similarly, all that is in contact Wi the ubiquitous consciousness, be
simultaneously expressed. However, there is not much convincing answer to that.
Thus, the issue somehow stands that how can thebutfghiviti transformed into
the form of the object be expressed?
Ac c or di tkigyaphilosopBets, objects are expressed from time to time
and not al waty st e ViksURillc a4 tkiadt meaans O6somet i meso.
know that it is essential fdruddhito acquire the form of the object, for its cognition
to be produced. Similarly, {puruth expresses thbuddhiviti, then it should also be
essential for thepurutd to acquire its form. Bupurutd, according to th&& Us t r a s
cannot undergo any transformatjgmet for the sake of explaining the methodology of

cognition, purutd too must receive the reflection of theddhiviti. In this context,
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there are proofs frorBmfi as well, that establishes the fact of reception of reflection
by puruité; and theSnit i yals las follows:
dasmiiS c i d Beasrpphalr es amaie® Uvastud
OomUBr@dti bi mbaladi &Y asovat a
At this | unct u+4kbya position, theprocessgf cognitiomof S U
I-ness §hal) can be traced as follows in case ofa h a mU kodgnitian the
buddhiviti acts as the special causar@Aa). The reflection of the consciousness is
being received by the intelleddyddh). The causal efficack(Uhaa) tfbuddhilies
in the fact of receiving the reflection of the consciousness. Nowbuldehvriti
which has attained the reflection of consciousness is the cause towards
a h a mUk U rHerg, $h& cognition of the form of cognitign { Un Uk Q,rthatj 1 Un a
is, c i d U hishthge inbuddhiitself. The object of this i d U bahithssahere in
buddh is ahai. Thus, buddhi gets associated with attributes likef Un USr ay at v a
(=j Trivd) anda h a mU KOy & ri anydefinite erder. Thus, ibuddhiwe find
the colocatedness of 1 Un U S enda taa m@ kdly ;S ri aapdaduevtasuch
co-locatednessthere occurs nediscriminatory mode of cognition inuddhibetween
thev i ‘Haandv i 'HAe of the cognition. Thus, the mode lofiddhithat is produced
is l-nessassociatednowership ( i) v aldah&) and accordingly the usage
produced Krmsowdha@fmd) B e
Now, onfurther analysis, we might say that valid cognitiprr (a)risthot a
property ofbuddhi This is because, whewrut is reflected on the r aAm that is,
on the buddhiviti, there appears an identity or ndiscrimination beteen the
consciousness and thmiddhi Due to such identity, the properties lmiiddhi get
superimposed opuruk and consciousness is also superimposetuwdhi Thus,
the reflected consciousnesstmnddhiviti appears to be the knower. Another analogy
has been shown here that when the moon gets reflected on the waves of the river
water, the reflection of the moon quivers on the water surface; then ordinary usages
i ke, 6The mo o eandigdkampaté } v eorcicrug & , ( vhi c h show
imposition of the poperties of the reflected moon on the actual moon. Similarly,
usages like knowei (T Pt Or 6 lahak "dnddmi @d e si mply i mposed
consciousness. Such (paunigyalodhar €t hef eogedtitona
purukd); however, such is i@ true property opuruhd, it is a mere imposition. In
this context, other c o tuddhinttay bg &#ECEalvsioSi mai nt
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meaning that the apparepaurut¢yabodhais nothing but thebuddhiviti itself.
VDcaspatiMiSra, h thateifv wa conceivel mofi thes ided ®fr e
paurdidyabodhaas the compound that is obtained through the imposition of the
properties ofbuddhi on the reflected consciousness on it, then we arrive at an
inconsistency. The reflected consciousness is noptingta itself, rather it being
insentient, can never manifest teddhiv{ti. Thus, the reflected consciousness does
not have any expressive capacifyHe n c e, here we find that bot/
and Vi j M dgree whhi thke view that the reflected conssimss cannot
possess the same status and capacity as the actual consciousness, and hence, its
accountability for the-usages is a matter of extreme philosophical concern.

Now, we know tumartaindthaj tife beflectbchconkciousness
is not like the pure consciousness itself. It does not possess any capacity to express
objects. According to him, the expression of objects constitutes functionality
(ar t hakr ). WHiskisOhisimaim eontention. From this part, we enter into the
discussion onpra m(following the neeS Wkhyas namely, the followers of
Vi j 7 0naAzdoidikg to thempr amf of t wo butdpiyiteis the t h e
form of an object\(itd y Uk U r arfti)uadddthei reflection of thatuddhiviti on
puruk.2* The instrumental or speiifcause Karaa) towards the first kind op r a mU
is the eyes or other sense organs while that of the second paraigaf¥aralawiti.
In this context, it has been clarified by o
that the eyes etc. are tkarafa of p r a.rAtvever, it is important to keep in mind
that herekaraPai s de fyi enrealk raisy bk Aaimdy,a t ree @ maitrkgartah at whi c
responsi ble for the occurrence of the action
buddhiviti acts both as theramUand thep r aAm Uhe reflected consciousness on
buddhiviti acts as the knowep(r a n@nd the consciousness which has received
the reflection of thebuddhiviti on it, is then the witness of the r a morily
(pr am@snlli r a

VUcaspat i Mi $hilasoplers,dhoweverh eave not admitted two
types ofp r a.rA&tording to them, when the sense organs get associated with their
specific objects under their modesvdviti), then the tamagufa diminishes
(abhibhava and thesattvagia becomes extremely iahse (dbhava. Such a state
of thebuddhiviti associated with the intensattvagia is calleda d h y a v EhasPy a
the buddhiviti in the form of the object constitutes ther asm UONhen such
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buddhiviti receives the reflection of consciousness on i ttiat buddhiviti gets
imposed on the reflected consciousness; and that ip thea.rP0 a ris(ue to
p r aAm Thus, it is evident that the superimposed properties obuldehiviti on
the reflected consciousness is referred to ap thea, mndl not simly the properties
of thebuddhiviti itself.

Finally, we can cite th%inthdmnextoff Madhusl
our discussion throughout. According to him, theddhiviti delimits @vacchinna
the puruth or the supraensory consciousness, angharimposes its properties and
attributes on it. Whatever is imposed murutd, that gets manifested. It is to be kept
in mind her e Mhasadlso tdlked §f Bucla dnhargbment in his text
Pr av a c Batlrdughthe analogy of the mirage in aee. From here it might
be claimed that the theories reflectivity are mere representations of the cognitive
process, however, they all emphasize somehow or the other on the fact that
reflections of theouddhivifti should be received on the suysensory onsciousness
only, and not on the reflected consciousness which acts as its representative.

The entire discussion carried out thus portrays that the view of
ekapr at i bearmibiathe@pbeehension of the aitainment of the cognition
of thebimbapuruH itself and accordingly, all sorts ofusages would be based on the
mere reflection of the consciousness and not the actual consciousness itself. This is
because however closely the reflection might resemble the actual, yet it can never be
the actuali t sel f . Such has b#eédSradmiobt ad e VAwas
above. On the other hand, the admissiomafy ony a p r a isinot possible v Ud a
without considering a restricted sense of the functionabty t hakr ) gfUk Ur i t v a
puruta as held by Vi 1 U n aubHoweker, such meticulous analysis into the issues
involved in case dkhyaplilgsaophytfinallyeprovesthagtees i n S U
views held by various philosophers regarding the nature and possibility of knowledge
i n t-hkbya §dlem areonsistent with the epistemological and metaphysical
position of the essence qgburuth a s admi ttkbyd philosophys @nd
convincingly establishes the cognitive usages-oéds with regard to the reflected
consciousness, be it osaled or mutual (ira restricted sense as discussed above),
and at the same time retains the essengriftdas the perpetually and universally

unaltered consciousnedsfa st hasvabhUvacaitanya
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REVIEW OF ETHICAL NATURALISM ASA FORM OF
COGNITIVISM A ND REALISM

ANUREEMA BHATTACHARYYA

Ethical Naturalism is a form of a megghical theory which connects ethical
judgements with empirically verifiable natural factors.isTtmakes naturalism a
cognitive theory because verifiability confirms the truth/falsity. The relation of moral
language to natural /empirical factors has been variously interpreted by the naturalist
philosophers. Naturalism in Ethics may mean either ofdhewing: Ethical terms
may bedefinedor analysed in terms of natural facts and properties; Ethical terms
denoting ethical properties arenstitutedof natural properties; Ethical properties are
dependenton natural properties; Ethical properties ddentical with natural
propertieshbut cannot be defineid terms of them, i.e. they do not have an identity in
meaning. Ethical Naturalism is an interpretation of ethical language which refers to
two things- firstly, that the ethical judgement expresseknawledge by way of
empirical verification; secondly, that the judgement contains ethical terms which may
refer to something real or existent and is therefore verifiable. The former has an
epistemological flavour while the latter a metaphysical flavournaturalism.
However, it is not that cognitivism and realism confirm one another, because a known
thing can be real or unreal, again a real object may be either known or unknown. Let
us, therefore, consider to what extent can an ethical naturalist thalfytife
demands of cognitivism and realism.

In this contribution, an attempt has been made to confine myself only to the
first meaning of naturalism which says that ethical judgements constitute ethical
terms definable in factual terms. Hence, ther@ semantic identity of moral and ron
moral terms. This makes the ethical terms substitutable by factual terms. Hence, an
ethical judgement may be reduced to a factual judgement which is verifiable to be
true or false. The factual terms refer to naturatsfaaf the world which are real.
However, the theory does not refer to moral facts corresponding to moral terms which
are real. The moral terms have their correspondence with the real world only through
the factual terms which define them.

Let us examinesome concrete theories of naturalism. The theories of
naturalism have both subjective as well as objective factors constituting the definiens

of normative terms. They may thus be classified as subjective naturalism and
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objective naturalism. Those naturdédisvho define moral terms by subjective facts
like individual feelings, attitudes, interests, desires etc. are subjective naturalists,
whereas those who define them by objective facts like natural tendencies or capacities
in objects are objective natursth. Subjective naturalism declares that an ethical term
in an ethical judgement may be defined in terms of feelings or emotions of an
individual or a group of individuals. There are several possibilities in this regard:

a) Xis good = interest is taken inb§ S (individual subjective naturalism),

b) X is good = interest is taken in X by the members of group G (general
subjective naturalism),
c) X is good = interest is taken in X by so

theory of natralism).
Individual Subjective Naturalism:
I f the judgement 6X is goodd or O6A is rig
proposition which expresses the attitude or feeling of one particular person, then the
theory is individualistic. This is becauseth cr uci al term 6good6, o6rig
with reference to one and only one person. In this case, however, it will also be
possible to disti ngpueirsshontéh ef rionmd iovtihdiurad paesr soéofr
t o éfeirrsotn 6 vi ews ] swgewmdwe svay mBAn that we he
feeling or emotion about X; according to 6th
goodo means that some other person has such
Firstperson theories lead us to some peculiar consequences. Hirstly,
follows from such a theory that there are no disagreements about what is good. Two
contradictory statements fAiX is goodd and AX
uttered by two different persons or the same person at different times. They express
two compatible fact$ one person likes X and the other does not, or the same person
likes X at one moment and does not like it at some other moment. Each of us when
asserting an action to be right or wrong is merely asserting our feelings. Hence, they
can never be contradictory; neither is there any scope for moral disagreement.
Secondly, firstperson theories state that proof of any moral judgement is constituted
of only whether the particular person making the judgement does have the feeling or
attitude  A. C. Ewi EthicHi n( Neiws Yooorokk, 6The Free Press
severe criticism against this view. He says that if such a definition is correct, it
follows that a man can never be wrong in ethical judgement unless he has made a

mistake about Bi psychology. Again two people will never mean the same thing
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despite commenting the same i.e. 6goodd or
simply be expressing their approvals or disapprovals. Finally, if a person condemns
another personoranactwton 6t be actually about the perso
but will only be expressing the speakerds f e
Thirdper son theories hold that AX is goodbo
favourable attitude towards Xause@dThihd s theory
personds feeling is referred to here; it is
feelings. Again, there can be genuine moral disagreement in this context when two
persons differ about t he f eel itenttigsstheo f the pa
theory is not without its difficulties. It might be questioned that how can the third
person designated as 0S6 be specified? | f
there is no reason why there Scb6ouilsd snpoetc ibfei eadn
as God, it makes the theory a mnumaturalistic one in the sense of being not
empirically verifiable. | f &6S6 means a sover
6t he Queen of Englandd by 6S6 wild.l not be sat

General Subjective Natualism:
Subjective naturalism may be of a general form in which moral judgements

are defined in terms of feelings or emotion of a certain group of people. In such a

case, the question might arise as to how is the particular group selected. Even if all

membe s of a certain group agree on the fact t
iwWe approve of Xo, it is quite possible that
a mere stipulation or reporting. They might for good reason describe it as arbitrary

and hence unfair. When critically assessed, this general view seems not very different

fromthe firstper son vi ew. By saying that AX i s goc
members of group G approve of Xo. Now, i f S
i s g o dasdaying thatemembers of group G approve of X. Again if S1 who is a

member of group Gl says AX is goodo, he i s
approve of X. This shows that there can never be ethical disagreement between two

people from different grups, because two seemingly incompatible judgements made

by members of different groups are, according to this view, not incompatible.

Moreover, the same person may be a member of many groups at the same time. This

leads to puzzling consequences, and fhe/ Vs subject to a modified and somewhat

l'imited relativism. Now, a question ari ses
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Where | ies the certainty that whatever the ¢
The argument which is most crucial in this contiextit is obvious that we ought to

seek as the moral end what is intrinsically good or right just because it is good or

right in itself; we ought not to seek what most people approve of just because they

feel the approval of it 6. canfmetr emear Dheodd
6approved by most peopl eb.

R. B. Per r yhéosy oflNatturaisme s t
According to Perry, an American nreoat ur al i st phil osopher,

whatever it be, acquires value when any interest, whatever it be, is takeméh s

anything whatsoever becomes a target when ar
Barton PerryGeneral Theory of Valudjarvard University Press, Cambridge, 1926).

Hence, for Perry, X has value= interest is taken in X by someone, i.e., anyone. We

seet hat Perryds subjective naturalism is much
versions. Whatever is an object of a personod.
deeper the interest, the more valuable is the object; and the greater the number of

individuals expressing an interest in the object, the greater its value. Objects increase

in value concomitantly as interest is shown in them, and lose value as interest

diminishes.

One objection often raised against Perry is that his theory entails réiativis
conseqgquences. I f the definition he stipulate
accept other stipulated definitions which contradict his own because they are chosen
by other philosophers. The inter¢iseory of value is troublesome because dpen
to serious countegxamples. Some people find interest in murder, revenge, rape,
cruel ty, hat e, war , deat h etec., so they are
unacceptatd. Ewing in Ethics objected to this theory arguing that if good=desired
and better = desired more, then in reality what is desired more should be more good.

But this is not always the case. We may desire more about the welfare of our near and

dear ones than that of people of whom we read in the newspaper. But this does not

makethe former case better than the lattm e of t he severest critig
Naturalism is that Perry is not very reasonable in identifying goodness with interest,

because interest does not necessarigke a thing good. Feeling of interest is

importart for a thing to be good, but it does not have sufficient features to be equated

with it.
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Subjective Naturalism as a Form of Cognitivism:

All the above versions of subjective naturalism refer to certain
feelings/emotions of individuals or individual graumn defining value terms. We
have analysed all the possible problems in dealing with subjective factors. Now, the
guestion is whether the definition of moral terms in evaluative judgements by such
subjective factors can generate moral knowledge or nigtifiteresting to note at this
point that though there are subjective factors in the definiens, the presence or absence
of those facts makes the definition true or false, hence giving the moral judgement a
cognitive value. There may be a problem with thefinition itself, but if the
definition is accepted and is considered as means of doing naturalism, the theory
makes ethical judgements empirically verifiable as is the case in any scientific
knowledge.

Here there arewo aspects we are dealing withthe satisfiability of
subjective naturalism in terms of its definition, and the success of the subjective
naturalist theory as contributing to ethical knowledge. As seen in the individual first
person and thirgherson theories, the definition of amoralt&iy oo d 6 A X i s goodo
i s either in terms of the individual subj ec
which the subject belongs. Hence the meaning of the judgement has reference to the
individual moral agent who passes the judgememig the knowlege of the
statement 6X is goodo i s concerning the in

knowledge is justified to be objectively true or false with respect to its

correspondence with reality. For exampten seeing a green tree |if
Thetree$ gr eeno, he has true knowl e deye, wher eas
and utters, AThe tree is yell owo, he has f a
naturalist theories, a person knows #AX is g
feelings forit. he judgement is tested to be true or
goodo is tested to be true or fal se if he |
circularity. I f the subject does not have th
buttheuttemnce 6goodd is justified with reference

Such knowledgetherefore,will be subjectrelated. | shall here prefer to call such

knowledge not objective at all, rather, not knowledge at all.
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Objective Naturalism:
Objective naturalism is a theory which claims that moral judgements are

definable by factual judgements which refer to certain objective facts instead of
appealing to the feelings of individuals or groupsEdward Westermarck, a
Darwinian philosopher of the T9century considered that moral terms are to be

defined bynatural tendencies in objects causing an agent to approve or disapprove of

it I f the object tends to cause approval i n
it causes disapproval, he callsi 6 b a d 6 . ( E d withical RelsevieyNewnr mar ¢ k

York, Brace & World, 1932). These tendencies are inbuilt in the nature of an object
and hence are objective. According to t
cause me t o ap pavecavtendency to daus® me toXappnoaeyof ithbut |

do not approve of it, or | am not acquainted with X. Hence we see that the tendency
may be there in an object to cause its approval by a subject, but the subject fails to do
so, i.e. the tendency in the jebt is irrespective of the subject. This makes it an
objective theory of naturalism. Westermarck séif$ie doing of what ought not to be

done, or the omission of what ought not to be omitted, is apt to call forth moral
indignationi this is the most eseet i a | fact i nvol ved in
Edward WestermarckThe Origin and Development of the Moral Idé&d, |,
London, Macmill an and Co. Lt d. , 1906, ) .
omitting the possibility of disapproval. It does tnsay anything about the

consequences of the performance. The tendency in a phenomenon to arouse moral

his v

he n

60ug

di sapproval is expressed by the term 6badéd

judgements is a function of whether or not there is this tendencya less: ilt [
course, true that we in a given moment have a certain emotion; but in no other sense
can the antithesis of true HhcaRdatvityse be
We s t e r ntearyeniay seem to be a roagnitivist one. Thisd because
at some point of his philosophy Westermarck had commented that all attempts of the
moral philosophers, commesense theorists to prove the objective validity of moral
judgements have failedecause the predicates of moral judgements are ultimatel
based on emotion. Since no objectivity can come from an emotion, so the moral
judgements do not have objective validity and hence arecogmitive in nature.
Though Westermarck advocates the theory of the emotional origin of moral

judgements, he does tnmean that moral judgements imply the existence of moral

, of

appl i
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emotion in the mind of the speaker. What he intends to assert is that there is a
tendency in the object to arouse the feeling of approval or disapproval in the
subjectionthe presentation of the a@ujt, and such tendency is a natural one
irrespective of the actual feeling of approval/disapproval? Hence, this is an objective
tendency view of naturalism.

Wester marckos view is not free from <c¢cr
conceivable that we judge hing to be good because the thing tends to cause me to
approve of it. After all, when we judge it a
by the objectdés causing the speaker to appro
good that the subject amwes of it. The goodness/badness of a thing is something
intrinsic to the nature of the object; it cannot be contained in its approval/disapproval.
Again, the same object may tend to arouse approval in one subject and disapproval in
another. This makes tteame obj ect both 6égoodé and O6badbéb.
objective, it cannot vary with the subject. Finally, it is as if we cannot judge a thing to
be 6gooddé or 6badé i f we are not affected to
also not quite eceptable.

Tendency View as a Cognitive Theory:
Can the tendency view of naturalism be considered a cognitive theory? When

an ethical judgement is empirically verifiable, it is cognisable. According to the

tendency view, an ethical judgement is verifiabke true or false if the object on

which the judgement is passed does/does not tend to cause approval/disapproval.

Now, when a moral judgement is passed on an object, it is a mark of its
approval /disapproval, i . e. i Ofit, wheeassfubj ect ma
he calls it O6badé6, he di sapproves of it. Thi
subject to have such feeling of approval/disapproval, fhictv he makes such
commenkKisgoaborXisbadh The objectosalnustbesi ng t he ¢
due to the tendency inherent in it. Thus the tendency view asserts the presence of

tendency in an object which is verifiable the moment we evaluate the objext.

verifiable factor is such that there is no chance of its being false sindbetésin an

evaluated object irrespective of its actualisation. Hence, the utterance of moral

judgement is just enough to make it a piece of knowledge. Cases where the object

does not have thiendencyare cases where no evaluative judgement is passid on
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In this sense can the objective tendency view of naturalism be considered a version of
cognitivism.

Spencerdéds Evolutionary Natwuralism:
One of the objectivistic naturalist views which are not a tendency view is that

of Herbert Spencer. Spencer was afethe foremost proponents of evolutionary
naturalism. According to him, 6gooddé may be
his famous dictum, fThe conduct to which we
more evolved conduct; and bad is the name p@yato conduct which is relatively
|l ess evol ved. OHe Pata db Ethicd. oS pleomg e rl,87 9) . By being
evol ved©o, he means Omore conducive to I|living
self-preservation to attain a longer and a fuller lfiencef® we r egard as good t
conduct furthering sefpreservation, and as bad the conduct tending to self
destruction. o Now, t h e praserpation slesiraldle. AAnj oy ment
action which serves the lives of others is called a good adieoauseit has
immediate and also remote effect on all persons, that the good is universally
pleasurable.

Spencer6s view is directed towards a synt
it is true that a person must seek his pleasure and preserve hisavinidifequally
desirable that he does it by helping others.
fails to be altruistic. Selfappi ness is gained by furthering
general happiness is furthered by promoting-lsefipiness. Goodonduct, therefore,
produces a surplus of pleasure, and bad conduct results in a surplus of pain.

The theory gives room for moral disagreement. Two persons may disagree
concerning calling a particular action good in the sense of being more conducive to
living. The same action may be universally pleaguoglucing to one person but may
not be so to some other person. But to judge an action to be conducive to life or not
and thereby to be good or not can be related to its being more evolved. A more
evolved onduct implicitly refers to its advancement in time. But we see that there are
throwbacks in history, thus a more evolved conduct over time may not be a more self
preservatory one. Moreover, if moral superiority is defined by being more evolved,
we see thadvancement in evolution is also defined by being morally superior. This

involves circularity.
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Spencer attempted to present the theory of evolutionary naturalism to reach
utilitarianism. His prime focus was to advise for a life which is not for mengvsilir
but is enriched in pleasurable bounties. His basic defect was laid in his assuming that
life evolves for the better. We may here refer to the criticism of Spencer by Thomas
E. Hill who in his bookEthics in Theory and PracticelNew York, Crowell, 196)
points out quite rationally that with higher forms of evolution there is a rise in the
level of intelligence and social organisation. This naturally creates a more
complicated circumstance leading to more destructive forces and wars. The more
progressn development, the more is the chance for being intelligently shrewd and
cruel. Therefore, it may be said that morality does not come @lewelopment;
rather development and progress depend on mo
terms of edmories evotl va deci sive one. Even i f
cannot be objectively verified whether a particular action is more evolved or not in
the sense that it is sglfeservatory or not as analysed by Spencer. It is important to
distinguish in thé context objective verification from the objective factor. The
explanation given by Spencer to define 6good
but does not guarantee any objective verification for that. Hence, the definition of
moral terms under ewvationary naturalism of Spencer cannot raise an evaluative
judgement to the level of knowledge.

Naturalist Theories as Forms of Realism:
In all such cases, moral terms referring to moral properties are equated with

factual terms denoting factual propertiétence, the reality of moral properties is
judged with respect to the reality of factual properties. But if such facts are
behavioural, emotional, they cannot be real irrespective of the subject. Hence, the
subjective naturalist theories are not to bes@ered as realist theories.

On the other hand, objective naturalism which equates moral terms with
terms denoting objective natural facts has a claim for the existence of such facts
irrespective of the subjective emotions. Hence, this version of natorabs be
considered a realist theory. As seen in Wes
which is evaluated has a natural tendency which causes a feeling of
approval/disapproval for it. This tendency being a natural constitution of the object is
as much ral as is the object itself. Hence, when a moral term is defined in terms of

such a natural tendency, it refers to a form of realism.



104

As analysed in Spencerds theory, an
Spencer has a very specific explanation of¢che nnot ati on &ébeing
There may be difficulties in the definition thus suggested or maybe differences in
considering whether an act or a thing has at all the specific features of being more
evolved or not. But if thegre present in a particulaction, the action becomes good.
Here also we see that an objective factor being real can be used as a mark of
verification of the judgement. It is however noteworthy that, in both the forms of
naturalismi subjective and objective, there is no possipitif the existence of moral
property in its direct sense. Where possible, they are real only by virtue of
definitional substitution of moral terms by factual terms, thereby referring to factual
properties. In this sense, the realism hinted at in objectateiralism may be

considered as a form of indirect realism.
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ALETHIC RELATIVISM AND FAULTLESS DISAGREEMENT

ANUMITA SHUKLA AND MAYANK BORA
Introduction:

Dora believes that liquorice is tasty. Norma, on the other hand, cannot stand
liquorice and believes it to be theulest tasting substance on the planet. To her, it is
amply clear that it is false that liquorice is tasty. Dora and Norma then seem to be in
disagreement with each other on the matter of the taste of liquorice. Understanding
disagreement in terms of takinliffering (doxastic/alethic) attitudes towards the same
truth evaluable content, we may say that Dora and Norma take disparate attitudes
towards the same content as expressed by (1):

(1) Liquorice is tasty.

Yet, it is not clear if either Dora or Normarche faulted for taking the attitudes they
take. As one may say, it is, after all, a matter of taste. It seems what we have here is
the case of &aultless disagreemefED, henceforth).

That there can be FDs seems quite intuitive. But, how can that lve 2o
we have disputes where no one is at fault? The ready explanation for faultlessness in
the domain of taste seems to be that when it comes to taste there are no objective
standards. Instead, different people can have different standards of tastesaskth
if they disagree about the taste of something they are not to be faulted, as long as they
are applying their standards correctly. In other words, the occurrence of FDs in a
domain seems to demand a relativistic conception of the domain. Yenoit dear
how to formulate a conception of relativism such that it can do justice to the intuition
that there can be FDs.

Kolbel (2003) has argued that relativism, if it is to capture our intuition that
there can be FDs, is best characterized as relatadgut truth, ag\lethic Relativism
(AR henceforth). The complaint against alternate formulations of relativism is that
they invariably make the disagreement disappear by relativizing the normative
judgment or claim in such manner that the disputing agems$o more be seen to be
holding disparate attitudes towards s@metruth evaluable content. AR, according
to Kdlbel, solves the problem since it allows for the same completely truth evaluable
content to be true according to one perspective/set aatds and false according to
others. However, Boghossian (2011), building on an earlier argument by Richard

(2008), has argued that AR fails to characterize any disagreements as faultless.
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Attempts to recover the faultlessness, according to Boghossiasyaessful only at

the expense of the disagreement.

Boghossianbés case against AR boils down t

agent can rationally see a dispute as both faultless and as a genuine disagreement. His
argument rests on thinking from the iraed perspective, from a perspective where
a normative judgment is warranted. We shall argue that it is completely possible to
think about normative disputes from a perspective wherein no normative judgment is
made or warranted. We shall argue that amatgking such a perspective can very
well see a normative dispute as a genuine case of an FD even if AR is correct.
1. Alethic Relativism and Faultless Disagreement

Let us take a more detailed look at how AR is motivated by the means of an
FD. Kdlbel characterizes an FD in the following way: A faultless disagreement is a
situation where there is a thinké, a thinkerB, and a proposition (content of
judgment) p, such that:

(@) Abelieves (judges) thatandB believes or judges that rpt

(b) Neither A nor B hasnade a mistake (is at fault). el 2003, p 554)
Dora and Norma do seem to have an FD in this sense. They seem to disagree about
whether the proposition that liquorice is tasty is true or false but it also does not seem
like we can fault the judgmenif either since they are correct according to their
tastes.

While, prima facie it seems obvious that there can be FDs, in the domain of
taste, for example, quite contrarily it also appears that one can argue against the
possibility of any FDs. Here is hoolbel presents the argument informally:

Consider an arbitrary disagreement betwgenvho believes, andB, who
believes nep. Suppose that. Then whaB believes is not true. Now suppose

that notp. ThenA believes something not true. Thus, in eitb@se, one of the
disputants believes something not true. But this means that in either case, one
of the disputants commits a mistake. Thus the disagreement is not faultless.
Since A, B and p were chosen arbitrarily, it follows that no disagreement is
faultless. (Kolbel 2003, p 55)

INote that Richar do sledaorsihpw tha RDs showdsnot bentthoyghtiofn t e n

in terms of truth. Boghossi an, on the other

build a case against the notion of AR itself.

han
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This argument requires taking the notion of faultlessness in alethic terms, that
is it assumes that being at no fault epistemically is not enough for an FD. If someone
believes something false they are at fault. Kélbel sums @su
(T) It is a mistake to believe a proposition that is not truii{#&l 2003, p 56)
This assumption may seem too strong to some. Blidkthinks that FDs exist even
if we take such a strong alethic notion of faultlessness. All the argument shbas is t
given certain background assumptions the notion of FDs seems to be impossible.
Perfect sense of FDs may be made if some of those assumptions are challenged. The
specific assumption in question is that the truth or falsity of a statement is objective.
As such, Kélbel's specific relativist suggestion amounts to saying that we seriously
consider two things.
1. That in cases of FDs we have cases of people bringing in different
perspectives (or standards: of taste in our example), where there is no fact of
thematter about which perspective is the objectively correct one.
2. That statements like (1) are not objectively true (or false), but true (or false)
only relative to some given perspective.
We need to understand the second suggestion carefully. The suggestanthat
sentences like (1) are to be understood to be referring to the perspective of the
subject; that their contents otherwise are in some sense incomplete just like that of
).
(2) It is raining

Whether (2) is true or not, or expresses a true @itpo or not, depends
upon whether it is raining or not at some contextually salient location, perhaps the
location of one of the conversational partners. But, presumably, that is so since (2)
does not even make a truth evaluable statement without redeterthe location of
the speaker. In other words, the content of (2) is in that sense incomplete, it makes a
complete truth evaluable assertion only when the location of utterances is either
specified or implicitly understood due to the context. Thus(dbthe truth evaluable
content that is actually in question is not (2) but (2", presuming the speaker is in New
York at the time of utterance.

(2)Itis raining in New York.
Similarly, one could say that (1) is really to be understood as (1") whisran

indexical that takes as its value some contextually salient perspective or individual.
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(1)Liquorice is tasty according to
This relativizes the content of the statement to some perspective or subjective
standard (Doraés or iNo,r mdrsg dd ojrucegmanptl et) h atTl
really the judgment that I|liquorice is tasty
Dorauses(l)r ef er s t o Dorabs standar dreferst&i mi | ar |l vy,
Norma or her standards of taste and hemben she judges (1) to be false she is
judging that | iquorice is tasty from Nor maods
This is what the indexical relativists such as Dreier (1990) have ir?ind
not Kdlbel. Kdlbel notes that with indexical relativism we do not get an FD betwe
Dora and Norma since the propositions they are judging to be true or false are very
much distinct. Instead, what Kélbel is suggesting is to think that sentences like (1)
have truth evaluable conterds is However, their truth is relative to the persipee
or standards of evaluation of the speaker. In other words, it is not the content of these
sentences which is relative to the perspective of assessment but the truth of their
contents is. So, Dora and Norma mean the same thing by (1) but when Dora say
she makes a false assertion (or that, when she utters its negation she makes a true one)
according to her standards, but when Norma utters it she makes a true assertion
according to her standards.
Once we consider the AR view we can now make perfatses of faultless
disagreements as long as faultlessness is not understood in terms sifriplititera
la (T) but in terms of relative truth la (T*):
(T*)It is a mistake to believe a proposition that is not true as evaluated from one's
own perspectig.
Now with AR in place and FDs understood in termsTof)(instead of T)
neither of Dora or Norma can be said to be at fault or making a mistake. This is so
since even though Dora and Norma hold (1) to be true and false, respectively,
contrarytotheedc ot her , (1) really is true relative
relative to Normads perspective.
So, it seems that AR can account for their being an FD between Dora and

Norma as long as being at fault is understood in terms of relative truth. Bt likem

2 This is of course a considerable simplification of the internal vidatview. See (Dreier
1990) for more details.
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Richard (2008) and Boghossian (2011) believe that even given ARTahavé still
do not have an FD between Dora and Norma.
2. The Argument from Perspectival Immersion

Richard has argued that understood in terms of relative truth disagreements
canna be faultless{W]hen one is willing to ascribe truth or falsity to a particular
claim p, one treats p and the claim that p is true as equivalighin a perspective,
truth is O6disquotational 6. Suppose | t
and you think the reverse. Suppose (Btuctig that each of our thoughts is vaiid
mine is true from my perspective, yours is from yours. Then not only can | (validly)
say that Beaufort is better than Tome, | can (validly) say that it's true that Beaufo
better than Tome. And of course if you think Tome is better than Beaufort and not
vice versa | can also (validly) say that you think that it's not the case that Beaufort is
better than Tome. So | can (validly) say that it's true that Beaufort & bedih Tome
though you think Beaufort isn't better than Tome. From which it surely follows that
you're mistaked after all, if you have a false belief, you are mistaken about
something. This line of reasoning is sound no matter what the object of diSplite.
is just wrong to think that if my view is vafidtrue relative to my perspecti&eand
your contradictory view is valiltrue, that is, relative to yousthen our
di sagreement is O6faul tl e sdsbutsuchdsagteamers s s
is na one to be evaluated in terms of truth. (Richard 2008, B8ghossian presents
the argument, which he calthe argument from (perspectival) immersion the
following semiformal manner:
The Argument from (Perspectival) Immersion:

(3) The content (pis at best relatively true. (Alethic Relativism)

(4) If Dora judges validly that p, it will also be valid for Dora to judge that 6 s

true that p.

(Truth is Disquotational within a perspective)

(5) If Dora judges that t 6 s t thaneDora inustt ongin of incoherence,

A

judgethat t 6s f adp.se that not

(6) If Dora judges that t 6 s f a |- then Dbra must,nom tpain of
incoherence, judge that anyone who judgesp (e.g., Norma) is making
amistake

Therefore,

hink t

di sag!
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(7) Dora must judge that Normarnsaking a mistake and so cannot regard the
disagreement with Norma as faultless.
Therefore,
(8) The disagreement between Dora and Norma is not faultless. (Boghossian
2011, p 62)
The first premise, that i8) aslabelled herejust follows from the stateméif
Alethic Relativism. The premise (4) follows from the fact that the equivalence
schema for truth, i.e. a sentence 0S06 is tru
the truth is taken to be relative to perspectives it would hold within the gotinsp
The premise (5) follows from taking Dora to be of a sound rational mind thereby
assuming that she will not take both the proposition that p and the proposition that
notp to be true. If she takes the first to be true then she, just like any tatgerd,
must take the second to be false. But, now if Dora takes it to be false Hpathsot
she should also take someone who believes or judges thHattodite mistaken or be
at fault, which is what (6) expresses. Thus, we seem to conclude that(dpra
Norma, or anyone for that matter) cannot take another agent whom they disagree with
to be faultless, even if the truth is relative in the domain to which the statement
disagreed on belongs.

The important thing about the argument from immersion isnibté@n of
immersion itself. Being immersed in a perspective amounts to the immersed subject
holding steadfast to his/her normative principles and making normative judgments,
and usindhis/hernormative principles in making these normative judgments. [&Dor
is truly immersed and committed to her principles of taste then she would be
committed not only to making the normative judgment that liquorice is tasty, but also
that Norma is wrong in thinking that it is not, and most importantly that any standard
of taste that suggests otherwise is flawed. This is what precludes Dora herself from
using ™) and thereby judging Norma, whose evaluation of (1) is perfectly in
accordance with her perspective, to not be making any mistake. In any case, the truth
of a philo®phical position like AR can not be dependent on whether actual agents
subscribe to it.

Hence, the argument looks secure until (7). But, what justifies the move from
(7) to the conclusion (8)? We can very well agree in that in the example of FD above

that Dora and Norma being immersed take the disagreement to be faulty. But why
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should we take that to imply that it is faulty? Boghossian (2011) thinks that the

transition from the premise (7) to the conclusion can be supported based on the

fipl ausi btifea disabreement weie taultless it must be possible for a rational

thinker to claim that it is.0 But on what b ¢
and Norma cannot rationally claim their disagreement to be faultless then there is no

other person whaeould rationally do so? Couldn't the reader rationally claim it to be

s0?

Boghossiands thought seems to be that tr
normative agent and must as such be part of the discourse and not a mere observer.
As such the reader beingn@rmative agent must, in the normative discourse Dora
and Norma are engaged in, assume the position of either Dora or Norma. In other
words, for any reader either it is going to be true that liquorice is tasty or it is going to
be false that liquorice isasty; the reader must him/herself be immersed one way or
the other. In the first case, the reader would have to find Norma to be mistaken and in
the later, the reader will have to find fault with Dora. Consequently, the
understanding is, there is no ratithinker who can coherently claim the discourse
to be faultless since every rational agent being a normative agent too will have to be a
part of the normative discourse and pick eit
she is bound to find the othedsiof the dispute as being at fault.

The argument goes through then if we accept that any rational agent trying to
make sense of a normative dispute will himself/herself have to make normative
judgments. But, is this a reasonable assumption? Granted thatcase of Dora and
Norma, or any similar normative disputes, we might find the standards of the taste of
one correct and the other wrong. After all, for any agent either the agent likes the
taste of liquorice or not. But, we also seem to be able t@marfect sense of the
idea that neither Dora nor Norma are committing any misaakger their respective
standards While one invariably has a normative perspective and invariably applies it
in making normative judgments in evaluating disputes, oneatsm make purely
rational (i.e. otherwise nemormative) judgments about whether the normative
stances of the agents locked in a dispute are consistent with their perspectives.

It seems then that normative agents can refrain from making normative
judgmentsand can make judgmen&bouta normative discourse on purely logical

grounds. One can keep from entering the normative debate oneself by dissociating
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oneself from one's normative perspective and maintaining instead a purely rational
normatively dissociatk perspective which we shall callRissociated Perspective

(or, DP in short). The question then is in evaluating whether a normative dispute such
as between Dora and Norma is an FD or not should we consider the judgments we
make from our normatively immsed perspective or from a DP. This is the issue we
intend to address in the rest of the paper.

3. Faultlessness from a Dissociated Perspective:

In this section, we want to argue for two things: one, that someone can take
up a DP, and two, that from a Dietdisagreement between Dora and Norma indeed
comes out to be faultless. In the rest of the paper, we shall try to establish that from a
DP a normative dispute can indeed be seen as a genuine case of an FD.

To begin with, we need to give brief charactdimas of a DP and an
immersed perspective. A DP is when a normative agent refrains from using his/her
normative system. It is not that s/he uses some other but that s/he refrains from
making normative judgments regarding the concerned normative modality
completely. S/he still has the use of his/her logical principles (and the normative
principles of other modalities) and s/he can use that to make logical judgments about
what normative judgments would follow from some given set of normative
principles. As aDP is achieved by refraining from one's normative principles but
using one's logical ones, it is not an objective view from nowhere, but rather a
curtailed view from somewhere. It is very important to note that this is not the same
as a thirdperson perspive as one may very well make normative judgments from a
third-person perspective (as Boghossian assumes one must). In other words, a third

person perspective does not necessitate taking® DP.

3 One may go on about the characteristics of a DP: in that much there can be as many distinct
DPs as distinct logical system people may subscribe to, though that by the view of quite a few
may mean just one. divever, even in being a curtailed view it allows for a much greater
commensurability between distinct normative system in as much as the logics may be
intercommensurable. Intercommensurability of logics need not be limited to same logic but as
long as one'logic allows one to make systematic judgments about what follows on the basis
of another logic using the former as metalanguage in the same way as classical logic does for
paracomplete or paraconsistent logics, one may be able to use it to make lmigoadits

about the other normative system.

However, | think for our current purposes the discussion of a DP in the main text above
should suffice.
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An immersed perspective as we see it then is charactenizamhirast with a
DP. It is just when one holds steadfast and committed to one's normative principle
and is committed to making use of them when making normative judgments. Also,
one cannot but fail to make a normative judgment following one's standaetsavh
normative question arises. One is then committed to the correctness of one's
normative system, and the wrongness of conflicting ones. Again this is not the same
as taking a firsperson perspective since it is completely plausible to take a third
peron perspective and be committed to one's normative standards and be ready to
employ them, among other things, to judge them as right and conflicting others as
wrong.

Given these characterizations let us now consider again the purported
example of an FD, thdispute between Dora and Norma about the taste of liquorice.
Specifically, consider the way initially the example of an FD between Dora and
Norma was introduced. To begin with, at least the dispute seemed to be faultless. The
guestion to be asked nowiidat position did the reader take in assessing relativism's

merits in explaining the example of FD.

reader take Normabs position? The answer

was presented the reader swinvited to take a position independent of the
perspectives of either Dora or Norma. The reader took a Dissociated Perspective. In
taking the DP, the reader keeps from evaluating the truth of the statement according
to his standards and instead engageh thie purely logical question of whether the
statement would be true or not according to the standards of the subjects. In other
words, the reader is not invited to and is not looking to, make a normative judgment
about the taste of liquorice. S/he isited to is to make a logical judgment instead.
Since the reader is not making a normative judgment there is no question of the
normative judgments of either Dora or Norma being at fault since they conflict with
that of the reader's. Instead, the reades swefault from his/her perspective, which
exemplifies a DP, since s/he disengages from his/her standards and can see that the
judgments of Dora and Norma would logically follow from their respective standards
or perspectives.

Using the notion of a DP organ object to the transition from (7) to (8) in the
argument from i mmersion. Boghossianos

disagreement was faultless it must be possible for a rational thinker to claim that it

Di
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i s.0 (Boghossi aihseetng welare inpa p@siBion to pdiho ter such a
rational thinker: the reader.
One point here needs clarification. The cowatgrument here need not rest
on the fact that the reader's in judging evaluating the dispute between Dora and
Norma exemplified &P. Boghossian could deny that being the case. He may look to
suggest an alternate explanation for why in the case in question here the reader might
be able to entertain some relativistic intuitions.
But, one may very well, instead of taking our descriptaf the reader's
position as a factual description of matters, take it as a description of a possible way
to approach the issue. That is, we could say that even if the reader does not take a DP
in evaluating the dispute it is very much possible for tlagleeto take a DP. Then it
can be said that if it a person in evaluating the dispute between Dora and Norma were
to assume the reader's position to make sense of faultlessness in this case while
adhering to AR the person could see the dispute as faulfteéaking a DP.
From the considerations offered above, one can conclude that Boghossian's
move from (7) to (8) in the argument form immersion can be successfully blocked,
and hence there is for AR no issue with faultlessness in the discourse. The key to
blocking this move is, of course, to deny the presumed necessity of immersion.
4. Losing Disagreement?
It would seem then Boghossianébés argument
But, Boghossian has suggested that the person looking from a dissociated perspectiv
should not consider the disagreement between Dora and Normagasume
disagreemertt.
To see how Boghossianés suggestion could
builds the case the other time he makes essentially the same point. Boghossian
considers a pgsible response to his argument where it is suggested that Dora and
Norma coul d, in fact, see the dispute betwee
argument from perspectival immersion may be seen as relying on Dora herself not
subscribing to AR andT¢) but rather to something likd . It is for that reason that

Dora takes Norma to be mistaken. But what if Dora and Norma take the idea of

4 Boghossian made this suggestion in response to a question regarding the possibility of a DP
raised by onef the authors of this paper in a question answer session with Boghossian where
the author was part of the audience.
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relative truth seriously and therefore understand making a mistake in terifis) of (

and not T)? Would not in thatase Dora and Norma be able to see not just their own

but also the otherés stance on the taste of
disagreement between them as faultless? It appears that Dora and Norma would be

able to make sense of the facatthhey can judge thatot-p, recognize that the other

judges thatp, take their judgment to be Atrueodo ai
recognizing all the while that when they say
fal se, they etfaodi vallysemean afit ve t o my per ¢
Dora and Norma free to | udgrmistakehirece thet he ot her

fundamental norms governing the ascription of mistake will nowTh¢ &nd not
(T).8
Boghossian rejects this because hveedose the sense of there beingeauine
disagreement. He worries that if Dora and Norma know that there are different
standards of truth about taste that they are both judging according to their standards
then one can not consider the other to be désdgg with themAs Boghossian puts
it: How is it possible to regard this ag@nuinedisagreement?
| know that Norma has different standards than mine. | regard her standards as
just as correct as mine. | know that her judgment is true relative to her
standards. And | also affirm that these sorts of judgment have no other kind of
truth-value, no absolute trutvalues.
ltbés simply obvious, it seems to me, t hat
this as a real disagreement, no more than lcanréeghré¢ guy who says fl
morningodé in the morning to be disagreein

afternoond in the afternoon. (Boghossian 2

5 Boghossian (2011) in fact has slightly different sets of norms about belief. But as far as | can

see they simply boil down to (T) and*jTabove as long as (T) and (T*). Just replacing the

5 The last two sentences are mere rephrases of the following passage from (Boghossian 2011,

p 6566) slightly changed to suit the case here:

For | would be able to make sense of the fact that | can jindge, recognize that someone

else judges that nqt , take my own judgment to be fAtrued and
thatnotp to be #fAfalse, 0 recognizing all the while tha
and his false, ule eafnfde cftailvseel yr enteaatni viet rt o my perspe
free to judge that his judgment that #mis not amistake,since the fundamental norms

governing my attitudes will now be Relative Belief and Assertion and not their absolutist

counterparts.
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Boghossian is here a bit too terse. Though, it seems quite intuitive it has not
exactly been spelt out whit going wrong with disagreement here. But, let us try to
see what systematic thought may wunderlie Bogl
real or genuinedisagreementWright (2006) understands the notion of a genuine
disagreement aggenuine disagraments involve genuinely incompatible attitudes
being taken with respect to the same propositisél b el 6 s own characteri za
disagreementA believes or judges tha andB believes or judges that np} is in
line with this understanding of a gene disagreement since it would seem that
believing/judging it is true that p and believing/judging that it is false that p are
genuinely incompatible. And how may we understand the notion of genuine
incompatibility? It seems to us that two attitudes aBuinely incompatible if it is
impossible for the same agent to rationally hold them at the same time towards the
same propositional content.

Boghossianbds suggestion seems to be that i
ot her 6s | udgme nem kbowsthati (§) ean atebeshbe welativety hrue
and false and while it is true/false from their perspective it is the opposite from the
otherb6s perspective, then neither can be see
towards (1) of judging it to beue/false. In their moment of relativistic insight, Dora
and Norma cannot anymore make the judgment that (1) is true or false period, they
can only make the judgment that (1) is true or falsgording to their perspectivén
their moment of relativistiinsight, the contents of the attitudes of Dora and Norma
themselves get relativized. They are then indeed in the same position as what is
envisioned by the indexical relativist, orhe guys one of who says nAlt
the morning and the other guyhwo says it i s afternoono i
(considering that such statements can be taken to have a hidden indexical for the time
of utterance)And in the same manner, as the indexical relativist, the disagreement is
lost.

However, what Boghossian hasdaibout losing disagreement here requires
the normative agents to accept AR. But, as we remarked earlier the truth or falsity of
AR should not require that any normative agents believe in it. Dora and Norma may

be perfect absolutists about truth. Furthemndhe issue under investigation in this

" This sums up his intent as we understand it; it is not a direct quote.
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section was whether the reader taking up a DP can see the dispute between Dora and
Norma to be a case of an FD or not.

Can we say that the disagreement di ssol ve
prima faciecase corrgmonding to above can be made in terms of the reader who
judges the dispute from a DP as well: when the reader judges Dora and Norma to be
faultless the reader may not judge simply that (1) is true or false, but the reader must
judge thatitis truefromDoa 6 s per spective and false from N
these judgments are not genuinely incompatible. The same rational agent can
perfectly well hold the judgment that it is morning in the morning and it is afternoon
in the afternoon. Similarly, Dordorma, and the reader can all perfectly rationally
hold both the judgments that (1) is true frc
from Nbr maods.

The purported problem that Boghossian is alluding to is this: disagreement
requires incompatible attiteg, but in judging faultlessness, the requisite relativistic
understanding of the attitudes (understood in terms of AR) in question renders them
compatible. The faultlessness of a dispute and its genuineness as a disagreement then
cannot stand together ihe eyes of any rational agent if AR is correct.
5. The Question of Attitudes

| think we have now been able to come to the point where we can see where
Boghossiands case against AR is problematic
between Dora and Norma te ka case of genuine disagreement or not seems to
depend ultimately on whether we can hold the relevant attitudes to be genuinely
incompatible or not. Boghossiands suggestion
think the problem here lies in conflatingtiveen two distinct kinds of attitudes.
We should not confuse the attitude of the judging [that p is true/false] from

perspective N with the attitude of the judging [that p is true/false from perspective
N].° In the first attitude, while the judgment is deabased on norms that are only

relative, the truth or falsity that is predicated to the proposition is not of relative truth

8This was essentially Boghossian6s response. See f
9 What is inside the square brackets here is supposed to be the content of the judgment. So, in

attitude of judging pat p is true] from perspective N only has that p is true as content. The

phrase Afrom perspective NO only shows the standa
the basis of. It is not indicating any part of the content of the judgment.
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or falsity but absolute truth or falsity. I n
is itself part of the content of the jutlgnt; the truth/falsity predicate is itself relative.

One thing is undisputed. When the reader in trying to entertain the AR
position evaluates the dispute between Dora and Norma to see whether it is faultless
or not the reader has attitudes of the lakteérd. The reader judges that the
propositional content of (1) is true accordi
that the same propositional content is false
attitudes of judging are such that the truth or falpredicate is relative. These are
undoubtedly perfectly compatible with each other. But, are these the attitudes relevant
to see whether the dispute between Dora and Norma is a case of an FD or not?

We need to answer three questions including the oneeabo

Q1: Whose attitudes are relevant for judging that the dispute between Dora

and Norma is a case of an FD?

Q2: Are the attitudes of Dora and Norma of the first kind or the second kind

(from the two kinds just pointed out above)?

Q3: | f Do r a dase ohthedfirstNiod thea @re they genuinely

incompatible with each other?
The answers to these three questions will show whether Boghossian has a case
against AR or not.

In seeing from the readerds DP whether th
is a casef an FD or not if it were the attitudes of the reader then Boghossian would
certainly be correct. The attitudes of the r
perspective and judging that (1) is false f
compatble with each other. But, these are not the attitudes that we and the need to
figure our the incompatibility between. The dispute is between Dora and Norma and
we need to see whether the attitudes they are having are incompatible with each other
or not. Assuch, in evaluating the dispute between Dora and Norma the reader must
look at the attitudes of Dora and Norma to see if they are incompatible.

The question now is of whether Doradés and
absolute truth and falsity or attitas whose content is itself relativized in virtue of
predicating relative truth or falsity. If we were talking about Dora and Norma
themselves trying to see their dispute as an FD then they would have attitudes with

relativized contents. To judge their pige as faultless they would have to see that
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they are each only judging (1) as true or false from their perspectives. In that case,
Boghossianés case would be fine since we hayv
relativized truth and falsity are compaéy compatible with each other. But, there is

no need that Dora and Norma themselves must be able to see their dispute as an FD.

That was the whole point in pointing to the reader evaluating the dispute from a DP.

Until and unless Dora and Norma are notoag the handful of people who also

happen to be philosophical proponents of AR themselves they are not going to ascribe

to (1) relative truth or falsity but absolute truth or falsity. The attitudes of Dora and

Norma are therefore going to be of the kinkdene the content of the judgment is not

relativized.
Thus, the proper way to understand Dorads
is in the following way: Dora judges [that (

Norma judges [that petspectivesThd fmdl questiontfoase m Nor ma 6
now i s 6are their attitudes compati bl ed. D
predicating absolute truth and absolute falsity to the same propositional content.
Normally, there would be no question about their incdibpity. However, we know
that Dora makes her judgment based on her standards of taste and Norma makes her
judgment based on her standards of taste. The judgments are made based on different
standards; they are made from different perspectives. Nonethéheisr attitudes
must be accepted as incompatible for the simple reason that normative agents, until
and unless proponents of AR, in judging a proposition such as that expressed by (1)
to be true or false can only judge it to be so from their normagé&ppctives and not
from someone el sebs perspective. Further more.
then the agent can only rationally judge a proposition to be either true or false but not
both. Thus, neither is it possible for a r@fativist agat who judges a proposition as
true (from his/her perspective) to rationally judge the same proposition as false (from
his/her perspective) nor is any other perspective available to the agent to judge the
proposition false from that perspective.
T a k e slzase as an example. Dora judges (1) to be true. She does so from
her perspective. From her perspective, only the truth of (1) follows not its falsity. It
would be irrational for her to judge from her perspective that (1) is false. But, neither
canshejdge it to be false from Normads perspec

available to her to make a judgment from, only her own is. As such, Dora cannot
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rationally judge both [that (1) is true] from her perspective and judge [that (1) is false]

fromNorma& s perspective. Same can be said for Noi
Thus, no rational agent can judge [that (1)
judge [t hat (1) is false] from Nor mads per

attitudes are genuity incompatible after all.
To sum up: for an agent who is not a proponent of AR judging whether
liquorice is tasty or not is no different from judging whether the grass is green or not.
All judgments are made on certain bases of judgment that one hasaliztd.
Whet her those bases are objectively wvalid or
open to the nomelativist normative agent. Nor, is any other perspective available.
This fact means that Dorads andleeWNmchmads atti
in turn implies that their dispute is a genuine disagreement. A person, such as a
reader, who is investigating the dispute between Dora and Norma but is not looking
to make any normative judgments but only logical ones, ie a person employing a DP
can see that the dispute is a genuine disagreement. Nonetheless, while such a person
can see that no one can rationally have both the attitudes that Dora and Norma have,
the person can also see that neither of Dora or Norma is really at fault. Dora and
Norma can only make judgments from their perspectives which they both correctly
do. Thus, the person employing a DP can see the dispute between Dora and Norma to
be a genuine case of an FD.
Boghossian failed to accept this fact because he did not appréuwate
availability of a DP. But, one can take up a DP and from a DP one can make sense of
the fact that certain normative disputes may indeed be genuinely faultless and
genuine disagreements.
6. Concluding Remarks:
We are not proponents of AR. We firmly l@sle that AR is not the correct
way of understanding the notion of truth, in normative domains or otherwise. But,
philosophical theories can be revealing in their failure. However, for that, it is
important that we first sincerely give philosophical thesriheir due consideration.
AR is a substantive philosophical position which needs to be taken seriously. We feel
it will be sustained or it will fall depending on what sense we can make of the notion
of relative truth. B o g h owrshased énsno suej ect i on C

considerations. Instead, it looks to do away with AR on the cheap by first identifying
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AR as the claim that genuine FDs are possible and then arguing that even given AR

genuine FDs are not possible. Hence, Boghossian feels justif@dinning that AR

is Ainherently wunstabl eo. But , the inherent
not a property of AR itself but an artefact

possibility of evaluating normative disputes from a normativelgsatiated

perspective.
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USE THEORY OF MEANING IN TRACTATUS
MANORANJAN MALLICK

Wittgensteinians have been debating for quite sometimes now atexhe
there exists a serious divide Dbetween
writings would be understood better by highlighting the differences in approach and
understanding of the nature and functioning of language or seeing the thematic
continudion in it. In this paper, we would discuss in detail the major debates between
the classical Wittgensteiniassich as Ramsey, Anscombe, David Pears, Peter Hacker
and Peter Geach, etand the new Wittgensteiniamepresented by Cora Diamond,
James Conanduliet Floyd, Alice Crary, Michael Kremer and Rupert Resd.

Reading Wittgenstein
Broadly speaking, there are two popular readings of Wittgenstein: anti

metaphysical or logical positivist reading and metaphysical reading. Positivists like

Moritz Schi c k , Rudl of Carnap, A J. Ayer ar e

works where the method of logicahnalysis seems to give a perspicuous
understanding of meaningfploposition. They kept picture theory of meaning at the
center to propose verificatioprinciple. For them, what cannot be verified is just
nonsense. Hence, metaphysics is rejected as nonsense. Being highly scientific in their
temperament positivists found it irrel

or transcendental vision of fég.

Wi tt ¢

i nf

evant

On the contrary, the metaphysical reading

writings would remain unintelligible without understanding his transcendental vision

of reality. Wittgenstein never rejects metaphysics as nonsense as understood by
logicd positivists. What cannot be expressed by the sense of a proposition is not
necessarily incommunicable or imperceptible. Propositions of ethics and aesthetics
are nonsensical in the sense that they belong to the realm of metaphysics which is

ineffable.

These broad categorizations would not be of any help to define the variant
interpretations of Wittgenstein proposed in the last two decades. In fact, the recent
renewal of the debate has almost exclusively been concerned with variants of
ineffabilist(metaplysical) readings of ractatusas advanced by Elizabeth Anscombe,

P.M.S. Hacker and H.O. Mounce and the recently advanced variatitsrapeutic
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(resolutg readings advocated by Cora Diamond, James Conant, Juliet Floyd, Alice
Crary, Michael Kremer and RupieRead. The ineffabilist reading argues that role of
nonsense in thdractatusis to make us grasp the ineffable truth which strictly
speaking cannot be said significantly in accordance with the rules of logical syntax.
Contrary to it, the therapeutic ding emphasizes the incomprehensibility of the idea

of ineffable truth. Nonsense does not seek to convey the ineffable truth rather
nonsense simply means to have no sense. The task of philosophy gets limited to cure
us from the temptation to put forwardilgisophical doctrines or theories by showing

that how such attempts lead to nonsense.

There are also interpreters who differ from theffabilist as well as the
therapeuticreadings of Wittgenstein, particularly ®factatus The most prominent
among then are Daniel D. Hutto and Marie McGinn. Their interpretations have been
labeled aslucidatoryor clarificatory reading. They attempt to resolve the paradox
faced by the other two readings. They are in agreement with the therapeutic or
resolute readers théhere are no ineffable truths about reality. But also they avoid
reducing Tractatus as a work of posmodernist irony. They believe that
Wittgensteinbs remark achieve a certain orde

and accomplish something impartdefore they fall away.

After the publication oPhilosophical Investigationis was believed by many
comment ators that Wi tt genFdactatishad dost dsar | y wor k
philosophical relevance. These claims were mooted by his apparerttorejet
Tractatusin Philosophical Investigatonsh er e he wr i t elshodldn t he pr ef
publish those old thoughts and the new ones together: that the latter could be seen in
the right light by contrast with and against the background of my old widayniing.

I have been forced to recognise grave mis
(PI, Preface). He acknowledges the help he received from the criticisms of his ideas
by Frank Ramsey and P. Sraffa wWlgaveamade hi m t
impression that Wittgenstein in his later writings has made a shift in his position on

nature of philosophy and language.
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However, recent resurgence of writings Tmactatus clearly indicates that it
has not at all lost its relevan@mong the Wittgensteinians. It is evident in the
publications on Wittgenstein in the past two decades which are mostly on Tractarian
themes than on his later writings. Even the variant readings of Wittgenstein, as
discussed above, are based on read@imgtatusin different lights. The philosophical
insights of Tractatus have been found useful to develop understanding on
philosophical method, nature of language and logic, ethics, aesthetics and religion.
The book cannot be dismissed and remains one aftst profound and rigorous
works in philosophy. Wittgenstein himself later remarked to Elizabeth Anscombe that
the Tractatusis notall wrong; it is not like a bag of junk professing to be a clock, but
like a clock that does not tell the right time (Ansd@ml971: 78). Recent writers
have recognised that the seeds of Wittgenste
in the Tractatus It is imperative to read his later writings in the light of his earlier

ones.

Wittgenst ei no6 g Tractmtudcannotwe ovérlookea atall also
for the reason that ideas developed on philosophy, language, ethics and religion kept
reflecting even in his later writings. He remained captive of those ideas throughout
his life (Chandra 2002: 88). Cyril Batra al so writes, At he pict
propositions is preserved ifPhilosophical Investigationsand its implications
devel oped, but within the new context of | o
would not be appropriate to see his later works as sigdiis early position in
philosophy. Though he seemed to have moved from his old way of thinking but he
could never come out of it completely. His later writings are more of filling the gaps
he left in his earlier writings. In other words, in his latertiwgs Wittgenstein is
justifying his old thoughts in a new fashion (Chandra 2002: 84). When a comparison
is made between the early and later writings of Wittgenstein, one is tempted to
highlight the differences in the approach and understanding of theenahd

! Some of themajor works are: Alice Crary, and Read Rupert (ed$hg New Wittgenstein
(London: Routledge, 2000). Daniel D. Huttd/ittgenstein and the End of Philosophy:
Neither Theory nor TherapfHampshire: Palgrave Macmillan, 2003). Cora Diamaritg
Realistic Spit: Wittgenstein, Philosophy, and The Mif@ambridge, Mass: MIT Press,
1991) . P. M. S. Hacker AWittgenstein, Carnap and
(The Philosophical Quarterly Vol . 53, No . 210, 2003) . Cora Dian
Wittgensteid $ractatu® ,The(Philosophical Quarter)yol. 55, No. 218, 2005).
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functioning of the language. There have been debatesdar than two decades now

between the classical Wittgensteinians and new Wittgensteinians on these issues.

Debating the Divide

Classical Wittgensteinians have been finding the divide betwee
Wittgensteinbds early and | ater works quite s
The nature and the limits of languageTiractatusare determined by the syntactical
structure of language, whichaspriori. Hacker writes;

The Tractatus purported ¢ give an account of the essential nature of the
world, thought and language while arguing thatcto sensuthis endeavour
transgresses the bounds of sense in trying to say something which is and must
be shown by any symbolism, but cannot said. This @wtcbeing definitive,

the sole role for future philosophy is analysis (Hacker 2001: 330).

A rigid logical structure draws a strict boundary between propositions with
sense and nonsensical propositiddewever, in his later writings use of words and
conext get the center stage in determining th
replace the 61l ogical formé in carrying out 1
language. Tere is no rigid syntactical structure rather the distinction between the
proposi i ons i s made based on the <critaeria of &1
priori logical structure of language in tiHeactatusgets replaced in later writings by
the a posterior method of assigning meaning by looking into the working of
language. Tis shift, for classical Wittgensteinians defines the divide between the
early and the later Wittgenstein.

Philosophy no longer strives to disclose the logical structure of the world, the

objective languagendependent essence of all things, for there dssoch

thing. Consequently thde factopractice of philosophy in th@ractatusis

rejected. Itde jurepr escr i pti on, however, contained much
through a glass dar kIl yod. Phil osophy is an
althoughthe conception of clarification has shifted dramatically away from the

Tractatusparadigm of logical analysi{glacker 2001: 33333).

In the later works, Tractarian logical analysis seems to have failed to unfold
the intricacy in the functioning of langge. Philosophy is seen as purely descriptive
in nature and its role is to describe the working of our language. To resolve the
philosophical problems we are required to rearrange what we already know, that is,
the rules for the use of words. The task ofqgophy is now to give a clear view of

our entanglement in the rules of the use of words.
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In classical Wittgensteinians term the move is from essentialisfraxftatus to

pluralism ofPhilosophical Investigationdn theTractatus language is used a very

narrow sense whereas in his later writing, language is conceived as dynamic and is

related to multiple activities and usages. This multiplicity of different uses of

languagegg a mes was mi ssed out i.dractdiiangropesn st ei nds e
of a pictorial relation between language and the world was found to be limited in its

scope to explain the functioning of |l anguag
away from such rigid representation. Now language is seen as a series of games that

is played out, each with its own rules. Meaning of a word is in its use in language. A

word does not have an underlying essence or unitary meaning. It may have different

meanings depending on the difference in the context of its use.

New Wittgensteinians ject this sharp distinction made between the early
and later works of Wittgenstein. On the contrary, they emphasize more on the
continuation in Wi ttgenstei noBhilosophicalr e wor ks.
Investigations me ani ng a sy ougnads framnhjs ledrhe writings. They
argue that the problems Wittgenstein is concerned with are same in both of his
writings. His position on the exploration of the nature and function of language
remains the same. Philosophy is seen as an actiVitiP#4.112,P1823). It is an

activity of clarification of the working of language.

Classical Wittgensteinians interpretation
The Classical interpretation emphasizes more on logical synfBragtatus

For them, it is the set of rules whicletermines whether a proposition fulfills the

representational relationship with the reality that it depicts or not. Legitimacy of a

proposition depends upon t he ful fill ment 0 |

expresses, it expresses in a determinate manmviéch can be set out clearly: a

proposi ti on TLP#.25H.r Syntactioal ralésedéternfine the sense of a

proposition. Max Black also holds that i f i

syntactical employment of each of its parts mustbekee d i n advanceo (Bl ac

134). To identify a proposition with sense is to understand the syntactical rules it

mu st follow in arranging itds component s. T

articulated and have sense. This interpretation woulabeclose to Fregean view of

sense. Both, Black and Frege give emphasis on the well formed logical structure of
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the proposition. A proposition which fulfills the syntactical rules would only be
categorized as legitimate and will have sense. Hacker godspafather by
proposing that a proposition shares an internal relation with reality. In a picturing

relation both proposition and reality share a common logical form.

Over emphasis on logical structure of language makes Classical
Wi t t genst edn moradeteriinigioirs defining the sense of a proposition.
Language functioning in such deterministic way would not permit for introducing
newer uses of signs in a proposition. The usages of signs in a proposition are
determined by the previously estatd hed r ul es. Hacker interprets
be permitted to be used as a completely different symbol in a different mode of
significance (Hacker 2003:-8). Meaning consists of a representational relationship
bet ween name andiomj acthamél nsatphreopepirtesent a
(TLP#3.22). Therefore, meaning of a word is seen as fixed and determined because it
is set by the rules of logical syntdr.order to have a proposition with sense, the use
of words must be covered by the yimisly established rules. Otherwise, no meaning
would be assigned to those words and thereby, the proposition ceases to have sense.
This implies that a sign has a determinate use set by the rules of logical Smtax.
Hacker argues that groposition beames nonsense if it violates the rules of logical
syntax. For him, nonsense arises out of the illegitimate combination of meaningful
words i.e. when the combination is contrary to the rules of logical syntax (Hacker
2003: 9). This way, language seems tdib®tioning as a machine whose operation

is decided prior to its application.

New Wittgensteinians interpretation of6 me ani ng 6 :
Contrary t o t he Cl assi c altactatd letwgenst ei ni &

Wittgensteinians hold that meaning of a word in a seetaran be understood in

relation to the context of its employment. Language is conceived as a tool which can

be used for various purposes depending on the situations. Operation of linguistic

expressions is not decided prior to its application; its oper&geps on changing in

accordance with the usages or applications. New Wittgensteinians are right in

believing that the sense of a proposition emerges out of using the signs in everyday

practices and not merely from the logigyntatical rules. Wittgensteimakes it clear

how a sign is associated with the sense of
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symbol by its sign we must TbPE3326).Asignhow it i s

has no meaning unless it is syntactically employed. So a symbol is togagher

with its meaning in a particular context. The actual use of a sign is what makes it into

a symbol and determines its O6mode of signifi

3.326 is closer to Wi ttgenst eirmiesthel ater wr it
meaning of signs and sense of a propositidierefore, sense of an expression is

closely associated with its context.

New Wittgensteinians, in their reading Dfactatusgive primacy to use of a
word in determining its meaning. Logical syntaanot alone provide the meaning of
a sign; it is its wuse in an expression in v
logical syntax the meaning of a sign should never play a role. It must be possible to
establish logical syntax without mentioning timeeaning of a sign: only the
description of expr e dlsP#3d88).sLogima gyntadx & sepr e suppose
only as a necessary rule which gives legitimacy to a well formed proposition. The
rules of logical syntax are not sufficient to determine whethgraposition is
meaningful or not. It is a set of rules which governs the arrangement of signs in a

sentence but does not regulate the way a sign is used.

Logico-syntactical rules define the correlation of names in a sentence and
objects in a state of affa but they cannot decide how such correlation would be in a
particular mode of significance. The logisgntactic employment of a sign
determines a form but it does not determine content (Diamond 20065833 A
sign, as a name in a propositional stuwe or form, may stand for an object in a state
of affairs but that alone does not determine its meaning. In everyday language a sign
is used in various contexts giving rise to different meanings. The meaning assigned to

a sign is drawn from the languaigeits everyday practice.

New Wittgensteinians claim that the origin of the notion of meaning as use is
implicitly found in theTractatusat #3.326 which claims that in order to know the
symbol by its sign, we must look at its use in a sentence (Dian@ftd 2981). This
gets reiterated more explicitly in Wi ttgenst
word is its usRS843). Wittgehstein suggasts foa askiny not the
meaning of a word rather how it is used in a particular context. Haltesly been

saying thisinfTractatus:i f a | egi ti mately constructed prop:



129

only be because we have failed to givenaaningt o s ome of its consti
(TLP#5.4733). New Wittgensteinians take propositions #5.473 and 5.4738 mor

seriously to make their point. For them, a nonsensical proposition is not the result of

the illegitimate combination of symbols i.e. contrary to the rules of logical syntax. In

such cases we fail to give meaning to the propositional symbols in thecgivesxt.

The propositi on ommensicallecsse weshave fdiledht i cal 6 i
in giving any adjectival me a nTLR¥g4738)0 t he wor c
Nonsensicality does not arise due to the illegitimate combinations of symboty i.e. f
being contrary to the rules of |l ogical synt g
5.4733 in that way, it follows that Wittgenstein held that there is no such thing as a
sentence which is nonsensical in virtue of use of the signs in it in ways wiich a
excluded, because no ways of using signs ar
meaning of a word in a sentence is not only understood in relation to the context of its
use but the context of its use also creates the meaning of a word. The combination of
words in the proposition 6Socrates is identi
ot her newer uses for the word oOidentical d h
correct to say the word O6identidfarthdf has only

use of that word wouldnét be permitted withi:

According to Diamond, Conant beli eves tha
is identicald O6A is an object 6, 6Red i s a ¢
such combinations of signs being violation of the rules of logical syntax. Conant
considers the nonsensicality of such combina
t hem of a sign or signs which have no meani
(Diamond 2005: 848 5 ) . Conant 6s emphasis on the cont ex
in incorporating the change in meaning of a word in different propositional functions.

So explaining the meaning of a word would simply be explaining its contextual use.

Given this,we would then also characterize the meaning of a word as its use in a
given context. A word can be identified with its meaning when it is used in a sentence
in a particular context. That is to say, the use of a word in the language is its meaning.
In thisway, a proposition is nonsense when we have not given appropriate meaning
to some of its constituents in a given context.

Anything that is nonsense is so merely because some determination of
meaning hasnot been made; it is not nonsense as a logical resfult
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determinations thdtavebeen made---Ther e i s no épositived nonsen
such thing as nonsense that is nonsense on account of what it would have to

mean, given the meanings already fixed for the terms it contains (Diamond

1991: 106107).

Tractatus #5.4733 resonates inPhilosophical Investigationg500 where
Wittgenstein writes, fa sentence is called m
is being excluded from the | anguage, withdra
no meaning cabe assigned to a word without knowing the context of its use. If the
word or sign is useless, it is meaningleBsR#3.328). We can always find a context
of use in which the words would be doing something under such circumstances
(Conant 1998: 241). Meamy of a word is drawn from the context of its use, that is,
its employment in a propositional context. If a word and the context where it is
employed do not fit together it would lead to nonsensicality. The proposition would
become incompatible with the mi@xt of its use. A proposition is nonsense because
of anincompatibilitybetween thé&atzand the context of use; ti8atzand the context
do not fit together, they disagree (Conant 1998: 223). Emphasis on everyday
linguistic practices makes New Wittgeast ni ans® position more open
the sense of a proposition. Language functioning in such flexible way would permit
for introducing newer possibilities of using signs in a proposition. So the idea,
O6meaning of a word i setsireitesateduasict extended tnhhe | angu
Wittgensteinbds | ater writings and becomes <ce
meaning in all his writings, New Wittgensteinians see a clear continuation in

Wittgensteinbds early and | ater works.

From the above discussih |, we conclude that Wi ttgenste
be understood well only in the light of his early works. In his entire writings,
language is seen as an activitpur way of living; describing the language means
describing our life and activities. Forew Wittgensteinians, over emphasis on the
representational relationship between language and the wordd paBori logical
structure would not help in developing a better understanding of the nature and
functioning of the language. For them, the relatietween language and the world
reveals itself in the description of the functioning of working of language. Their
emphasis is more on Wi ttgensteinbs aim to br

This way philosophy, as an activity, is brought closehtoman way of life as
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represented in language. Language is seen as an autonomous entity and is dynamic

and vibrant. It is capable of representing the life in its entirety.
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INTRINSIC VALUE IN NATURE : SOME CONTEMPORARY DEBATES "
SASHI MOHAN DAS

Introduction :
One of the most common tasks of environmental philosophers is to frame

some theories accdrdy to which nature including nemuman entities possesses
intrinsic value. However, from time to time we have seen efforts to refute the claim
being that not only are the particular theories as suggested inconsistent, but the very
idea of intrinsic valuein nature- at least in some allegedly important sense of

fii ntr i nsidircprineipld indefedsible.

Environmental philosophy is one among several new sorts of applied
philosophies, which arose during the seventies. That is, it may be undershmodrto
application of welestablished conventional philosophical categories to emergent
practical environmental problems. It may be understood to be an exploration of
alternative moral and even metaphysical principles, forced upon philosophy by the
magnituwde and dimension of these problems. If defined in the former way, then the
work of environmental philosophy is that of a traditional philosophical task; if
defined in the latter way, it is that of a theoretician or philosophical architect.
However, in ethis if interpreted as an essentially theoretical, not applied discipline,
the most important philosophical task for environmental ethics is to develop
anthropocentrism and namthropocentrism that inculcate a value theory in
application. Indeed, as thesdussion which follows will make clear, without a non
anthropocentric direction the innovatory aspirations of theoretical environmental
ethics would be let down and the whole initiative would collapse in to its everyday
routine to the applied counterpart.

Intrinsic value signifies recognition of fundamental goodness in the world.
Though it may appear quite basic at first glance, the concept of intrinsic value is
complex, with philosophically rich ontological, epistemological, and ethical
dimensions. Philogihers have characterized these dimensions differently, and it
would be misleading to suggest any one, monolithic concept of intrinsic value
emerges from the philosophical literature. One may distinguish between two major

schools of thought on intrinsic wad, one generally aligned with the work of G.E.

" | acknowledgemy deep sense of gratitude and sincér@nksto Dr. Laxmikanta Padhi for
his help and suggestions framingthis paper.
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Moore, and the other more closely aligned with the philosophy of Immanuel Kant.
These two camps diverge primarily in identifying different types of things as bearers
of intrinsic value, which in turn leads thfferent ideas about how humans ought to

conduct themselves in relation to intrinsic value.
The Concept of Intrinsic value:

Intrinsic value has traditionally been thought to lie at the heart of ethics.

Philosophers use a number of terms to refer to satie. The intrinsic value of
something is said to be the value that thing
Afas such, o6 or Ain its own right. o Extrinsic
6i ntrinsic v-asedualtednatisenedr m héi nlheesrsent wort hdé mea
speaking, pretty much the same thing. According toMleer r i am Webster ds
Collegiate Dictionary Aintrinsico means ifbel onging to
constitution of a thingo andnstiiuionflorer ent 06 me:

essenti al character of something intrinsic.o
wor dalerdt o be wort h, to be strongbo; and Aworth
wo r weorfhi( wor t hy) , of value. 0 Lexicabrly speakin

worth) of something is intrinsic (or inherent) is to claim that its value (or worth)

belongs to its essential nature or constitution.

According to G.E. Moorei To say that a kind of value
merely that the question whether a thinggasses it, and in what degree it possesses
it depends solely on the i nHedaysdhatc natur e
intrinsic value is not subjective, but objective. Intrinsic value does not depend on the
human beings valuing them. He makes dimison between intrinsic value and
intrinsic property. Examples of intrinsic value are beauty, goodness$n &dncipia
Ethica Moore argues that the existence of beauty apart from any awareness of it has
intrinsic value, but he allows that beautyitsiown at best has little and may have no
intrinsic valué. In EthicsMoore implicitly denies that beauty on its own has Value

Whereas examples of intrinsic property are yellowness, redness, etc. Intrinsic value

! Moore, G. E; The Conception of Intrinsic Ma; Philosophical StudiesRutledgeand Kegan
Paul, London, 1922,.1260 266.

21bid. 1-2, p. 5354.

3 Moore, G. EEthicsLondon: Oxford University Press, 1965, p. 107.
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constitutes a unique class of predicateduse they do not have anything in common

with other kinds of predicates of value. Both intrinsic property and intrinsic value

depend on the intrinsic nature of the thing possessing them. However intrinsic value

is not identical with intrinsic propertyhey are different. There is something in

intrinsic value which is not present in intrinsic property. To conceptualize intrinsic

value, Lemos? tries to give a detailed account of intrinsic value and examine that

intrinsic value is such that which is exglted in terms of the notions of ethically
6fittingd or reqguired emotional attitudes s
elaborates that some properties are intrinsically good and some properties are

intrinsically bad. For example, pleasure and wisdane intrinsically good and pain

is intrinsically bad. Chisholm also says tha
value® Lemos suggests that it is not pleasure or perfect justice, considered as abstract

properties that have intrinsic value. Acding to him wisdom, pleasure, beauty are

6good making Phepdistesdtion benweemsidOcdtrrior
value for Chisholm, has been questioned in many ways and sometimes it became

ridiculous. Chisholm, in course of his deliberatioied to define what intrinsic value

is and in doing so, he is concerned with the qualification that makes value intrinsic. In

saying so, Chisholm states that the state of affair under which something is

considered to be valuable is to be kept in isolatind such value is considered as
6extrinsicd and not intrinsic since in such
affair® For Chisholm, if a state of affairs is intrinsically good then it is intrinsically

good in every possible world in whichr(is true). But a state of affairs that is

instrumentally good need not to be instrumentally good in every possible world in

which it obtaing. He, in this context, mentions that all intrinsic value concepts may

be analyzed in terms of intrinsic preferéiil

4 Lemos, Noah Mjntrinsic Value: Concept and WarranbePauw University , Cambridge
University Press, 1994, p-13

51bid, p.3-19.

5Charl es St ev e n auesandMoalkEasayd in Bonoa of Willian Frankena
edited by Alvin I. Goldmen and Jaegwon K8pringer Netherlands, 1978.

7 Lemos, Noah Mintrinsic Value: Conceptrad Warrant DePauw University , Calonidge
University Press, 1994,3%19

8 Chisholm, Roderick M; Defining Intrinsic Valu&nalysis, Vol. 41, N8.Apr., 1981, Oxford
University Press: §9-100

91bid, p. 99-100
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Thus, we can see that intrinsic value is a multifaceted concept that can be

considered from various angles of philosophical inquiry, in the following manner:

1. Ontological: What is intrinsic value? What sorts of things possess intrinsic
value? Are thar degrees of intrinsic value and can intrinsic value be summed

or otherwise aggregated?

2. Epistemological: How can we recognize intrinsic value and, if relevant,
differences in degrees of intrinsic value? Is intrinsic value a discoverable,
objective propest of the world, or a subjective attribution of (human)

valuers?

3. Ethical: What obligations or duties do moral agents have in relation to
intrinsic value? How should we balance these duties/obligations against other
ethical considerations (e.g., issuesusgtice or rights)?

Ontology, epistemology, and ethics are the three major dimensions of
intrinsic value, which philosophers use to develop and explain their particular
interpretation of the concept. Different theories will be characterized by different
ideas about the ontological, epistemological, and ethical status of intrinsic value.
Contemporary Approach of Intrinsic value in Nature:
In environmental philosophy, it is necessary to perceive environmental issues
from different philosophical directions. Risophers and ethicists have obligation to
formulate a passable worldview through which the problems are seen, how we see
nature and suggest norms by which our interactions with the environment are to be
judged. A proper analysis shows that traditional st ethics is basically
anthropocentric. Human life is not comparable with any other lives. For them, only
humans are intrinsically valuable. But contemporary environmental philosophy
begins with &émor al extenti onitextedtofahed deal s w
nature/environment, is to be accorded intrinsic value? What is the criterion of
according mor al value?d Some philosophers |
i s e n t !}, whileccenservationists speak of biospheric egalitarianfsroording to
them, trees and plants have ffelt goals of their own. Even in an esgstem,

species are to be accorded moral value. To ask whether to accord equal moral worth

10 Singer. P.Practical Ethics Cambridge Wiversity Press. 1993, p. 265
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to all beings, or accept degrees of value? Some accept degrees while otimetisat!ai
this is an undue patrtiality.

While dealing with the debate related to welfarism vs conservationism
guestions | ike 6can we accept killing some w
bal anced are asked. The weitefConsénatiosists r esponse
permit keeping in view the integrity of the system. Some thinkers like Warwick Fox,
do not find any necessary connection between value ascription and conservation.
They think deep selfealisation is a prerequisittSome claims thaénvironmental
values are not universal and support relativist environmentalism. On the other hand
third world environmentalism is different. Let us elaborate the debates thoroughly
and comprehensively. The first debate is whether moral worth can be ekterttie
nonhuman entities and if it is then what is the criteria of such extension. The
argument, in favour of those who support moral extension beyond human, may be put
forward in the following way.

9 Moral concern deserves for anyone who has an intiresr desire for, their
own wellbeing.

1 Humans show a desire for their own wiedling, and thus they deserve moral
respect. That is, the wdlleing of other beings ought to be respected and
protected, because these other beings have a desire fopwimeivellbeing
just as we do.

1 Yet humans are not the only entities possessing such interests or desires.
Other animals also show a desiring interest in their own-lpetig, and thus
they too deserve moral respect just as humans.

The first and second assptions are the basic premises of many ethical
discussions, while the third one is the important extension in the reasoning of
environmentalists and animal rights advocates. If both human and nonhuman beings
desire their own welbeing and have a sentiecdpacity for experiencing pain; then
bothkinds of beings, in similar ways, can be either benefited or harmed. Hence, both
kinds of beings qualify for moral concern. To grant moral respect to the one kind, but

not the other, is inconsistent. However, thigension limits only to theentient

11 Fox, Warwick; 1993; "What Does the Recognition of Intrinsic Value Entdileimpeter
10, p.101.
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beingswhereas environmental ethicists go beyond sentient beings. Aldo Leopold

makes a significant entry in this regard in 1949 with the celebrat8dnd County

Almanac Leopold advanced the idea of biotic right, tencept that everything on

this planet, including soil and water, is ecologically equal to man and shares equally

in fAthe right t oThus deopoid rbecamk the mdstportam c e . 0

source of modern bioentric or holistic ethicist.eopold hold that there is as yet no

ethic dealing with mano6s r eplasstwhiongrow o | and an
upon it. The extension of ethics to this third element in human environmeant is

evolutionary possibility and an ecological neces¥ity.

Ro | s tApprmoéch:

Rolstort® argued that there is no better evidence of nonhuman values and
valuers than spontaneous wild life, born free and on its own. Animals hunt and howl,
find shelter, seek out their habitats and mates, care for their young, flee frors,threat
grow hungry, thirsty, hot, tired, excited and sleepy. They suffer injury and lick their
wounds. Here we are quite convinced that value isamthropocentric. These wild
animals defend their own lives because they have a good of their own. There is
somdody there behind the fur or feathers. Our gaze is returned by an animal that it
has a concerned outlook. Here is value right before our eyes, right behind those eyes.
Animals are valuable, able to value things in their world. They maintain a valued
selfidentity as they cope through the world. An animal values its own life for what it
is in itself, intrinsically. Humans have used animals for as long as anyone can recall,
instrumentally. And in most of their moral traditions, they have also made place for
duties concerning the animals for which they were responsible, domestic animals, or
toward the wild animals which they hunted. Animal lives command our appropriate
respect for the intrinsic value present there. But this is only an ethic for mammals,
perhas for vertebrates, and this is only a fractional percentage of living things.

Rolston mentioned tha plant is not a subject, but neither is it an inanimate
object, like a stone. Plants, quite alive, are unified entities of the botanical though not

of the zoological kind, that is, they are not unitary organisms highly integrated with

12 | eopold, A. (1949)A Sand Country AlmanadVith Essays on Conservation from Round
River. New York: Oxford UniversityPress, p. 2389

13 Rolston, HolmesArt, Ethics and Environment: A Free Imigy into the Vulgarly Received
Notion of NatureNewcastle. UK: Cambridge Scholars Press, 200614
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centered neural control, but they are modular organisms, with a meristem that can
repeatedly and indefinitely produce new vegetative modules, additional stem nodes
and leave when there is available space and resources, as well as new reproductive
modules, fruits and seeds. Plants make themselves; they repair injuries; they move
water, nutrients, and photosynthate from cell to cell; they store sugars; they make
toxins and reglate their levels in defense against grazers; they make nectars and emit
pheromones to influence the behavior of pollinating insects and the responses of other
plants; they emit allelopathic agents to suppress invaders; they make thorns, trap
insects. A fant, like any other organism, sentient or not, is a spontaneous, self
maintaining system, sustaining and reproducing itself, executing its program, making
a way through the world, checking against performance by means of responsive
capacities with whicha measure success. On the basis of its genetic information, the
organism distinguishes between wlstand whatought to belhe organism is an
axiological system, though not a moral system. So the tree grows, reproduces, repairs
its wounds, and resists dha A life is defended for what it is in itself. Every
organism has goodof-its-kind; it defends its own kind asgood kind.The plant, as
we were saying, is involved in conservation biology. Does not that mean that the
plant is valuable, able to valitself on its own?
Edwin P. Pisterds Approach:
Edwin P. Pistéf, a retired Associate Fishery Biologist by profession with the
California Department of Fish and Game, worked long and hard to save from
extinction several species of desert fishes livingnmall islands of water in an ocean
of dry | and. He and his all i etredtecoemky t he case
agro business persons pumping groundwater for irrigat&dinthe way to the United
States Supreme Court; and won. Pister arguemaal responsibility to save them
from extinction without considering about whether they had instrumental value or not
but they had, Pister believadirinsic value But this HAphilosophicalc
hard to explain to colleagues and constituentsoAse put it , AWhen you st

about mor al ity an# Finally hPistersfqund ya avay tol potsthe me . 0

YPister, P. Edwi n; 1985, AiDesert hiluantli shes: Re f
Co n s c i Fashedes 1066:1015.

“pister, P. Edwin, 1987, AA Pil grCompanont®r ogress fr
A Sand County Almanad. Baird Callicott (edit.). Wisconsin: University of Wisconsin Press,

1987, p. 228
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concept of intrinsic value across clearly. To the questiiat good is it?he
replied,What good are youThat answer forces the questin to confront the fact
that he or she regards his or her own total value to exceed his or her instrumental
value. Many people hope to be instrumentally valuabte be useful to family,
friends, and society. But if we prove to be good for nothing, Mieuse nevertheless,
that we are still entitled to life, to liberty, to the pursuit of happiness. (If only
instrumentally valuable people enjoyed a claim to live, the world might not be
afflicted with human overpopulation and cxeamsumption; certainly weould have
no need for expensive hospitals, nursing homes, prisons, and the like.) Human dignity
and the respect it commandbuman ethical entitlementis grounded ultimately in
our claim to possess intrinsic value.
Callicottbs Approach

Drawing the Ine of Pister, J. B. Callicdttcalled this the phenomenological
proof for the existence of intrinsic value. The quesiidow do we know that
intrinsic via kimilar toe the guestichHow do we know that
consci ous nWe £xpererce shbt £dhsciousness and intrinsic value
introspectively and fiVNhaef gbadlsimplyeePigseti @20 6s qu
to bring oneds own intrinsic value to onebs
mentioned that if we fail to establish intrinsic walin nature then there is no meaning
of environmental ethics as because intrinsic value is the most distinct feature of
environmental ethics. If nature, that is, lacks intrinsic value, then environmental
ethics is but a particular application of humarhuman ethics. He also
acknowledged about moral truth to justify that nature has intrinsic value by refuting
Br yan Nanthroposedtsc approaches towards nature. In this context Callicott
referred the instances of voluntary freeing the slaves ofgtilan owners in Southern
America during the period of Abraham Lincoln. The concept is that if the slaves are
freed then they will get a chance to formsfeem and improve their value system.

The same argument can be produced in case of environment. nHeimgs, we

16 Callicott, J. Baird;1995Intrinsic Value in Nature: a Metethical Analysis,The Electronic
Journal of Analytic Philosophy, vol. 3, Sprirresbyterian College.

“Nor t on, B rBEpiatemology &8 Bnyironendal ValuedMonist75: 20826.

(Notes: Bryan Norton fairly asks why we should wandlisinct nonanthropocentric
environmental ethic. There is the intellectual charm and challenge of creating something so
novel. And that, combined with a passion ébampioning nature, is reason enough for me, a


http://www.phil.indiana.edu/ejap/
http://www.phil.indiana.edu/ejap/
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believe, have intrinsic value. Therefore, we think that to enslave human beings is
wrong. And besides, slavery is economically backward. Similarly, other species, we
are beginning to believe, are also intrinsically valuable. Therefore, t@mrenier
species extinct is wrong. And besides, we risk injuring ourselves and future
generations of human beings in a wide variety of ways if we do not vigilantly
preserve other species.

Callicott also put forwarded teleological argument for the existesfce
intrinsic value innaturT he ar gument appears to be anal ogc
beginning of théNicomachean Ethic®r something- human happiness, Aristotle
believed- that is an end in itself. The existence of means, in short, implies the
existence of ends. Though one means may exist for the sake of ansdlyera forge
for the making of shovelsthe train of means must, Aristotle argued, terminate in an
end which is not, in turn, a means to something else: afingtsklf. Otherwise the
train of means would be infinite and unanchored. And since means are valued
instrumentally and enda-themselves are valued intrinsically, if eAadghemselves
exist- and they must if means do; and means tthen intrinsic value exists.

Arne Neamchd Appr
Arne Naess took a strong stand questioning the venerable German philosopher
| mmanuel Kantds 1insistencemetelpasa a mdansmoan bei ngs
an end. But why should this philosophy apply only to human beings? Are there no
other beingswith intrinsic value? What about animals, plants, landscapes, and our
very special old planet as a whole?

Arne Neass, a revolutionary environmentalist mentioned that there is
exi stence of greatness in nature other than
animal in its own territory may be frightening, but it gives us an opportunity terbet
understand who we are and our limits of control: the existence of greatness other than
the h¥iman. o

Furthermore, Neass elaborates that there is one process thapgés more

important in this respect than any other: the process-oaled identification We

18 Calllicott, J. Baird;1995, Intrinsic Value in Nature: a Metathical Analysis;The Electronic
Journal of Analytic Philosophy, vol. 3, Sprirgresbyterian Atege.
19 Naess, A. 2005The heart of the forest. In A. Drengson& H. Glasser (E&=lected Works
of Arne Naess, X851-553). Dordrecht, the Netherlands: Springer
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tend to see ourselves in everything alive. We observe the death struggle of an insect,
but as mature human beings we spontaneously also experience our aitvrinda
way, and feel sentients that relate to struggle, pain, and death. t@penus
identification is of course most obvious when we react to the pain of persons we love.
We do not observe that pain and by reflecting on it decide that it is bad gaésabn
is difficult to describe; it is a task of philosophical phenomenology to try to do the
job. Here it may be sufficient to give some examples of the process of identification,
or fAseeing oneself in others. daniAseatasmpl|l et e r e
some of us experience such an event must include the positive and negative values
that are attached to the event as firmly as the duration, the movements, and the colors
involved?® So, for him, there is a substantial majority with quiteréaching ideas
about the rights and value of life forms, and a convictioneahiaty life form has its
place in naturéghat we must respedtleass, in the first of eight points charter what he
coined as fAthe mwlgyt foorom orfa tatoe efpsucar@!l f or mu
platform stated thahe flourishing of human and nonhuman life on Earth has inherent
value. The value of nonhuman life forms is independent of the usefulness of the
nonhuman world for human purposel oppose to these views propagatsgdtive
philosophers as has been discussed so far, there are group of thinkers who have drawn
a different line of thoughts in regard to the moral extension tehmoman world.
ElI'l i otdbs Approach:

Robert Elliot, taking into account of conseqtidist and deotologist
position, claimed to conceive théitwild nature has intrinsic value, then there is an
obligation to preserve it and to restore it. There is a connection between value and
obligation. If wild nature has intrinsic value it is because it exemglifedue adding
properties. Edndidatest ade snaturalnes® and iadstbetic value. The
aesthetic value draws together various other suggestedaaddirey properties other
than naturalness, such as diversity, stability, complexity, beauty, hgymti@ativity,
organization, intricacy, elegance and richness. Particular such properties might be
value-adding in their own right, but additionally they might, in conjunction with other

properties, constitute the property of being aesthetically valuabieh is likewise

20 Naess, A. 1993tntrinsic value: Will the defenders of nature please rise. In P. ReBd
Rothenberg (Eds.)Wisdom in the Open A{p.70i 82). Minneapolis: University of Minnesota
Press.
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valueadding. In this context Elliot focuses on naturalness and considers some
objections to naturalness and considers some objections to the claim that it4is value
adding?

Bryan Nortondés approach:
Another advocate of this debate isy8n Nortor? and for him nature serves

us in more ways than as a pool of raw materials and a dump for wastes. It provides
priceless ecological services, many of which we imperfectly understand. And,
undefiled, nature is a source of aesthetic gratificadiueh religious inspiration. When
the interests of future generations as well as of present persons in the ecological
services and psychkepiritual resources afforded people by nature are taken into
account, respect for human beings or for human interegtgites enough to support
nature protection, Norton argues. Thwthropocentric and nonanthropocentric
environment al ethics Aconvergeo; t hat i s, bo
and public policies. Let us turn to the second debate i.e. whiethezcord equal
moral worth to all beings, or accept degrees of value? Some accept degrees; others
say this is undue partiality.

Aldo Leopold, Homes Rolston Ill, Arne Neass favour equal moral worth to
all beings, whereas Moorean group is talking aboutedegf values. Again, Charles
Cockell and some other debated that environmental policy has a size bias. Small
organisms, such as microorganisms, command less attention from environmentalists
than larger organisms, such as birds and large mammals, hencédae less
Afdegreedo of intrinsic value. The campaigns f
almost always focus on those that are large and impressive. The list of species whose
decline or abuse has caught the attention of environmentalists incRHe®s,
elephants, tigers, whales, seals, lions, turtles, polar bears, many types of birds,
domesticated animals, animals used for vivisection, and so on. Evident within the
history of environmental ethics and environmental policy is the consistent anpert

of the size of organisms. Environmentalists do not often concern themselves with the

22Elliot, Robert; o6l ntrinsic Value, Environment al
Vol. 75, No. 2,The Intrinsic Value of NaturApril,1992), p 138160; Oxford University

Press

22 Norton, Bryan; 1991Toward Unity among Environmentalistslew York: Oxford

University Press.
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decline of small rodents, insects, or crustacéifisere are some notable exceptions.
The protection of the onarch butterfly has been angming concern for the Nth
American Butterfly Association, and it is an example of a small creature that has
attracted the attention of environmentalists and policy makers. In the United States,
each state has a symbolic state insect, illustrating that some small organisms have.

To move on to the debate related to both welfarism as well as
conservationism a massive contradiction between anthropocentricism ard non
anthropocentricism is vividly acknowledgebd.o s hi ft to the question
killing some wild beasts in orddaro mai nt ain ecol ogi cal bal ance
significant place in environmental ethics. Legally animals have no rights. Property
rights are still the premier means of addressing the environment. But man centered
approach towards environment is an iilegate way of giving preference to human
interest only. Specisism is discrimination on the basis of species only, without
sufficient moral reasoNonanthropocentricisrhelps to get rid of traditional attitude
towards animals. The fact that it fails tatigate the dichotomy between biotic and
abiotic is mere abstraction and it leads to -eeotrism. Some sort of
Ant hropocentrism is unavoidabl e; a Operspect
The mainobjectionableconcern of Anthropocentrism is thairhan interest at the
expense of nochuman animals and nenclusion ofintrinsic valueto norrthuman
world. That only the human has reason, capacity of communication is factually
incorrect. In this context a lot of examples like monkey and Rhinoceros can be
provided. Even some neamthropocentric approaches cannot go deep to the issues of

endangered species and the ecosystem. Moral standing of the whole nature, including

abiotic part is to be acknowl edged. But at t
i fe boat ethicso, where ethics is on one si
The reason why this dichotomy continues is a

damage to the nenuman world and the conservationists permit keeping in view the

integrity of the system.

23 Cockell,Charles S; Environmental Ethics and Size; Ethics and the Environment, Vol. 13,
No. 1 (Spring, 2008), pp. 239, Indiana University Press



144

Criteria for acknowledging intrinsic value in nature:

The qguelat areothe citavia of acknowlddg intrinsic value in
nature?needs to be answered in the light to grasp the very idea of intrinsic value in
nature. The criteriowill perhaps serve the required demand for the debate related to
the value ascription and subjective objective dichotomy.

Before proceeding to examine the epistemological status of attributions of
independent value to natural objects, it is neagsta dstinguish two important
different theories regardinghat value. Some advocatoos independent value in
nature believe that nature is valuable in t
objects have value entirely independent of human consciousness.dig to this
theory, the value in nature existed prior to human consciousness and it will continue
to exist even after human consciousness disappears. Other theorists adopt a less
heroic version of the hypothesis, accepting that valuing is a consaitivity and
t hat val ue, t herefore, wi | | be only Ainheren
nature has value that is independent of the values and goals of euahators- it is
not merely instrumental to human endbut this value is attrited by conscious
valuers, either human or otherwise.

Hence thequestion of intrinsic value reflects a longtanding conflict
between rival epistemologies, with realists and relativists squaring off in a new arena.
For their part, nepragmatists adopt amtfoundationalist stance: the moral and
ontological status of nonhuman nature need not be seitidded cannot be settled
before engaging in collective action on behalf of the environment. Radical pluralism
at the level of conceptual frameworks need preclude a workable accord on policy.

On this view, solutions to environmental problems what Norton called contextual
sensitivity which is different from metaphysical certaifftyn this context Norton
assumed two concerns:
i) The Epistemic Question: @Ganvironmentalists claim that their goals and
the value claims that support them are epistemically justifiable, that they

are more than merely subjective preferences?

24 Nunez, Theodore W.; Rolston, Lonergan, and the Intrinsic Value of Nature, The Journal of
Religious Ethics, Vol. 27, No. 1 (Spring, 1999), p. 48, Blackwell Publishing Ltd.
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i) The Locational Question: Can environmen
t her e 0 rlditselftindependeat of human consciousness?

From the above two issuds can be understood that defenders of independent
value in nature are unified by a commitment to a particular conception of objectivity.
According to this conception: For any cheteristic, can be objectively attributed to
an object x, only if subject S Afinds, o0 or A
independently of human consciousness. Because they share this basic criteriological
assumption, the positions of Callit@nd Rolston fall in direct opposition tach
other: Rolston believes, buCallicott denies, that it is possible to achieve
Afobjectivityo for environment al val ues, ac
Callicott, for example, states the issue as falow it he very sense of th
that inherent or intrinsic value exists in nature seems to be that value inheres in
natural objects as an intrinsic characteristic, that is, as part of the constitution of
things. To assert that something is inhereatlyntrinsically valuable seems to entalil

t hat its value is objective. 0 Callicott, howi
|l ogi cal i mpedi ment s 7% Bolstanbiemli ;mgi chails oebsjseacyt,i vii
Values in Natur e S withjaeuootation from dMillianODlammesct i ve ? 0

with which Callicott woul d agree. |t concl u

meaning our respective worlds may appear imbued with are thus pure gifts of the
spect at o’yRolstonstdtes thafidNa t u r e js infinitely deaudtiful, and
she seems to wear her beauty as she wears colour or sound. Why then should her
beauty bel ong t o? HMesgoes @ttomete that shience itdelbseems r ? o
hardtoput mai ntain Aobjectivity.o

For Ernest Partridgethe best approach tustify the intrinsic worth of
wilderness may be through an account of the experience of wilderness. It should be
an account detached, as much as possible, from sé&eond reports of the
experience, and based, as much as possible,thparecollection of feelings evoked
directly by that experience. To do this, one will call upon the nearest and most vivid

source at his disposal: oneds own experience

25 Calllicott, J. B.; In Defense of the Land EthEssays in Environmental Philosophy (Albany,
NY: State University of New York Press, 1989), p. 159.

26 Rolston H. Ill;Philosophy Gone Wil{Buffalo, NY: Prometheus Books, 1986), p. 91.
271bid, p. 91.
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least, to relate this experience with the lgasssible amount of preconception or

postanal ysi s. Thus P a phenomedotpgidald-ollowipgp thi® a ¢ h i s
exercise, phenomenol ogi cal ibracketso has to
account for and qualify this experience. This is, of cowrsé?artridge said a thought

experiment that one might wish to try hims@If.

Conclusion:
There is adilemmain most of our fundamental beliefs about intrinsic value

are in direct conflict with the anticipated changes in environment/natureinTfaisis

a big the challengen any discussion on Intrinsic valu€hus, he debates on the

concept and warrant of intrinsic value go ri
deontologistsé structure that | eads to the
ethics ethicists have tendency to substitute our anthropocentric thinking with

ecocentric thinking. Anthropocentric philosophy considers everything from the point

of view of mankind, and the inalienable right to pursue his fortune as he sees fit. The

egocetltric person thinks only of himself in a social context as opposed to an
ecocentric philosophy, which advocates respe
rights. This issue is at the very heart of philosophy and religious beliefs. European

philosophy and Christianity is founded on anthropocentric concepts. However,
philosophically speaking this is the anthropocentric thinking which was the driving

core of the approach to life. There was little concern for nature and other creatures as

equal partners. fiis is seconded in European philosophy by our Greek heritage. This

started with the sophistic thinking, which took its starting point in the human being

and his ability to think as opposed to a competing concept of the human being in an
all-embracing cosnms® From this developed the roots of logic and scientific thinking.

In this regard, environmentalists in particular are antagonistic to Descartes, for his
statement : ACogito ergo sumo. Everything st al
values, all cooepts are derived from man. It is thought provoking that the most basic

and scientifically fundamental considerations of the renaissance were devoted to
something as Auselesso as astronomy. Gal il eo
sun and not thether way around and was condemned by the Church. He introduced

experiments and applied mathematics, further developed by Isaac Newton, Pierre de

28 partridge, Ernest; 1970Meditations on Wilderess, The Wilderness Experience as
Intrinsically Valuable
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Fermat, G. W. Leibniz and many others to follow. Science became one of the pillars
in European philosophy arfdrmed the basis for the industrial revolution of the last
century. In this context, the result was the western concept to conquer thenetorld
only the world in a geographical sense, but also in the sense of mastering the
universe. Man can shape his ogestiny without constraints. This anthropocentric
attitude is quite understandable in view of what has been achieved. But that becomes
one sided doctrine and has equally (rather more strongly) been criticized. The
antipode to anthropocentric thinking i®duently associated with philosophers like
Arne Neass, Homes Rolstom Ill and many others along with the American Indian. In
Indian philosophy, man is intermingled with nature and must live in harmony with it.
The spirits are the nature in all forms.

The Western humamature dichotomy has long been criticized by
environmental ethicists as a fundamental problematic of the modern age, which must
be dissolved to curb the trend of increasing and irreversible environmental
degradation. Dismantling the dichotoroguld potentially deeenter humans from the
moral universe, into a more evolutionarily and ethically accurate position alongside
the rest of the biota. And yet, if humans come to view themselves as part of nature,
why or on what grounds would we ever linthe human enterprise? The great
potential of a nomdichotomized view of humans and nature is balanced by an equally
great risk, that the use of important conservation strategies like protected areas often
justified by ethical appeals presupposing a séjperaf humans and nature may no
longer be utilized even though these strategies may still be effective and justifiable on
other ethical grounds. Therefore, the intellectual shift toward smmtngical
systems thinking, fi h u msing and precatious. &Vvhila thie o ,
shift has begun to blur the boundaries between humans and nature, it also necessitates
a careful and creative ethical framework suited to the unique challenges of protecting
the complex world we inhabit.

Some thinkers madan effort in this direction, proposing new normative
postulates for modern conservationists in a paper that stimulated lively discussion and
debate. Two years later, however, this debate was stifled by the pragmatic call for
conservationists to stop bickeg over values, embrace their differences, and focus
on outcomes on the ground. This pragmatic turn is somewhat puzzling, in that it

suggests conservation is more of a practice than a mission, or more of a means than

S
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an end. In its pragmatic stance, comaton appears to operate with the primary
agenda of Aworking,o0 a normative pursuit who
effective. But we might stop to ask, effective to what end? What actually constitutes
success? As individuals and as a commutityy do conservationists define their

mission in the 2%Lcentury?
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GANDHI &8 VIEWS ON VARG A-VYAVASTHAAN INDIA: SOME REFLECTIONS

BALARAM KARAN
Introduction:

Indian society is a muHingual, multiritual, multireligious, multicultural,
multi-ethnic society and above all, it is full of mdkiyer of castes. The custom of
Ocaclture 6 i s al most as ol Oncauwpontalinge, thewabte an ci vi
system was almost streaming in all the spheres of our soBigttyts adverse effects
have stigmatized the Indian glory of the pdsthas resulted in inequality and
injustice inour social life. It has also procreated untouchability. Thusas eroding
the base of Indian society gradually. The caste system exists still in Indian society,
but in a different way from the past. Indian society has become more complicated by
the varous layers of castes, but the seed of the caste system is contained in the
deepest form of/arAa-vyavasthl Generally,6varAad means the division of society
into fourvardas br Uhmadas, k /AlatasBuyimmurse ofime$hgeas and S
varAas were further suldivided into numerous castes. Once upon a tiwerpa
system which was built upon differegtiAas and karmas of the different people
became in course of time perverted and it appeared under a new name i.e. caste
system. Ancient arAa system which had an organismic and divamgin approach
to social organization appears to have emphasized functions basgatasnand
karmas rather than heredity, but gradually hereditary rigidity set in,varih
became identified with a hereditangcupation rather thagufasand karmas. A wide
variety of factors including the intermixing of the fowarAas religious sukdivisions
and separatism, geography and occupational diversity led, in the course of a few
centuries, to the growth of a vergrgye number of castes, soastes and sufub
castes, until about the middle of the nineteenth century, when there was an estimated
total of about three thousand castes in India. This system was characterized not only
by great complexities and restrictionslating to various forms of endogamy and
exogamy, hypergamy and hypogamy but also by serious restrictions regarding inter
dining and various other forms of social intercoudrémtouchability is the resultant
of this caste systen$So, naturally, the quéiens arise: what isarfa-vyavasti and
how does it differ from the caste system? What is untouchability? How did it
originate? And lastly, is it possible to eradicate this evil from the society and how? It

is very difficult to answer these questionscéese these questions are full of
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ambiguity and complexity. Its complexity has grown over time. M. K. Gandhi has
given his views on solving these problems. | shall try to find out the answers to these

guestions through the peath of M. K. Gandhi 6s

Gandhi on the varAa system
Gandhi 6 s &athadharmawas prinfrily guided by his attachment
to theGi tTheGi stahds for an organic, as distinct from an atomistic, conception
of society® Lord KA & $aid in theGi it OBt uAyad anm y BtabiSgula-Karma
vi lpa@®Alt means K A& $aid, | have created mankind according to theta
and karmaVarAa means colour like white, red, pita etc. But metaphoricadiyda
stands for differengufas Gudad st ands for the three qualitie
sattvg raja0andtamay Men used to be treated or classified according togtisr
and karma. For this reason, the variationsatfvadigitasare present in all men, but
it is also true that they are not present equally. These tjufees are present in all
men, but not equally. The differences in men are, thus, due to the difference in
proportion ofguAas SomeguAas are present more in one than in another. The
difference ofguda-n y u n U dabcbukty far the difference in the differemirdas®
Thus hmaa, Sittvllgia seems to be preponderant over the othersstrika,
rajadpreponderates along with lesssattvg i n aadpepanderates along
with lessertama&y il dra, tdmaD predominated/arAabhedais not only due to
guPabheda butal sokarmabhedaThe karmas oB r U ifaweereyajna, adhyayana
adhyapanaetc., i.e., the performance of sacrificial rites for self and others, reading,
teaching, etc., while those dfttriya is the protection of people from external
aggression and internalsturbance, chastising the wicked, etc.; those @f i &g a
commerce, agriculture, raising of cattle, etc., and tho&kdoé is to render service to
the uppewvarfas They had to do all the manual work. Thus, we find Ya@fabheda
is due toguMa and karma. On the contraryj Ut i bshdeedta heredityGi t U
emphasizes ogufa and karma of the individuals, but not hereditary recognition.
Gandhi thought the teachings of tBei ttolbe fundamental, universal and
proclaiming the ultimate truth and heave in the restoration of the true
varAJ S r a ma dthe pathmo# salvation. He tookarPadharmaas representing the
natural order of society. And the natural was perfect for him. V@ierdedlares the
four-fold division of varAa to be based gufa and karma, Gandhi admitted the
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validity of this claim but maintained thgtiAa and karma were inherited by birth. He
al so admitted that ii nherited qualities can
cultivatedo, and accordi ngl yoy Hisuancestoisons whi ch
may be performed by an individual, but these new functions must not constitute his
calling. According to his own words, il f my
qualities of a soldier, | may without reward serve my country as a sdidiemust be
content to ear n °lnig meant BysGdndH that ane may penfgm o
any other function in society in an honorary capacity, but must accept the calling of
the forefathers f oSdrabkas evary rigig to@ageré lsaming vi ng. A
like ab r U Menaad even to become a teacher in an honorary capacity, but he must
earn his living through scavenging or whatever similar occupation his forefathers
used to have. But bfirHekenmship birth.oAnd ithsea good | | e d a
thing for him not to arrogate warAa to which he is not born. It is a sign of true
humi F'HHe yprooposed to accept oneds hereditary
man who earns his living through any occupationeotthan the hereditary one
becomes aatita, i. e. a fallen persoh.
According to Gandhi, the most salient featurevaffa is that it is based on
unchangeable heredity occupations. For hitarAa means praletermination of the
choi ce of marhedasv ofyarfad tretsasnanoshall follow the profession
of his ancestor s f ¥arhg ¢herefanel isig a visay the ldwiov el i hood é
her edlitt ymedbans that all of us should foll ow th
of our forefathersn so far as the traditional is not inconsistent with the fundamental
ethics, and this only for tthe purpose of ear |
Gandhi believes that man is born with some particular traits or characteristics
from his ancestors and it helps himher to express his or her ancestral occupation
very easily and skillfully. So, everybody should follow his or her hereditary calling
for earning a livelihood. Gandhi says that in Wlagfa-v y a v alsvarPaghre equal
and there can be no question of high or low based on the occupation. A scavenger has
the same status as the clergyman. He has given an analogy for the understanding of it.
The analogy between the limbs of the human boady the fourvarfas Gandhi
regards as very useful, because the limbs of the body cannot be superior or inferior to
one another, but perform equally essential functions; and similarly thevéotas

perform equally essential functions in the body soaia are devoid of any notions
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of superiority or inferiority. Thé r U Hamaho has been compared to the mouth of
the Creator, is not in any way superior to fhdra who has been compared to the
feet. Gandhi observes that thee U Marhas the opportunityfo fisuper i or servi ce
has no right to a fAsuperior statuso. The fo
division of labour, but all labour has the same valliee hierarchy and gradation
were a subsequent development of this system and graduallychiesard gradation
of 6lhoiwgbh wer e <c | ung tcaledthighensarfes lyebeved that The s o
some kinds of works are considered higher than the other types of works. Such as the
work of clergyman, professors etc. are considered higher than the work of scavengers,
leatherworkers etc. They also believed that their occupatemes higher than the
other varAas Hence, these lowerarAas cannot go forward or follow the higher
varAaGs occupation; thence highearAasenjoined that everyone should follow his or
her prescribed occupation as a fundamental duty. So that the vavas do not
choose the uppewarfaés profession, for this reason, the uppesrAashad
tightenedeveryoneds occupati drtsa thass f ol | owed
hierarchy and the stratification efarAaswere created intensely day by day andthe
varfa-v y a v dadtdeéviBted from its goal. The caste system is the perverted form of
varfa-v y a v aGandhi(3aid very sorrowfully that the present caste system is the
antithesis ofvarAJ S h r. avamAD) ima of the § U s tis tday norexistent in
practice. h this context, the question is raised: what is the caste system?
Caste in practice as distinguished from thearAa:
In the laterVedicperiod the caste system was not exclusively rigid; rather it
was a midway between the laxity of thégvedicage and tl strong rigidity of the
age of theS tras. The termvarfa was now used in the sense of caste not in the sense
of colour in this age. In th8l tra period caste system was rigid. Various restrictions
were imposed. Restrictions regarding dining and endggaa the sinister pillars
which sustain the caste hierarchy. As a result, almost three thousandscaktsh
were created from only fouvarAas. And untouchability had begun to creep in.
Untouchability is the worst feature of the caste system which @eeply embedded
in the mind of the Hindu society that the entire outlook on life and politics is coloured
by it. In the ancient Ut uldyawyavasth)there was no rigidity to follow his or her
hereditary occupation. Men should follow his or her ocdopaaccording to their

guha and karma A time came when oneb6s family or

aY



153

rigidly followed instead of the principle of division basedyafa and karma then
some kinds of occupation came to be considered as pure and others weee Thpu
notion of ritual purity indicated a conceptual foundation for the caste system, by
identifying occupations and duties associated with impure objects as being
themselves i mpure. Jac ciodedolnogg ytas atehttee bB rOthhmma
purest and t levels of purity decrease as we come to the other end where we have
no purity at all. It has been stated that within caste ranking has been done based on
the principle of purity and pollution. Generally, it is supposed that whoever accepts
the ideology b caste system must be guided by the principle of purity and pollution.
The higher castes are pure in comparison to the lower and the two have to be kept
apart to safeguard the purity of the higher. The higher would become impure if they
come into contacwith the lower. So, to keep up the purity of the blood, ioteste
marriage was strictly prohibited in the fefald division of thevarfa-vyavasthl This
emphasis on purity gave rise to untouchable people on the opposite end of society
who were consideed to be i mpure. Blastande pollutedt he pur es
untouchables were the remaining thrsrAasranked according to their level of
purity. In this context, the question may be raised: who were the untouchables?
The term O0unt ounediatbeilndiantCprititution. Bututga d e f i
Das Basu, an eminent constitutional expert, has tried to define the term
untouchabilityd. I n his words: -klowh has been
connotation, primarily referring to any social practiceéalhooks down upon certain
depressed classes solely on account of their birth and disables them from having any
kind of intercourse with people belonging to the-catled higher classes or
c a s t%Ehs theory of the earlgmfis was that there were only fowarAas and
there was no fifthvarAa.But in modern times the smlled untouchables are referred
to as thepafichamas®Pafichamasnean the fifth caste or outcasts or untouchables.
They ar e 06 opafichamastad d placeeiratimeourfold division ofarfa-
vyavasthl Al t hough Gandhi believed titrast untoucha
According t o [Ipafishama@ memar ofcassupfosed fiftrarAa,
| ower Tdtrla@dn s$hroul d bdea beaesg tharedsend wasrant fax befief
i n a f i ¥PUntbuchabititys is dargély an outgrowth of the caste system.
Hallowed with tradition and sanctified by religion, it continued to exist in all its

oppressive facets for centuries. It would considentbes touch of an untouchable as
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a sin. In some parts of India, especially in the south, not only untouchability was

practised on a vast scale, but unapproachability and invisibility too. Gandhi believed

that untouchability is the greatest blot on humaaitg he wanted to eradicate such

kind of evil with heart and soul. In this contextthe question is raised: which method

did he follow to wipe out the untouchability?

Gandhi 6s suggestions for removing untouch
Gandhi believed that untouchability walsdlia weed, but not a part and parcel

of Hi ndui s m. According to him, Aunt ouchabil:i

Hinduism but a plague, which it is the bounden duty of every Hindu to

c o mb*&Untouchabilityconflicts ~ with  the  fundamental precepts f o

Hi ndui sm. Gandhi put the entire responsibilit

the casteHindus and he said that the casti@du have a sacred duty to thecsdled

untouchables. Here he did not call for revolution against the removal of

untouchabity, but he wanted to change the outlook of the upper caste Hindus. He

says that fAuntouchability wil!/ not be remove.

removed when the majority of Hindus realize that it is a crime against God and men

are ashamed d@f. In other words, it is a process of conversion, i.e. purification, of the

Hi ndu %encerittis. thie moral responsibility of the upper caste Hindus for the

development of the untouchability. For this reason, firstly, Gandhi wanted to change

the hea (or outlook) of the caste Hindus by moral pressure. He understood that all

changes must come voluntarily from the heart. If the soul of men is purified, then

society will change automatically. So, he wanted to stress on theeaktation of

men. He aderstood that society will never be changed until and unless the men are

being changed heartily. It is not possible to change society inwardly unless men are

being changed inwardly. Inwardly, we are all equal. This equality is obviously of

soul, but not bbodies. Hence, men cannot be changed by brutal force or even law.

When men will be selfealized, then he will not discriminate and hate the others

(untouchables). To Gandhi, the essence of Hinduism is truth andigience

(Ahitis YD The active manifestation of naiplence is love and the absence of any ill

willLAhits s t he only path to cAHIsde psoacepye Hs

a tool for removing untouchability. Gandhi said that removal of this great sin of

untoc habi l ity meant, il ove for, and service of

Ahids (Removal of untouchability spells the breaking down of barriers between man
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and man between the various orders of being. We find such barriers created
everywhereinta  wo%¥ | d. o

On the one hand, Gandhi wanted to give stress orresdifation of the
upper caste Hindusfor removing the untouchability; on the other hand, he was directly
involved in the welfare of the untouchables by organitiiagijan Sevak Sanghetc.

Gandhi was struggling in his whole life for the upliftment of the untouchables

through various social works. In his struggle to improve the status and dignity of the

untouchables, he gave them a new ridargans. Harjan6 me ans 6éa®man of Go¢
Gandhi thoght that the traditional concept warAasystem can be cleansed of the
untouchability, i n wHarijartsd uannt do utctheaibrl e&u nvoolud an ¢
would be accepted as honourable. Gandhi, meanwhile, was extendikigrhan

movement all over India, n what wasH&niowa,nighadngidar@ble 6

success in some regions. For example, after he had toured Mysore State in January

1934 the authorities responded by agreeing to fund the improvement of facilities for

untouchables. Branches of thitarijan Sevak Sanglvere established all over the

state, and its workers were encouraged to open school$idojans. Gandhi

launched a major campaign in 1938 against the practice of untouchability, touring

India in person to put pressure on casteddfto open up access for untouchables to

public wells, tanks, roads, schools, temples and cremation grounds. In response to

Ambedkar, Gandhi had extended his battle for the untouchables into the civil sphere.

Previously, his challenge had been restridtetemple entry. In 1936, untouchables

were invited for the first time by the Maharaja to participate in the aribasthera

Darbar. The state also supported temple entry in principle, though it proved hard to

implement in practicé’

Gandhi did not believen the caste system in the modern sense for its
limitations. To him, the caste system has its limitations and its defects, but there is
nothing sinful about it, as there is about untouchability, and if it ispréguct of the
caste system, it is only the same sense that an ugly growth is of a body, or weeds of
a crop. It is as wrong to destroy caste because of the outcaste, as it would be to
destroy a body because of an ugly growth in it or a crop because of the weeds. The
outcasteness, in the sense understand it, has, therefore, to be destroyed altogether.

It is an abscess to be removed if the whole system is not to perish. Untouchability is

the product, therefore, not of the caste system, but of the distinction of high and low
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that has crept intblinduism and is corroding it. The attack on untouchability is thus
an attack upon -ressiThe mbomdntghtduchabilitd gods) the waiste
system itself wi || be purified, t hat is to
resolve itself into true varPadharma the four divisions of society, each
complementary of the other and none inferior or superior to any BtGandhi said
that nAt he i-castes amesoneetiniega cenuelbience, often a hindrance. The
sooner there is fusion the ett?Hé al so sai d t hat ithere appe
reason for ending the system because of i ts
outgrowths like untouchability, higlow division or gradation among men etc. but
not the basic structure. Since in preetthe caste system represents a social hierarchy
based on the idea of high and low, and since, in any case, it is an unnecessary
outgrowth of the fourvarAsa which alone are fundamental and essential to the
organization of society, he considers the multiplicity of castes to be undesirable and
superfluous. iThe division, however, i nto i
unwarranted liberty taken with the atdne (ofvarAD S r j fhe four divisions are
allsuf fi*cing. o
Some benefits of thevarAa-v y a v assstatedlby Gandhi:
The benefits of thearfa-v y a v dave bedh glorified by Gandhi in various
ways; these are: firsthpccording to GandhyarAa is not a marmade institution, but
the law of life universally governing the human family. Fulfilment of the law would
make life livable, would spread peace and content, end all clashes and conflicts, put
an end to starvation and pauperization, solve thelgmobf population and even end
disease and sufferirtg.
Secondly, according to Gandhi, the lawvairAa emphasizes the duties rather
than the rights of individuals (and since al
fairest possible distribution of wealth, though it may not be an ideal, i.e. strictly equal,
di stri*ution. o
Thirdly, Gandhi was verynuch impressed by thearfa-v y a v afa itsh U
spiritual progress. According to him, A Whenl
not even go to school to learn it, and my mental energy is set free for spiritual
pursuits because my money or rather a lha@dd is ensured/arAa is the best form

of insurance for happiness and for real religious pursuit. When | concentrate my
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energy on other pursuits, | sell away my powers ofreglfization or sell my soul for
a mess o#% pottage. O

Fourthly, According to Gadhi, varAa would eliminate economic and
occupational competition which he regards as
l'ife of all its joy and beautyo, and is oppo
confusion ofvarAaand ultimate disruption of o c i-aestatg of affairs which Gandhi
considers to be the characteristic of the Western soctéties.

Fifthly, Gandhi proposed for the same remuneration for all types of works,
because all types of work or occupations are equally important for theuad
development of the society. No work is more high or low thananother; they have all
same value in higarAa system.
Some objections againstthearAa-v y av ast h U

From the above discussion, there are many problems and drawbacks
whi chmay be r ai wvaAdtheory. déraserme pGlaems dnd disputes
are being cited: Firstly: It may confuse us when lmtioned thatthere are only four
varAas all have equal status, and they are determined by birth. It may be changed by
a person choosing another profession, bwaiPas are not as a rule determined by
birth, these tend to lose all meaning.This statensertinnected with the caste system
a little bit in the sense of determining the particular place of an individual according
to hisvarAa. We find the same process in the caste system where heredity is also a
determining factor o fanagon oharBaGystencthus leals Gandhi 6
to an inconsistency.

Secondl y: Gandhi 6s anot hearAbyatengsu ment i n f
unscientific. According to him,acceptance of the lawafAJ S r awillaremove
competition and would thus prevent the disruptiorsaiety. But Gandhi has not
shown or stated how intnaarAa economic competition and intkearAa (as well as
inter-varAa) social competition is to be eliminated.

Gandhi 6s view seems to be absurd and un
Because competition isftenwelcome. It is often thought that competition makes a
man sharp and it helps him to flourish.The competition gives a man the opportunity to
express his or her intellectuwfateery i bre at t

does not match with regji
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Thirdly, another argument of Gandhi is absurd when he expected the same
remuneration for all types of works. It is absurd for the reason that if all workers are
paid the same remunerati on, then no one wil/l
where more skill and hard labour are needed. Interest to the work of a man grows his
skill and helps him to express his perfection. Undoubtedly, it is true all types of work
are equally important for atbund development of the society. But it does not mean,
the same remuneration will be provided for all types of work. Although in our
society, people pay their respect and honour to the highly paid people. So, it may
seem that we cannot deny the connection betweenwealth and dignity. But this
position is diffialt to accept. No one can give dignity to anybody, we have to achieve
it or we have to become worthy of it. Hence, we cannot say the same remuneration
for all types of work wild/l provide same di gl
argument does not apgreto be acceptable.

Conclusion

From the above di scussi on, we ma y concl
advocacy ofvarAasystem is unnecessary and futile. It cannot solve social problems;
rather it creates another great problem. Today Indian society has éeanone
complicated than the past. Our soci¢tgs been stratified and classified by the
various layers of castes. There is no specific reason behind it; becauseit has different
reasonsin the different parts of India. Thus, it has created a critical angegom
situation. So, it is very difficult to bring all the castes into the four basitas How
this reduction will be possible, Gandhi was silent about this matter. If it is possible to
reduce all the castes into four bagarAas, then it will not be possible to remove all
the social problems.Until and unless the root cause has beginated it will not be
possible to solve the problem. The root cause of social problems is contained in its
divisivemode or features. If we divide all the people into faarifas (i.e. fourvarfas
namedb r Ukasmdta t r i y a sand3 dra) onSuyyaason, then its consequence
will always be negative. It is not desirable for us to divide humanity intovia#as.

Hence, we have to see man simply as a @ad.thiarma varfa, genderor any other
issues cannot be the factor of recognition of a huimemg. These mamade
institutions are imposed upon human beings; these are not inseparable traits of a
human being. Hence, first of all,we have to come out from any kind of division (it

may bethe division of ledrabrmrwmar,divislioBshatriya, Y
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Division procreates hierarchy, gradation, a distinction among the men. So, if we can
rise aboveall kinds of division, hierarchy, gradation, then we will be able to regard all
kinds of work asequaland respect all people. Thus, it will sep to establish
equality in society.
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TAGOREG EDUCATIONAL THOUGHT
SOMA SARKAR
Introduction:

The fundamental purpose of education is not merely to enrich our selves
through fullness of knowledge, but also to bBsh the bond of love between man
and man. (TagoreSiksha,p.10) In the world of Indian education, Rabindranath
Tagore is a glorious personality. Tagore was a gifted man and his creative power
emerged in different directions. There is no experienceuman life where his
thoughts have not touched. He was not only a poet but also a novelist, dramatist,
essayist, philosopher, singer, actor, painter, social reformer and an educator. So we
call him an institution in himself. He has influenced many aspdctuman life,
education also being one of them. Education is the benchmark of any civilization. It is
an important part and basis of human life. Education is a process and kind of guided
activity which can transform people. Since the beginning of civitimapeople have
changed themselves through education.
Rabindranathés vision of education was fi
that was established at Santiniketan in Brahamacharyaashram (Ashram School) in
Bolpur in the year 1901. On December 22, 1.98e established VissBharati, an
educational institution that was international in character, where Indian civilization
intermingled with other civilizations. Tagore was a visionary. The founding of Visva
Bharati by Tagore was mainly to fulfill his dm® of connecting India to the world.
Tagore wanted to reconcile the east and the west through education. For Tagore,
nationalism confined man within a barrier and the only salvation was embracing
cosmopolitanism. Cosmopolitanism does not see any boundsefesgen nations,
states, culture and societies. His cosmopolitan view appeals to the breadth of the
human mind. It teaches not only to tolerate otherness but by questioning the
boundaries between the home and the world, it expands the reach of expémience.
this paper, we wi | | di scuss Tagoreds idea
educational philosophy includes an attempt at inculcating cosmopolitanism.
Historical Background:
Rabindranath was born in Kolkatads famous
Att hat ti me, I ndi abds, especially Bengal 6s edu

English system of education. The British established English medium schools for the
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promotion of English education in India. Thereby neglecting the ancient education
systemofi ndi a. During the Bengal Renai ssance

Tagore family which was a free liberal environment for education influenced

t h

Tagor eds fundament al education. Rabindrana:

Dwarkanath Tagore and his fathbre bendr anat h Tagoreds were

ent husiastic in education. During Mahar.i
was freed from most of the ancient Hindu religion. Debendranath Tagore
ceremonially adopted the Brahrmbarma. But his fatheDwarkanath had served
Hindu reforms long ago. Rabindranath received a great atmosphere in the Tagore
household.

Debendranat hoés all egiance to mother
mind. Rabindranath inherited many things from his father such as theaffeetion
for the mother tongue and cultivation of
expressed his view in different places to teach in the mother tongue. Debendranath
was a worshipper of the Brahmo religion, which was a new form of refined
Hinduism. Rabindranath and his father were all opposed to ritualism. For this reason,
Rabindranath was against the pseudo prejudices of society and religion. So, he
created a new society by the light of western enlightenment and rationalistic
education. Justs he learned the essence of this ancient and contemporary education
from his predecessorfRammohun and Vidyasagar, he also inherited it from his

father. Therefore, the influence of Debendranath on forming the nature of

ver

s hi

ang

mot

Rabindranat hés dducwurndemiadbltehi nkamigndr anat h

brother Dwijendranath was a symbol of Swadeshi thinking but he was net anti
western in the pursuit of knowledge. On the other hand, his second eldest brother
Satyendranath passed I.C.S abroad.

Tagore was born axactly that time when English education flourished in
India. But English education neglected primary and secondary education. At that time
there was a distinction between two classes, the fortunate upper class and the rural
people or lower class. Thatughy higher education was not possible for poor people.
But at the end of the nineteenth century, the middle class was protesting against
discrimination in English education. The advantage of the education system
introduced by the British was only for thiggh-class people, but a large population of

Indians belonged to the lower class.
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I ndia then was in an atmosphere of nation

thoughts were influenced by nationalism. But later on, he became aware of the
terrible consequexes of nationalism, so he then followed cosmopolitanism. H. B.
Mu k h e rEdueaidndor Fullnesg 2 0 1 3) has pointed out how T:
education grows out of his broader understanding and insight into human life. He
argues that in his early life Tage was influenced by nationalism but when he
matured, he recognized that nationalism and national values are not adequate in the
modern world. He believed in the cosmopolitan attitude which is the base of his
educational philosophy.
Tagor eds Wducdtonngs on E

Tagorebs educational phil osophy does not f
di fficult task to categorize him. There is e
Tagore himself wrote essays, letters, novels, stories, dramasgllaaswdelivered
speeches explaining his educational thought. His 130 essays covering about 1750
pages on education give us access to his philosophy of educatiurolme Pravasir
Patra( 6 Letters of a traveler to Hrawldoped (1881)
England. At that time he was overwhelmed by the western culture which had an
impact on his educational writings. But in his later writings, for exanikegh O
Rudra(1894), and th&adhanae s s ay s , especially 6Redress of

people to fight against the injustice of oppressive rulers. Tagore was sceptical about

the work of the British government. Hi s i de:
| ndi anslirej¢rAt8n@#@® T he Engl i shmands Dreadd (1893)
(199 ) 6Political Scrupl ed-6(D1 &% 4) .olfn ahiPsi | Egurriaon
Europed (1891), he managed to connect easter.|

at the time his thinking changed.

Tagoreds first maj orobWwemsi wgasornedtutati @n
Herphero (Our Education and its Ilncongruitie
joyous, spontaneous system of education. Hi s
was firm in his stand regarding the importance of the motheguin teaching.

Tagore said that it is not possible to know
culture and oneds own mother tongue. But he
insisted that English be taught as a supplementary language. In andgitier a

0Si kSdhamasyad (Probl ems in Educati on, June 19
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and significant explanation of what he regarded as the most important features of a
national educational system. According to him, the Indian education system should
not simulate the European system of educati ol
Probl em o fTovwads Unzdrsal Mari.6 9 ) , O60We must put the E
model out of our minds, if only for the reason that European history and European
societyare diffenet from our history and our society. We must try properly to
understand the ideals by which our country has been attracted and stimulated in the
past. 6 One of our difficulties arises from t
we are unable to put Bhish education in its proper perspective. Never having seen it
in relation to the society to which it belongs, we fail to find the way by which its
Indian counterpart can be harmonized with Indian life.
So, he said that the Indian education eysshould be connected to the whole
life of individuals organically. He says educational institutions should be spaced
where people have the opportunity to interpr
not increase if there are specific issues in edoatiinstitutions. The main thing is
what the children want to learn. Children should be taught what they want to learn.
He doesnot want them to engage Tapovadir ot e | ear n
(The Forest School of India, 1909), he introducedew idea of the education of
feeling which consists of the realization of
spirit, soul and deeper intuition. According
related toSadhana.In Sadhana he wanted to see the oelation between the
individual and the universe. Here he shows that the intimate love, action and beauty
are to be part of the educational process. Tagore wrote to C.F. Andreeiteins to a
Friend (p.38),
In India the range of our lives is maw and discontinuous. This is the reason
why our minds are often beset with provincialism. In our Ashram at Santiniketan we
must have the widest possible outlook for our boys, and universal human interest.
This must come spontaneoushot merely througlthe reading of books, but through
dealing with the wider world.
I n 6Strishikshad (The Skkhahadmphasizedof Wo man,
the philosophy of curriculum. He did not believe in any discrimination between man
and woman. He believesahwoman and men have equal rights to education, which

is important for building a peaceful society. In his institution, Tagore gave equal
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place to the education of girls and women and had built a hostel forHgrisays in

Personality(2011), that throgh education people can know their nature, choose what

is right and what is wrong, and one can also choose who is the real ruler of our

country so that they can improve our country. Another significant educational writing

of Tagor e i s 0 A beg duly a1828)H whdreA he Rinphasiaed rthe

importance of the code of conventions because there are many rules for different

occasions. In the Ashram Siksha, people can learn that different kinds of events are

associated with different emotions. Here, he efert o hi s i dea about o6t he
or mobile school, which involves teaching and learning while walking. He always

insistedont he i mportance of | earning directly frol
story O6The Parrot 6s T rcraiquaadfthegcomnoirolie80f does a
education during the colonial times which is still prevalent as the traditional system of

educati on. Opposing the system of parrotoés t
| ndi ansabidyd yaemuktage ( E d u thattvhicb liberates the mind).
Tagorebs educational ideology is expresse

60Gh8aéred (1919) and o6Char Adhyayoé (1934).

nationalistic condition of Bengal at that time. Heeehat t acks Goraés nati on
self-definition. Its theme is politicp sy c ho | ogi Bali r elbn da@mare descr
the cosmopolitan view. Its theme was polte@ ci ol ogi cal . Tagorebs |
6Char Adhyayd wher e hiisapdliticeethical iew.miltesee devel op
t hree novel s form the cor e of Tagorebs t |

educatiolAc cor di ng swadeshikathy or 8, no6t the same as nat

nationst at e. To achi ewwadeshpret, u nti hviesinsaad of tl bev e 6
T a g o sveadeshikat 6 . Hi s goal is to develop the Indi
in diversity. Tagore wanBaed etéo asnhdo w ChrarhiAsd hn

that love, believe, universal friendship is more valuable than narroenaisim.
Tagore was against the conventional educational systembecause this education
does not make people happy. There does not exist any educational value here so it is
not real education. He believed in Ashram School which is related to saligen.
Tagore sincerely tried to improve I ndiabds e
ancient teachings of India. So he founded the Gurukul model school. As a result, the
ashram school was founded at Santiniketan in Bolpur in 1901.This educational

system aimed to ensure albund development of all children. His main aim was to
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make education simple. Real education must be helpful to understand their right

throughout the country. He wanted to match

He said, real @ucation removes the barrier of nationalism and it reaches the spiritual
and the international stage. He also said that education which is lively and dynamic
and connected to our world is called real education. According to him, children learn
from nature,not from the book. So he was against boektered learning. The
theoretical education is not real education; according to him, the practical education is
useful for life. He distinguished d between the education of the senses and the

t

education of the i@l | e Btodhar 94 dlExmpad si on of sympat hyod

connects the inner perception with external perception.

Tagoreds Experiments with Educati on:

Rabindranath Tagoreds spiritual visi
thought. ® he said that selfealization is the important aim of education. The first
step to selfealization is the complete development of the person. According to
Tagore, if the student is not fully developed, then it is not possible for him to fully
understad his conscience. He said sedflization means the realization of the
uni ver sal soul in onebs self. A human
realize it without education. Tagorebs
That is why hdreated all people as equal. He saw God in human beings, so he was a
worshipper of humanity. The manifestation of personality, which is the goal of
education, depends upon sedhlization and spiritual knowledge of the individual.

The clerical ducation that Indianswere given under British rule resulted in the
loss of their selesteem. As a result, Tagore was particularly distressed. He realized
that Indians had no connection to the national heritage and life within the British
initiated educatin system. This education has crippled the nation rather than bringing
about human seffievelopment. That is why he wanted to establish an Indian
educational system based on national heritage, culture and spirituality. He understood
that the spiritual corection of human beings with education is necessary for the
development of humanity. Tagore thinks that one of the major mistakes of British
rule is the educational system in India. This educational system was isolated from the
natural environment. By appgoc hi ng nature, the chil doés
to realize the absolute truth. So inspired by the Ashram Siksha, he established

6Santini ket and. T a gcalledcformaband resipigiive eduachtion. o
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So he wanted education to be boesd and free. Tagore was keen to build
Santiniketan to give form to his educational thinking.
Tagorebs educational view is based on Upa
him, education which helps people to develop theirestifem and humaiis real
education. So, Tagore believed that there is a harmony between God, man and nature.
Tagore wanted to create an educational centre where people from different countries,
different religions, and different cultures could exchange their ideas among
themselves so that it can become a pilgrimage place for students-Bliakati was a
civilizational meeting place. The motto of this universityYiatra visvam bhavati
ekanidlam6 Wher e t he worl d meets in one nestdé. Tag

If ever a truly Indian uniersity is established it must from the very

beginning i mplement I ndi aéds own knowledge of
health, medicine and of all other everyday science from the surrounding

villages. Then alone can the school or university become the ceritre of

countryobés way of l'iving. This school mu s t pr
and weaving using the best modern methodsé |
school VisvaBharati Addresses by Tago(&@963), p.910).

There is a significant role of frdeom i n Tagoreds educational

Freedom is considered as an integral aspect of human development. Education is a
marnmaking process; it explores the innate ideas that exist within a human being. It is
not an imposition but a liberal process thaiviles utmost freedom for development.
According to him, the education of the child without independence and happiness
remains incomplete. So he favoured teaching by giving freedom. For him, freedom
means spiritual liberation. Liberation is the greatesteBence in human life. The
spiritual liberation of people is possible through the supreme excellence of education.
That is why he thinks that spiritual freedom is greater and wider than physical
freedom. When a human being has supreme knowledge, whendkestands the
distinction between the finite and infinite, then his transcendental knowledge is
possible which transforms him from human to
The Religion of Mai2011)

We must realize not only the reasoning mibdt also the creative imagination,
the love and wisdom that belong to the Supreme Person, whose Spirit is over us all,
love for whom comprehends love for all creatures and exceeds in depth and strength
all other loves, leading to difficult endeavours andrtyrdoms that have no other

gain than the fulfilment of this love itself (p.359).
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In the traditional education system, the freedom of the student has been
diminished by the fact that the child is confined within a narrow boundary. Tagore
bdieved that the education system was completely useless if it was set up dismissing
the needs of the students. Tagore wanted to establish an intimate connection between
the nature of the world and the students.
educatiom| t hought i s O0education in natured6. That
They learn to be sefeliant at an early age. With this objective, he had opened
Santiniketan, Sriniketan, and Brahmacharya Ashram. These places gave free choice
tostudentst devel op their interest in the field of
phil osophy the terms 6éeducationd and 61 i febd
to him, the process of education should always be dynamic and free. For him, the
education with does not provide freedom and joy to the students is meaningless.
Education needs love and active communication. So education stimulates
responsiveness only when it is imparted through the path of freedom.

Tagore didnoét | wcationabthoughts; hedriechts apglythemt e d
in reality. Tagorebs Santiniketan is the cel
bookcentred education, he promoted vocational education. Students will be able to
build their lives by adapting to a simple awdrking life at school. He thought that
education aims to create a real 6 Mané. The
achieved by acquiring social qualities. Education eliminates inadequacies. Tagore,
however, strongly criticized boetentred knowledge ral conventional tedtased
education. According to him, the development of independent thinking is the main
goal of education. One of the aims of education is also to raise the scientific outlook
among the students.
I nT adp o Wadelp Tagore empasized the importance of establishing an

intimate relationship between the Guru and the Disciple in the education system.
According to him, if the teacher is enthusiastic and talented, he can always teach the
students by inventing new methods. He hadeaple f ai t h i n the chil dés i
and enthusiasm to know. Activity is the key to his education system. He preferred
teaching through travel rather than teaching in the school rooms because it extends
childrenbés experi enc e Tdgae sayb agubthedoletoftte s c h o o |
teacher in 6The PrTowardseUmvesd Mafidal), todt it is n 6 , i n
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ié to put l'ife into his pupils with his owl

l earning, and make them) happy with his affect
His focus was on the spiritual development of the children as well as their

physical development. Therefore, in his education plan, he organized play, dance and

song in the open nature. The purpose of all forms of education is to realize the

uni ver sal truth that accompanies us. He di dnbo

rather a shelter for students. There should be a relationship between the teacher and

the student which helps the student reveal different aspects of his /her personality.

The real teacherd6s goal is to make the studet

in Introduction to Tagor€1983), Tagore says that an ideal teacher should encourage

the students all the time. They create interest in knowing everything in the students.
Tagore emphasized the importance of the mother tongue as a medium of

education. To illustrate the importance of teaching through mother tongue, he

compared mother tongue to motherdés mil k. On

means of [§dewidmnent & Gheirsneother tongue. He believed that if

English remains the medium of education, then this education is bound to become

upperclass and urbagentric. This education will remain a dream for the lower and

the middle class in the vilageé. n hi s essay O6Shikshar Bahano

Educati ono, 1915) , he stresses the importanc

education. DespiteTagoreds sharp criticism a

language as a medium of instruction and hisrgfrarguments for the mother tongue,

he did not express any adverse attitude towards the English language. He mentioned

the need to teach different languages, including English in his education plan.

Rabi ndranath Tagoreds Cosmopolitan vision
Now the problem before us is of one single country, which is this earth, where

the races as individuals must find both their freedom ofesgifession and their bond

of federation. Mankind must realize a unity, wider in range, deeper in sentiment

stronger in power than ever before (TagoBzeativeUnity,2011, p.73).Tagore

visualized a centre of education as a civilizational meeting place where a student can

learn from the treasures of the various civilizations and develop a cosmopolitan

attitude. The wordCosmopolitanisms derived from the Greek workbsmopolities

which means O6citizen of -tithens who sharatbeir | t hel p:

cultures. Achieving cosmopolitanism is one of the most important goals of education.
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T agor e tokcosmopelitan attitude and life is fundamental to his educational
vision. Tagorebs weducational phil osophy is
attitude. For him, socializing is a sharing of wealth and glory between east and west.

Western scientific acancement and eastern traditional culture must be associated

with each other to create a positive resurgence of true humanity. He believed that this
co-existence could bring about -atbund development and universal brotherhood. His
Visva-Bharati was setpto transcend the boundary and become a meeting place of

east and west. He was opposed to the idea of the nation; he was even more severely
opposed to India joining the bandwagon of nationalism. For Tagore, cosmopolitanism

is different from internationaim. According to him, cosmopolitanism is related to
nonnationalist humanistic spirit, while internationalism is related to political
geography and nat i on &haraliid thenneétingiprce foral agor e 6 s
civilizations where he encouragedotedness. However, he also gave the place a

flavour of the idea of universal culture as existing in all people and one kind of
cosmopolitan view which transcends nations.

Kwame Anthony Appiahoés arti oéseribed Cosmopol i
Tagore ascasmopwoltiectdand-cbDlsemopel mntdandomedns Osc
who is rooted in his own cultural identity and yet who also considers him/herself as a
citizen of the worl dé. Tagore was rooted 1in
world frae r ni t y. Appiah sai d, Tagorebs philosophy
syndrome ofthe interconnectedness of human beings with all life on earth, which is a
natural conception of environmental awareness.

6Ghare Baired has texhferrstgdying aredglevisingthe mpor t ant
opposing theoretical positions of cosmopolitanism and nationalism. Ashis Nandy, in
his bookThe lllegitimacy of Nationalisnt, al ks about Tagoreds <co0sSmo,
Ashis Nandy points out that the two types of patriotem@ symbolized byNi k hi | 6
which stands for the cosmopolitan attitude (
nation)and 6Sandi pé6, which stands for extr e
character of oO0Bi mal ad st ancdndusetl betweenthee si tuat.i
two types of patriotism.

Martha Nussbaum has also worked on Tagoreb
her article O6Cosmopolitanism and Patrioti s md

moral right of people to argue or create agfjiom. As a result, we are afraid to give
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up our independent opinion, for which we are limiting ourselves and our thinking. For
this reason, we are all indulging in discrimination everywhere. Nussbaum agrees with
Nandydbés vieBaithadt sBowsemwemto forms of
points out in her bookor Love of Countnf1996), that Tagore sees deeply when he
sees that at the bottom nationalism and ethnocentric particularism are not alien to one
another, but akinthat to give support to natiafist sentiments subverts, ultimately,
even the values of justice and right (p.5).
Conclusion:

Although Tagore was deeply moved by the Tapovan model in ancient India, he
did not blindly admit anything. He tried to reconcile eastern and westeatogies.
He sought to reconcile eastern civilization and culture with the repositories of western
knowledge. He did not want to exclude everything as foreign, and he was opposed to
accepting everything just because of its in indigenousness. That is igiptan
included developing global citizenship beyond the boundaries of the nation.
According to Tagore, that which teaches people to be creative, to think, to be free and
express their opeminded ideas, that which people take with pleasure is absolute
education. This education helps to develop humanity. He believed that education is
not meant for livelihood alone, because mere subsistence cannot be the ultimate goal
of human life. After all, livelihood only alleviates our poverty and satisfies our needs.
It can never fulfil our life. He realized that only through genuine education would the
student become conscious of their national culture and heritage and learn to
understand their purpose. Along with this he also wanted the students to get
acquainted wh the cultures of other countries and to learn from them. He also

wanted the students to have their own opinion. They should not be influenced by

patri

anyone to form an opinion. It was Tagoreds w

getting rid of the narrowant i onal i sti ¢ boundari es. [

ideal is best captured in his ambition of inculcating cosmopolitanism. Though it is
rooted in his native land, for him the whole world is where people need to connect
and be treated equally.
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TRANSCENDENTAL METHOD

KABITA RoY

Introduction

Kant 6s transcendent al enquiry is called tr
objective of transcendental philosophy is to establighi@i knowledge about the
world. But the question is why did Kant search for this type of knowledge? It can be
said that som knowledge can be dubitable. Kant wanted to discover such knowledge
which is indubitable. This anxiety leads him into an enquina gfriori knowledge
about the world.To do this, Kant took the help of the transcendental method. The term
6t r ans c eferd tonsbnael bésic features. Kant explained these features by
introducing two prominent ter ms, namely o6tra
Kantian scholars also deal with the tetranscendentalWe also describe how
scholars like John P. Doyle andnAdr ew Br ook understood Kant
transcendental K a n tr@nscendentalmethod is the result of higanscendental
argument . Kant 6 s e pi dranscemdentalaggymernt.sin thisased on h
essay, our purpose is to explain how Kant applied tmsd¢emndental argument for the
study of human cognition.
The Meaning of the termTranscendental

Doyl e argues that the term O6transcendent
regard, he cites the views of Hans Leisegang
one of those terms which Kant borrowed from the vocabulary of earlier philosophy
and then changed for his own purposes. o(p. 7
term. In his Prolegomena to Any Future MetaphysicKkant uses the term
transcendentabs a pre faculty for having ariori cognition. In this context, he
stated that AThe word transcendental . .. wi t
knowl edge to things, b u Prolegamkena totAmy Futunee cogni t i
Metaphysics p. 294).0n the otlehand, in hisCritique of Pure Reasonhe
di stingui shes between the terms &étranscendent
The distinction between the terms oO0transc

The origin of the above terms is the same. In both cases the word
0t remedent 6 i s common. But their meanings are

terms for serving twobrdmn¢éc¢ikangsgsyt cneani ngs. Abc¢
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We shall entitle the principles whose application is confined entirely within

the limits of possible expence,immanent;and those, on the other hand,

which profess to pass beyond these limitanscendert ( B352) . On t he

contrary, in the context ofranscendentalk a n t mentions that, 0t hat
employment extending beyond the limits of experience(CPR, B353).

From the above argument, it can be suggested that the meaning of

transcendentind transcendentals clear. Kant described the tertnanscendents
meaning 0i s beyond experiencedo. On t he ot
transcendentah s meani ngdidbt hen pofcbuman experienced.
with the applicability of pure concepts of understanding. Concerning this meaning, it
can be s aitrdnscerndentdb tieaatand step of his transcendent in human
experience. This is also regardedaas met hod i n Kantds study of p
called the transcendental method.
Kant 6 s D dmartiscendeneaMaihiod

Just i ke t he ot her met hods such as t h
transcendentamethod plays an important role in his cognitivedst A proper study
needs a proper method. Kant himself did not
his book. Some Kantian scholars namely Andrew Brook, Sami Philstrum have used

t he t er manséeadentainet hod . Andrew Brookshas ment.
transcendent al met hod in his article named
paper, he has shown how <cognitive scienti st
transcendentamet hod. Br ook says cognitive scientist

as the fundameal method for the study of human cognition. Like Kant, he claims
that they were looking for the poondition of human experience. In this respect, it
should be mentioned that in every field, whether in philosophy or science, a method
is nothing but someet of presuppositions based on which it is possible to reach to a
certain concl usi on about t he study. Her e [
transcendentalargument is regarded as Hisnscendentalmethod. There is no
difference between the transcendé¢method and the transcendental argument.
What is Transcendental Argument?
Kant s transcendent al argument is the gr
cognition. Kant developed this argument to study human thought, experience, and
knowledge. But Kant doesot define this argument anywhere in Gistique of Pure
ReasonHe has explainettanscendentalrgument as the mode of deciphering the

necessary conditions of human experience. Besides Kant, many philosophers like
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Ralph C. S. Walker have worked on tlranscendentabrgument. However, they
have not given any definition of this argument either. But they use some premises to
express the nature of Kantds transcendent al
this argument . Wa | k elrargsnanyssare tohcarhed with The anscend e
conditions under which experi enKaet,theexperi enc:
Argument of Philosophergp. 18). Now the question arises, how did Kant apply
transcendental argument to understand human cognition?
Application of Transcendental Argument to Human Cognition

Kant mentioned two transcendental arguments. The first argument is
concerned with David Humeds scepticism. Thi
deduction and the second part of this argument deghsscepticism about general
objects which is termed by Kant as the refutation of idealism. We will explain both
kinds of transcendental arguments in detail. First we would like to deal with the
scepticdbs challenge.
Meeting the Scepticds Challenge

Humedoubted in the certainty of human experience. Here it is important to
note that, Kant was well aware of the possibility of doubt regarding pure concepts of
the understanding. It is because of the nature of the human reason which transcended
its entire limt. In this regard, Kant argues that,

... a scandal to philosophy and to human reason in general that the existence

of things outside us (from which we derive the whole material of
knowledge, even for our inner sense) must be accepted merely on faith, and

that if anyone thinks good to doubt their existence, we are unable to counter

his doubts by any satisfactory proof (CPR Bx1).

Hume is an example of the above argument. According to Hume, experience

alone can give knowledge; one need not accept the rthe @oncept. He thought so

because the relation of concept cannot be empirically justified to an object. In this
regard, Hume mentions the theory of o6l aw of
says, we experience an object after repeated observatioforBhts task, we need

not have anyapriori concept. This becomes a difficult problem for Kant. It can be

said that, as Kant applied categories as thecpnglition of human experience, they

must be free from any doubt. If categories itself remain doybtftiiey do not have

any objective validity then the experience which we will have through the help of

categories again would be a matter of doubt. Barry Stroud, a contemporary Kantian
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scholar, mentions the possibility of doubt about the object in gemerialcan be said
experience in general. In this regard, he claims that,

You cannot show the sceptic that you are not hallucinating, and hence that

you know there is a tomato on the table, simply by asking your wife if she

sees it too- hallucinations ofy our wi f eds reassuring wor ds
epistemologically no better off than hallucinations of tomatoes. At every

point in the attempted justification of a knowledge claim, the sceptic will

always have another question yet to be answered, another relevant

possihlity yet to be dismissed, and so he cannot be answered directly.

(p.242)

Because of these reasons, Kant tries to justify the validity of the categories through
the method of his deduction
Deduction
The Dictionary meaning ofitetomausioner m o6dedu
about somethingb. Kant applied another speci
the objective validity of the pure concept of understanding through the help of
deduction. Kant distinguished between two different types of deductionelpa
empirical deduction and transcendental deduction. Kant made this distinction
following his two different types of conceptempirical concepts and pure concepts.
Empirical concepts are those general concepts which we can get through our
experiencefor example, the concept of a table, chair etc.
Kant mentions two different types afpriori conceptsapriori concept of
sensibility andapriori concept of understanding. Space and timeaprri concepts
of sensibility and categories are the purecapts of understanding. Empirical
concepts are related to empirical deduction and pure concepts are related to the
transcendental deduction. These two different types of deductions are about the object
of the phenomena which is also called by Kant as ajppee. These are also made
based on the mode of knowing of the appearance. In this regard, Kant says,

The explanation of the manner in which concepts can thus eefateri to

objects | entitle transcendentaldeduction; and from it | distinguish

empirical deduction, which shows the manner in which a concept is
acquired through experience and through reflection upon experience, and
which therefore concerns, not its legitimacy, but only its de facto mode of
origination. (A84, CPR).

From the above, it is ebr that the title of these two different types of

deductiondgs based on the relation of tlagpriori concepts to the object. Now it can
be said that space and time agwmiori concepts of sensibility and the categories as

apriori concepts of the undersiding always relate themselves to an object in an
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apriori manner. That is why Kant called them transcendental deduction. Kant
distinguished empirical deduction from the transcendental deduction. But he did not
give any example of empirical deductigks empirical deduction does not contain the
objectapriori, Kant did not give much importance to the empirical deduction. But he
emphasises transcendental deduction which can fill up the gap in epistemology made
by scepticism.
TranscendentaDeduction

Kant used transcendental deduction as a tool for justification of categories.
Kant claims that we acquire knowledge through the application of pure concepts of
the understanding. Deduction of the categories lies on some principle. In this context,
Kant has @ven some argument which can be regarded as the main point of this
deduction. This is, th&ranscendentadeduction of alla priori concepts has thus a
principle according to which the whole enquiry must be directed namely, that they
must be recognised aspriori conditions of the possibility of experience, whether of
the intuition which is to be met with in it or of the thought. Concepts which yield the
objective ground of the possibility of experience are for this very reason necessary.
But the unfoldingof the experience wherein they are encountered is not their
deduction; it is only their illustration. For on any such exposition they would be
merely accidental. Save through their original relation to possible experience, in
which all objects of knowledgare found, their relation to any one object would be
quite incomprehensible (CPR, A94). Let us see how Kant has applied the pure
concept of understanding as to the possible condition of experience.
Pure Concept as the Necessary Condition of Human Expence

Kant claims that we acquire knowledge ofan object through representation. It
means we cannot have direct knowledge of any object. What we have at first in our
experience are only representations. Then through a certain process and by satisfying
cerain condition, representation converts itself into the object of knowledge. Here
the question arises, what is the process through which representation turns into an
object of knowledge? Kant tries to solve this problem by posing questions from both
sidesregarding the role of these two different modes of knowledge. In this context, he
claims that OEither the objects alone must

representation alone must make the object po:
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The first part of tk above sentence, Kant argues, is directed towards the truth
which is merelyempirical and cannot ba priori. On the other hand, in the second
case, Kant says that representation itself cannot be the cause of the production of an
object of possible expemce. It is because Kant believed that since representations
are notapriori, they are not sufficient to know an object. Hence there are other
possible sources for knowing. These are pure concepts of the understanding using
which we can think of an objedn this regard, he says,

The objective validity of the categoriesapriori concepts rests, therefore,

on the fact, that so far as the form of thought is concerned, through them
alone does experience become possible. They relate of necessity and
priori to objects of experience, for the reason that only by means of them
can any object whatever of experience be thought. (B126/A93, CPR)

Thus, Kant has proved that concepts areatpeori condition for having our
thought. As thought is possible, we calsoaknow objects through these pure
concepts. Kant says that through the help of pure concepts, we can even think of the
object of thenoumenalworld although we cannot know of them. Kant was unable to
establish the objective validity of categories. Hdifigs categories by showing that
our thought is impossible without them. Before doing that, Kant would need to prove
how the thought of categories is itself possible. But Kant did not do that because, to
do that, he would have had to think of another ygpssition as the precondition to
prove the objective validity of categories. But it will create an infinite series of
problem. Hence Kant avoids that route.

Another problem is that when Kant thinks of categories as thegumition
of human experienceehdoes not make clear what type of experience is implied. Is it
apriori or aposterior? This question is raiaprield because |
Then it is natural to think that categories would be the condition of knowledge which
is apriori. Butif Kant applies them as the condition of experience in general, then it
becomes obscure by nature. Kant discussed the sé@nmstendentabrgument in
the second edition of th@ritique of Pure Reasom. hi s ar gument is call ed
of ideali smb.

Refutation of Idealism

Idealists are concerned with inner experience. According to them, only mind

or ideas exists. About this claim, they have denied the objective validity of outer

objects. In this section, we seek to focus on how Kant has refuted rdemstid
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established the reality of objects outside us. Kant was concerned with two different
types of idealism, namely, th@roblematicidealism of Rene Descartes amagmatic
idealism of Bishop Berkeley. The main theme of this argument is to find out the
mistakes of the view of that idealism which rejected the existence of external objects
in space. Kant did not accept idealism. Kant believed in the existence of external
objects in space and time. For this reason, Kant developadszendentanethod to
edablish the objective validity of the external object from within the subjective
condition.
Dogmatic Idealism of Berkeley

Berkeley is regarded as a dogmatic idealist in the history of philosophy. His
view is called dogmatism because he thought his belefe true and realism was
false. He claims that only the mind and its ideas are real. He did not accept the
existence of space. If space itself is impossible, then it is also impossible to have the
existence of an object in space. That is why Berkelayddsied the real existence of

an object in space. He argues that we infer outer objects based on the ideas of our

mi nd. I n this regard, Kant mentions Berkel ey
6. .. Space, with al/l t he tition,isgs of whi ch it i
something which is in itself impossible; and he therefore regards the
things in space as merely imaginary entitiesbo

Kant did not explain space as a relation of different objects like Newton and Leibnitz
did. Rather he understands spas a form of intuition. But from the above quotation
of Berkeley where it is said 6in space, 6 it
the container which contains objects in it.

Kant has argued against the dogmatic idealism of Berkeley becaeseash
Kant has placed an overall emphasis on space and time as the condition of human
experience, Berkeley has rejected space as fully imaginative. In this regard, Kant
argues that Berkeleyds claim of 6the things
would have been true if it would have been the case that space is the property of
thingsin-themselves. But Kant did not explain space as the property of dinings
themsel ves. I n this respect, Kant says, 06Dog
interpreed as a property that must belong to things in themselves. For in that case

space, and everything to which it serves as condition, is&mon i t y6 ( CPR, P. 2 4
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In the transcendental aesthéti&ant shows the importance of space for having
cognition. He regards to space and timeagwriori forms of sensibility. According to

Kant, whatever object we experience, we experience it in space. Kant regards space
asa priori because it is not an empirical concept. For this reason, he says,

Space is priori representation, which underlies all outer intuitions. We can

never represent to ourselves the absence of space, though we can quite well

think of it as empty of objects. It must therefore be regarded as the
condition of the possibility of appearances, amut as a determination

dependent upon them (CPR, P. 68).

Kant did not explain the exact nature of the space. As Kant did not explain

space based on the relation of the objects,
represent the form of intuition? Therenis clear description of this problem in CPR.
Kant used the concept of space and time in his writing but he did not give any deep
explanation about them. This is a gap in Kant.
Problematic Idealism of Descartes

Kant argues that D ets anderstamedgh@an thatofthd i s m i s €
idealism of Berkeley. Descartes did not deny the existence of external objects. Kant
thought so because he says, according to Descartes; the objects of the outer world can
be dubitable. It means these are not as certainlase st at ement ol amo. |
claims that O6even our inner experience, whic
only on the assumption of outer experienced

Kant mentions two different types of sensesuter sense and inner sense.
They have their tasks. Outer sense gives us outer knowledge and inner sense helps to
get knowledge about inner sense. Their task cannot be reversed. These senses can be
regarded as two different windows using which we can observe the nature of two
differentwor | d s . In the context of outer sense, K ¢
property of our mind, we represent to ourselves objects as outside us, and all without
exception in space. In space, their shape, magnitude, and relation to one another are
detemi ned or determinableé (CPR, P. 67) . On th
says,

Inner sense by means of which the mind intuits itself or its inner state,
yields indeed no intuition of the soul itself as an object; but there is
nevertheless a determiraform [namely, time] in which alone the intuition

1 As he already has shown the importance of space in human experience in the section of
transcendental aesthetic, he did not mention it in the section on the refutation of idealism.
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of inner state is possible, and everything which belongs to inner
determinations is therefore represented in relations of time (CPR, P. 67).
Idealism assumed that only the immediate experienag ianer experience and that

from it we can onlynfer outer things. (CPR, B277).
But Kant has proved that they are wrong in their opinion. In this respect, | would like

to mention how Kant has explained the possibility of cognition of outer objects. Kant

says,
| am conscious of my existence as determined in time. All determination of
time presupposes somethingermanentin perception. This permanent
cannot, however, be something in me, since it is only through this
permanent that my existence in time daelf be determined (CPR, B276).
What i s 6Permanentdé in Kant ?

Permanenineans something is there outside us based on which we can even
know ourselves. However, Kant holds that, ...perception of this permanent is possible
only through a thing outside nand not through the mere representation of a thing
outside me and consequently the determination of my existence in time is possible
only through the existence of actual things which | perceive outside me (CPR, 276).

Kant 6s per man e ntfaffaies bfehe gbjedt in spach whiclsis at es o
fixed. Moreover, states of affairs are not possible if there would not be any real object
in space. From this, it is suggested that Kant admitted the possibility of experience
about the world by presupposing themanent existence of objects apart from us.
Hence our outer experience is about only those objects which do not belong to us.

In contrast to the idealistsd view, Kant
the outer object accepted by our inner experigrné he says even our inner
experience is determined by outer experience. As evidence for his view, Kant claims
that o6The determination of my existence in t|
of actual thing which | .pagree withWKenttbatt si de me .
there is the existence of objects outside us. But how is it possible to understand my
existence based on the existence of the object outside us? Kant did not give a clear
explanation of this. But hehehobDestammés i $ ayxs
said that we can understand our existence based on the thought of the object of the
outer world. It is so because our thoughts always have content. This content is
nothing but the representation of the object outside us.

Kant acceted the real existence of the outer objects independently of our

mind. This independent object is called thingghemselves according to Kant. In
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this domain, Kant took a realist position. But he claims that the representations of the
outer object canrtdhave any independent existence apart from our mind. In this area,
Kant stands in an idealist position. Kant named his idealism as transcendental
idealism. Kant has given his theory of transcendental idealism to solve the problem of
cosmological dialecticKkant understood that to have proper knowledge, both sense
and reason are required. As a result, he gave the theory of sensibility and
understanding. These two theories solved the entire problem raised by empiricism
and rationalism in the realm of epistelogy. Similarly, Kant took the position of
both realism and idealism. But Kant is not an idealist like Berkeley and Descartes
according to whom the objects of the outer world may be doubtful or a mere
inference. In this respect, Kant says,

Our transcendwal idealism, on the contrary, admits the reality of objects
of outer intuition, as intuited in space, and of all changes in time, as
represented by inner sense. For since space is a form of that intuition
which we entitle outer, and since without theeajin space there would

be no empirical representation whatsoever, we can and must regard the
extended beings in it as real; and the same is true of time. But this space
and this time, and with them all appearances, are not in themselves
things; they arenothing but representations, and cannot exist outside our
mind. (CPR, B520)

I't can be sai d i mranscendentdmetbod based bnhhes t Kant 6s
transcendental argument is suitable to solve the epistemological problem in
philosophy. In this relatio, | wish to mention that in many cases, we have seen that
Kantds argument was concerned with some cri
scepticism regarding the possibility of knowledge and it tried to solve it. It also faced
another crucial problem, nalgeidealism. Kant tried to solve this problem. He dealt
with two different idealisms namely idealism of Descartes and the Idealism of
Berkeley. He made clear the meaning of these two different idealisms and tried to
solve the basic problem raised in idea m. This is the prominent
transcendental argument.
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FEMINISTS OPERSPECTIVES ON PROSTITUTION *
PRIYANKA HAZRA

I
The debate over prostitution is probably as old as prostitution itself. And the

discussion of the oldest profession is as alive today as it ever was. New books and
articles are constantly being published, new scientific reports and theories are
presented, ahnew committees and commission are formed. Yet while the scientific
and literary discussion is very much alive, the philosophical discussion on
prostitution seems never come to |ife. The q
And is there any justifidéon for it? Could it be that prostitution is a topic unsuitable
for philosophical treatment? Or could it be that, although suitable, it does not give
ri se to any interesting philosophical guest.
subject is unsuitdb for philosophical treatment, since it clearly involves many
normative and evalwuative issues. 60Coul d it
guestion belongs to casuistry or to applied ethics rather then to moral philosophy
proper? Could it be thatiloes not give rise to any fhigh
principles?d

The moral standpoint of prostitution is not so consistent but, the act is legal
and regularized within some countries and punishable by death in others. Prostitution
is commonly defined aa custom of having relations in exchange for economic gain.
The most popular monumental perspective is that prostitution is an unqualified evil.
According to this view exploitation, abuse, and misery are intrinsic to the sex trade.
In this view, most prd#utes were physically or sexually abused as children, which
helps to explain their entry into prostitution; most enter the trade as adolescents; most
are tricked or forced into this trade by pimps or sex traffickers; drug addiction is
rampant; customer i®ence against workers is routine and pervasive; working
conditions are abysmal; and legalization would only worsen the situation.

Prostitution, in its simplest foorm s t he sal e of sexual act s
scientists define prostitution as sexual interse characterized by negotiation,

promi scuity, and ‘eProstitutiom hosvéver,iemcdnipésées muem c e . 0

" | acknowledgea deep sense of gratitude and sincere obligations to my research Supervisor
Dr. Laxmikanta Padhi for his kind help and suggestions in writing this paper.

1 P. GoldsteinProstitution And Drug27:1979, and J.DeckeProstitution: Regulation ad
Control 8:9, p. 979.
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more than a simple definition reveals. Complex dynamics exist among prostitutes, as

well as between prostitutes and their clients, andvdn prostitutes and pimps.

Debates regarding study of prostitution took off by the Archimedean society.

According to them, prostitution is a controversial issue, and many philosophers have

many views about prostitution, say for example, for Fredrick Angeli Pr ost i t ut i on i
one kind of domi nation of women by meno. Acc
prostitution is immoral, undesirable, and in many places illegal too. They raise so

many issues on prostitution.

Adam Smith, inThe Wealth of Nationgpinest h a t there are 6some
agreeable and beautiful talentsd that are adi
6but of which the exercise for the sake of g
prejudice, as a sort reakonmpekalsingers, actos,sandi t ut i on.
dancers mu s t be paid an o6éexorbitantd wage |
involved in using their talents 6as the mean
right about the opera market, but his discussion is liagefor what it shows us
about stigma. Today, few professions are more honoured than that of an opera singer
and yet only two hundred years ago, t hat pub
taken to be a kind of prostitution.

Many authors remarked thatostitution is obviously linked with religious
outlook and philosophical assumption about sex, female virginity and female
adultery. It did not develop in all societies in the same time or, same way that exists
today. In Greek society there exists a donsbetween proper women and prostitutes.

A woman who enters into the male society, even at the level of an unequal, has to
lose her status of a proper woman. Some thinkers also try to Ghaiuic religion

and Platonic ideals on this issue. Roman had nwaigntal divinities and in their
society prostitutes are attached to the temples. There are various theories which
classify prostitution into four basic categories like the traditional Anthropologist, the
modern theorist, the socialist and the Marxists.

According to the Anthropologists, prostitution is inevitable because nature
determines certain rules for men and women,
sexual needs of men. This theory is shared by both the traditional Anthropologist and
by some Modern #wvrists. The Socialist and Marxists depict the view that

prostitution is an inevitable result of capitalism. Some Anthropologists also claim,
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prostitution is a hold over from early matriarchal societies where it was practiced
without the negative socialigina that is attached to it today.

Thus, the most reasonable theory is that prostitution is a function of a
patriarchal and male dominated society. This view held by some traditional
Anthropologists, who believe that patriarchy is a superior form of setriatture,
also supported by Feminists. According to the conventional morality, a prostitute is a
sinful creature and ought to be banned from the society which should be strengthened
by law. For them, all sexual institutions should be related only tcodeption.
According to the religious view, sex outside marriage, homosexuality and prostitution
are not allowed in order to make human beings happy. Sex is valued within marriage
or, within a committed relationship. Kantian moral theory identifies sukjgctind
dignity with a selfdetermining will locate within the limited willing activity of
embodied individuals. The individual knows itself as a subject only means of the
recognition of another subject within a particular social context. Sexuality iwapne
in which individuals express their subjectivity. Each empirical subject is partly
determined by its choice with regard to sexu;
sex, gender, and sexuality within its life as a whole. According to some theories,
prostitution is undesirable because it is not in the best interest of a prostitute to what
she is. It is held that society should try to prevent people from becoming prostitutes
and try to rehabilitate those who already are prostitutes. According to, Marx
prostitution is only a specific expression of the general prostitution of laborer and
since it is a relationship in which prostitute alone is not responsible. Just as a
prostituteprovidesthe substitute of love for mongthe worker hands over his work
and his life for daily wages

According to the traditional Anthropologists, patriarchy is superior to social
structure. This view is supported by the Feminists. Women perceive that they have
historically been victims of both direct and subtle forms of mapgression.
Feministsd stance toward sex work is based o
services and performances as inherently oppressive and exploitative. Radical
feminism sees prostitution as the quintessential form of male domination ovenwome
-the epitome of womends subordination, degr a
beliefs vary widely as to the most effective way to end this oppression. Radicals and

liberals, however, are divided about the role of prostitution, seeing it in a rénge o
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perspectives from that of an ordinary business transaction to an activity that degrades
all women.

Feminist claims that there are five reasons why a person becomes a prostitute.
Firstly, there are women who inadvertently fall into poverty and turn tstipréon
but have an emotional thread to find some things else to do. Secondly, a woman may
be educated against her will for no reason of defect in her character and be turned into
prostitution. Thirdly, there are women born into poor families with a listpry of
poverty and a lack of education. Fourthly, some women perhaps take prostitution
naturally 1|ike, ithe fish take into watero.
through several generations such women often know what they do and confident that
they can handle most of the dangers. Fifthly, in this smallest category is that of
attractive women who are looking very smart. These women recognize an
opportunity to make an extraordinary high income as prostitutes with the men those
afford a premium pde of sexual service.

Il
Women perceive that they have historically been victims of both direct and

subtl e forms of mal e oppression. Feministso
perspective that regards paid sexual services and performances as linherent
oppressive and exploitative. Radical feminism sees prostitution as the quintessential
form of male domination over woment he epi t ome of womenoés sub
degradation, and victimization. Feministsd b
way to end this oppression. Radicals and liberals, however, are divided about the role
of prostitution, seeing it in a range of perspectives from that of an ordinary business
transaction to an activity that degrades all women. Feminist believes that there are
five reasons of why a person becomes a prostitute.
91 Firstly, there are women who inadvertently fall into poverty and turn to
prostitution but have an emotional thread to find some things else to do.
1 Secondly, a woman may be educated against her will foeason of defect
in her character and be turned into prostitution.
1 Thirdly, there are women born into poor families with a long history of
poverty and a lack of education.
T Fourthly, some women perhaps take prostit

into water o. Thi s category ma y i nclude [
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generations such women often know what they do and confident that they can
handle most of the dangers.
9 Fifthly, in this smallest category is that of attractive women who are looking
very smat. These women recognize an opportunity to make an extraordinary
high income as prostitutes with the men those afford a premium price of
sexual service.
Radical feminists on prostitution:
Prostitution has received less attention from radical feminisiesevcentral
issue has been pornography. Yet many of the issues most important to feminists are
embodied in prostitution. The sex act, rehto radical feminist analysi is also the
central fact of prostitution. Most of the questions that concern fetaiaurround that
actitself, power relations between the sexes, the place of sex in society, the sexual
double standard, economic coercion, the meaning of family andager Because
prostitut i on notmeralytaldepictioneobskx, it thitighta theseissues
to a greater extent than does pornography. Likewise, however, prostitution forces
feminists to confront the problems of radical feminist analysis, such as the false
consciousness issue, more forcefully than does pornography.
There areadical feminists who believe that prostitution is always an instance
of O6violence against womend. They believe th
fundamental reshaping of male sexuality, meaning there will be no demand for
prostitution, and therefe no supply.l n contrast, there are thos
positive feministsd who view prostitution as
They believe that there are some wimient areas that provide prostitutes with the
financial independencén this sense, demand for prostitution is not a negative force
that needs to be removed. Instead efforts should be diverted towards removing
prostitute women from poverty and promoting their safety. Prostitution is inevitable
in the sense that even if alt@tive career options were available, sex work can be an
enjoyable and fulfilling career that provides a valuable service to the male customers.
The supporters ofsexposi ti ved position may seem emi
However, it is based upon a danger@ssumption about male sexuality. This is the
widely hel d view that O6menods sexual i mpul
uncontrollable aséthe need for food and wat

prostitutes is seen as the inevitable result of batle n r@eadto satisfy their sexual
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desires and there is a Ovoid between male an
always be a demand for prostitution because men will always demandasek
(unpaid) women will not always be willing or available to pdwyvit.
This argument from biological inevitability relies not only on men
demanding sex, but upon a contingent of women allaigy available to supply sex
- due not to theirgenuine willingnessbut out of economic necessity. If this
contingent of womerwas not available for whatever reason, the argument from
biological inevitability imples that men would turn to rapas sex is not just a desire
- but abiologically driven needFrom this, the argument for biological inevitability
can be taken to beyag that prostitution reduces the instance of rape. This is a
worrying thought and one that suggests that male sexuality is fundamentally
predatory, out of the control of individual men, and unconcerned with the genuine
willingness of female sexual partse
It is bel ipowdedd itvleadt fesnéxmi sm makes danger
assumptions about male sexuality which is unequivocally rejected. There are
problems with Radical Feminism as their views often lack in degree, with their
insistence thatthdci ent i s al ways Oexpressing a pure h
the prostitute never truly willing leaving no room for a discussion of the lived reality
of some agents in the sex industry. It is, however, perfectly reasonable to admit that
the sex industy encompasses a Omul t i ppogiteeiandy of di f f
negative- whilst still arguing that, overall, it is an avoidable force for bad in society
and therefore something that wan and shoultbok to eliminate. Antiprostitution
feminists hold that prostitution is a form of exploitation of women and male
dominance over women, and a practice which is the result of the existing patriarchal
societal order. These feminists argue that prostitution has a very negative effect, both
on the prostiites themselves and on society as a whole, as it reinforces stereotypical
views about women, who are seen as sex objects which can be used and abused by
men.
Liberal feminists on prostitution:
Liberal feminidgs take an individualistic perspective on worbess | i ber at i on.
So the priority, for liberal feminists, is about the ability of individuals to make
choices. Li ber al femini sm also focuses on af

ref or m. Wh a't t his means i s t harvotoftheber al f e mi
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problem, but rather make changes within the system that already exists in order to

help enable women to hold equal statnismen in society. Thed o n 6 t think these
aims are bad, in and of themselMagtj u st donot t hi nkaddtessey wi | | S
the problem of male power and female subordination. The main problem with liberal

feminism is thaits focus on individual rights and choices leads feminists to attempt

to fix problems like violence against women and sexual exploitation through

superficial means Say for example:a prostitute may sagi may be i f we just mé
mor e Atvo mandl yo por n, t he porn industry Wi
mi sogynist and exploitative; 06 Amaybe if we |

will cease to bea violent industry that preys on marginalized women and exists
purely for mal e pl easur e, at the expense of
consento shaking theibody on stage for an audience and choose their own outfits,
strippingparodywill no longerbe about presenting women as pretty, sexy things to
| ook at and become f emi ni s-hbjeotifynmelfighbe i f wo me
that act wil/l become an empowering one; 0 and
Radical feminism looks at patriarchy as a system of power,snsbmething
you can simply regulate or talk or imagine out of existeda@ording to them,
taking back words or inventing narewnones wonot
per sonal feeli ngWe oda nidetmpioum miméndividoad n g e
persgctive on particular acts, trends, and behaviour in order to change reality.
Radical feminism aims to attack gender roles and the social inequality and male
violence against women that results from these prescribed gender roles. Therefore,
fromaradicalé mi ni st perspective, there can be no g
Amasculined because of the following resons.
9 those roles are oppressive, and
T they arenot real, but are invented a
society.
AfFeel i ng g o-obpedficagoh  dinte onsae individual level, but

has nothing to do with feminism or with changing or challenging an oppressive

system. | f more wome#d rmakia | pyodr,n itth avto nidés fdfeesm;
i ndustry or make t hprimarily sedisti ane that pranotesthe h at i snod
abuse and degradation of women. I f we regul a

fact that prostitution exists on a foundation of colonialism, capitalism, and patriarchy
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and is an industry that exists to bendfite n and reinforce womenés
subordinateWo men prostitutes have described it a ¢
sl averybod. Prostitution i s sexual Thear assment .
payment does not erase what we know about sexual violdoggstic violence and
rape.
In response to liberal arguments that imposing morality is dangerous and
totalitarian, feminists would argue that the liberal goal of keeping morality out of law
is in any case illusory. Tept prewaibng chorab | egi sl at i
standards by default. If the current morality sanctions male sexual dominance over
women, liberalism simply permits, albeit in hidden fashion, the continued prevalence
of such conservative moral norms. Also, of course, libendisbaic tenets- the
overriding importancef the individual, for examplesnsure certain moral outcomes
and thus are not valugeutral. Feminists, on the other hand, realize and accept that
law will always institutionalize some system of values; admitting ¢ipienly allows a
more honest and rational process of deciding which system to adhere to, instead of
pretending that no choice has been made and thus permitting the de facto persistence
and dominance of traditional behavior.
Further, a 06 fmemghtloekdverywddférantedrons past systems
of morality that have sought to dominate.i. the types of systems against which
liberalism reacts. Carol Gilligdnclaims to have found a fundamentiifference
bet ween Ofemald epproaahesdto eftdt problems. Gilligan takes pains to
point out that neither approach is exclusive to either gender. Part of that difference
|l ies precisely in the absence, in the O6fema
between right and wrong, and instead in a éegir solve problems to benefit all
involved. If this is so, instituting female values would be instituting relativism as
opposed to absolutism, and therefore could not by definition become totalitarian. The
ultimate aim i s not domicmemnde, 6a bsuts ttean boe n ebffi
and women by reducing the element of dominance itself.
The reason most often given by prostitutes themselves for the work they do is
the money However, another reasomrlates specifically to the burdens placed on

womeni n t o d a yisdchildrenoManyetostitutes are also mothers, and require

2C. Gilligan,In A Different Voicgl 982.
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the flexible time schedule, in addition to the money, that prostitution provides. Few
other jobs, especially among those available to-desgated women, provide the
necessarflexibility.

Essentially, women are defined in male terms by a state structure that
believes it is neutral. Women, in turn, believe this view of them and accept its
objectivity, and internalize it themselves. Therefore, they cannot define themselves
indgpendent | y. This view carries with it the d
consciousness, 0 that i s, as s umi+amnott hat wo me |
know-who they truly are, or what they really think. This can become a paternalistic
attitude thathose who have become aware of the truth have a better understanding of
what is good for women.

Is prostitution a choice?

Arguments for legalizing prostitution depend on the strength of two
arguments: that prostitution is a choice for those in it and ttmatharms of
prostitution are decreased if it is legalized. There is little evidence that either of these
arguments is true. Buhere aretheories about prostitution never seem to die no
matter how many facts we beat them down with. Only a tiny perceofadjevomen
in prostitution are there because they choose it. For most, prostitution is not a freely
made choice because the conditions that would permit genuine choice are not present:
physical safety, equal power with buyers, and real alternativesfelihevho do
choose prostitution are privileged by class or race or education. They usually have
options for escape. Most women in prostitution do not have viable alternatives. They
are coerced into prostitution by sex inequality, race/ethnic inequalilyeemnomic
inequality. Followings are some of the examples of invisible coercions:

1 The woman in Indidor examplewho worked in an office where sheay
conclud that she might well-prostitute and be paid more for the sexual
harassment and abuse that \eapected of her anywan order to keep her
j o b . snotaa&hoide.

1 The teen in Californidor examplewho said that in her neighbourhood boys
grew up to be pimps and drug dealers and girls grew up to be whores. She
was the third generation of prostedt women in her family. Prostitution
more severely harms indigenous and ethnically marginalised women because

of their | ack of alternati ves. That 6s not
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1 A woman in Zambidor examplewho said that five blowjobs would pay for
a bag of cornmeal sshe could feed her childreh.h & hoba choice.
1 The First Nations survivor of prostitution in Vancouver example,who
said, We want real jobs, not blowjolder the rest of her 2009 speech and
other writings by survivors who have gotten out and who sagporting
sisters to escapé. h & hoba choice
1 The young womarffor examplesold by her parents #te age of sixteemto
a Nevaddegal brothel. Ten years later, she took six psychiatric drugs that
tranquilised her so she could make it throughtheyd s el | i ng sex. Thato
choice.

[
From the contemporary perspectiverogiitution is identified as a

transnational issue requiring global solutions in relation to its regulation and

legislation, but the question of what constitutes a properly fetmiaesponse remains

a matter of dispute. Ongoing conflicts within metropolitan feminist circles over the

meani ngs of sexuality for wo men, combi ned
acknowl edgment of womenodés rights as human ri
concepions of prostitution as a legitimate target of governmental intervention.
Extrapolating on the UNO6s recognition of ge
issues that stem from and reinforce the secondary status of womeggvesnmental

organizations (NG6) associated with the feminist abolitionist lobby contend that

prostitution constitutes a form of violence against women and hence a violation of

humanrights. As a result, they are currently lobbying within the UN, and other

political forums, for nationso work towards the eradication of prostitution by

decriminalizing and providing support for women in prostitution, whilst

simultaneously criminalizing those who create the demand for, and profit from, the

sexual exploitation of others. ConverseNGOs who endorse the platform of the
prostitutesé rights movement mai ntain that é
laws constitute a violation of the human rights of women to control their own bodies,

lives, and work. In consequence, they are currenbipyling for nations to recognise

al |l forms of 6voluntaryd prostitution, by «
sexual practices, and placing 6the sex sectol

labour, as opposed to criminal, laws.



194

By claiming therightt o ent er i nto and redefine the
i nternational | aw, however, womenos human
revitalized the once beleaguered claim of Feminism to speak for all women, albeit
this time in the name of multiocal, transnational feminisms, as opposed to univocal,
WhiteWesterAFeminism Despite repeated admonitions to the effect that
transnational strategies must be viewed as interim measures, based on the provisional
tactic of 0t hinking Ilgyléo b arhéd tyr, o pwh iiltsatn aacotniemg
activists evince an inordinate faith in the universal efficacy and transformatory
capacity of feminist legally based strategies. This faith is justified by reference to the
urgent need for remedial action regarding isshas harm and discriminate against
women, and the unavoidable necessity of using the language of human rights because
it is the only language that has the capacity to set legal remedies in operation. While
these justifications may ring true, the underlyaqgpeal to notions of an oppressed
uni ver sal sisterhood, and hence commonsensic
had the corollary effect of precluding theoretically informed attempts to disassemble
the language of human rights, by intimating that sectdeavours are purely
academic, or even ndeminist, in the final analysis. The recent turn to international
law has thusttraced many feminist human rights theorists into the trap of assuming
that metropolitan feminist concerns can and need twdmslated into a universally
applicable set of policy recommendations.

Prostitution seems to engender some of the most difficult issues in feminism.
Prostitutes are considered by feminists to be on the front line of patriarchal
oppression. They exemplify thaosition of all women in patriarchal and capitalistic
societies. They also carry the dual burden of a criminal record and the loss of
respectability that their clients do not. For feminists, prostitution epitomizes
everything that is wrong in patriarchalcseties® there are some questions to ponder
herels support for prostitutes more important than a critique of prostitution? Are the
prostitutes victims or agents? Do feminists who are not prostitutes have the right to

speak on behalf of prostitutes or 8ging so are they perpetuating the perception of

3 Carpenter, B. J. (2000Rethinking prostitution. Feminism, sex, and the .sBléw York:
Peter Lang Publishing.
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prostitutes as the victims? These issues have been debated for decades and are still
relevant today, simply because not much has chédnged

In the 2% century, prostitution is still a crime in the U.S. FReists are at an
impasse because of their conceptual dualism; victim or agent, for or against, classist
or sexist oppression. Dichotomous conceptualizations put feminists in a bind, as they
cannot both support and critique prostitutes simultanebuslye either/or stance
ignores the possibility that these options are not mutually exclusive and the fact that
prostitutes are not a homogenous group. The only resolution is through a new
conceptualization that is not based on mutually exclusive choices, ketdns
incorporates the complexity of the prostitute phenomenon, and allows for the various
voices of prostitutes to be heard and validated. Feminists will have to find a way to
separate prostitutes from prostitution as a social institution, as it makesenseeto
defend prostitutesd entitlement to do their
a practice under patriarchy. Feminists need to create a synthesis in the dialectic of the
right to choose and the right to protection, within a new framlewat can include
both.

Race is generally absent from the feminist discussion of prostitufide
feminist polarization is primarily focused on sex vs. class inequalities, ignoring the
part race has in understanding inequality and prostitution. Thigsising given the
fact that women of color tend to enter prostitution earlier and stay longer as compared
to White women and that numerous studies report a disproportionate percentage of
African-American women arrested and incarcerated for prostitutRmth radical and
socialist feminists have been criticized by Africana women for failing to incorporate
the concerns and issues of women of color because they primarily focus on sexism
(radical) and class inequality (socialist). Africana women suggestralca should
take precedence over the other Ai smso in ex

level prostitution, although they view race as always being classed and gendered.

4 Jolin, A. (1994). On the backs of working prostitutes: Feminist theory and ptiostit
policy. Crime & Delinquency40, p.6983.

06 Connell Davidson, J. (2002)HypatiBA7%ep.84d8ght s and wr
6 Kramer, L. A. (2003). Emotional experiences of performing prostitution. In M. Farley (Ed.),

Prostitution, traffcking, and traumatic stregp.187197). Binghamton, NY: Haworth Press.

"Nelson, V. (1993). Prostitution: Where racism and sexism interbichigan Journal of

Gender & Law1, p.81-89.
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Thus, Africana women view prostitution as resulting from the intersectipraii
structural racism, classism, and sexism and suggest that all are pivotal in
understanding prostitution.
One may say that the feminist critique has created a shift from focusing on
individual deficits (pathologizing prostitutes) to considering sodistourses as
constructing the institute of prostitution. Consequently, there are many efforts that
have been redirected to the facilitation of more structural changes. What is missing is
attention to the individual prostitute and her children. In theggteuto protect
prostitutes as a marginalized and vulnerable group, the prostitutes as individuals have
been forgotten. The prominent evidence for this is the current dearth of family
therapy literature specifically addressing the mental health needssiftytes and
their children as well as any clinical considerations for reaching out and treating this
at risk population.
Despite feministsd advocacy of decri mina
some countries is still criminalization. The negative viefvprostitutes is still
prevalent. It is possible that the longstanding cultural values regarding morals and
promi scuity present greater obstacles to <c¢h
such ti me as a womanos s e x uw,l andcneithat u c t i s o 1

detracts from (promiscuity) nor enhances (chastity) her worth, prostitution will

continue to exist and it wi |8 continue to be
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ETHICAL CODESIN ADMINISTRATION I N ANCIENT INDIA
JoLy Roy

Though the science of politics or statecraft egath a pragmatic vision
with the passage of time it was replaced by moral vision. It further evolved into other
visions at modern period such as the integral vision of Sri Aurobindo, humanistic
vision of M. N. Roy and so on. It is not certain when tletiam of state was
articulated and segregated from the ruler and its subject. Though the origin of this
notion was not traceable but we can say thddtiar ma S UandA ratsh Sthes t r a s
reference of this separation was clear. In the at®Uks twe ges amle evidence
that the state is an articulated notion and it had started shouldering various
responsibilities with its complex structure. The thinking that we find in writings of
Kautilya and other writers subsequent to him had a striking similarity wéh th
contemporary Greek counterparts (e. g. in the writings of Pythagoras, Plato and so
on) . V. R. Mehata holds that Kautilya fAwas t
independent discipline; while paying lip service to the ideal of right, he propounded a
theory of politics which dealt winthie t he i mme
treatise he clearly states the organic theory of state and holds that it comprises of
seven organs. Most of the writers of his time agreed with his seven organs view
except theMa h U b h whera wedfind reference of eight organs though what is that
additional one organ has no mention there.

A reading of Kautilya makes us think that state was a necessity in order to
overcome the anarchical situation prevalent in a statelesstysodie was under the
impression that only a powerful ruler can bring about order in a society. It is this
feeling that caused him to espouse a strong ruler and putting him on the top of the
system and vesting in him maximum power. Though the king hadeested with
much power, he was put under strong regimentation. He had been entrusted with the
task of protecting the righteous and checking the unrighteous.

Though ArthaS Us t mainly espoused rationalism however the
ArthaS Us t r indklged @ what German politician Ludwig Von Rochau called
Realpolitik. Still, it contains ideas which gave rise to ethical codes for all political

functionaries- right from king to the lowes | evel 6s public servants.

I Mehata, V. R.: 201%oundations of Indian Political Thoughtlanohar, p. 90.
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these ethical codes were later brought about and explained in their own ways by
KOmandaka, Somadeo Suri, SukrUOUchOrya, Tiruva
thesen § t i Sthkset thirkess clearly came out ¥édic dogmas and advocated
trivarga, i. e.dharma arthaandk U mEhe notion oflharmaand its injunctions were
given in Dhar ma S U Kautilya sand otheArthaS Us t r awsere @xpenent of
artha, i. e., the second goal of life. Vatsayana was the spokesmeé defender of
kU m.aThese thinkers urged for pursuing all these tiPaer u s h UHoweles, s .
whil e pur s uirivarga idedl shoyld bé purseed keeping in view the
importance ofartha. 2dThetrivarga ideal takes care of philosophy, theologglifics
as well as morality. Chousalkar tries to establish that the views delineated in the
ArthaS U s had a close affinity with thé okUyata philosophy. Hence, they broke
Dhar ma S Uraditionaand pinned their hopes artha andk U nideal. Thus they
adopted a positivistic outlook and were confident that it will sedogakshemdor
ordinary people.

Some later treatises written under the influencé of t h Sedésagedathe
state as an organization meant for delivering the goods in the fodhaofra and
atha SomadeNdt $ wilikd sKfdima mMiaba ki esdlamply exemplify
our claim. All these are treatises on polity, but loaded with moral code of conduct for
the rulers and the rul ed. Both Soimpdeo and $§
us benefits in the form afharmaandartha.

DaA h n @hich is sometimes equated with the function of a state is actually
a moral code that a king needs to take recourse to either to maintain order and deliver
justice within the state though when &g to external affairs it is more a matter of
expedience. This Qusually meant, in case ofai | Quiel, ® get hold of things
not yet possessed, safeguarding of those earned things, augmentation of these and
finally distribution of such increasethings to deserving peoplérthaS Ust r ak Ur a
shows thatdaA h when rightly used- which means neither its overuse nor its
underuse- brings its subjectslharma artha as well ask U migautilya repeatedly
tried to demonstrate that all the three ends of ¢iém be achieved only when

d a n d & foljowvad with utmost care. This applicationdsA & n @ the science of

2 Chousalkar, Ashok S. (2018Revisiting the Political Thought of Ancient India: Pre
Kautilyan Arthashastra Trdition, Sage, Publications India Pvt Ltd., p.154.



200

politics, as well as in daily administration, brings security and-kaihg for the
masses.
Though indeed, many ancient Indian treatisesh asA r t h S &hsl bther s
treatises written following these are less concerned with discussing niceties of ethical
principles, still they follow certain codes which are laden with their desire to make
human life in this world and in this life as happpd contented as possible. As
Chousalkar holds defending Kautilya addA & n:gt A Peacef ul enj oyment
object was possible only in ®CHowsalkartwast e whi ch
keen to show that application A & n @vasinot immoral ag does not seek a king
to take recourse to an expansionist policy at the cost of the welfare of the masses. On
the other hand in the absence of such a royal authority (i. e. applicatieA & n )y t i
the strong few will gobble up the week. Thtigsn Qi¢ imtended to protect the weak.
In order to apply it properly, Kautily wanted the king to bring complete control over
his senses which will facilitate him to dedicate himself for the welfare of the populace
instead of indulging in seliggrandizement.
When we lament over the issue that why our ancient treatises gave
precedence to expedience to moral principles, we find the answer in the distinct
nature of politicsManusnmjti could understand this unique nature of politics and that
is why it said that ordinary moral laws are not fit for application in royal conduct. It
was expressed in a different way by Bhisma in e h U b h [bvoking ahe
concept ofa n u s h.(Ae m 8 b U briefastands for good governance but it is a
complicated notion that has different strands. Among these, important are kings
proper education, his satiscipline, bringing sense organs under control, having
people's welfare as a focal pgiptotection of the subjects and also protection of the
kingdom from internal enemies and external aggressors. All these elements taken
together ensure that the king will not administer his kingdom in whatever way he
likes rather he is dutipound to rulehe state in a way which will enhance people's
wel fare. Véhmporality isediffekent rirgnd ordinary morality, for example,
deontological moraprinciple has been aptly stated@yh ous al kar . He writes:

defending his control over the statBe incumbent king cannot be expected to use

3 Chousalkar, Ashok S. (2018Revisiting the Political Thought of Ancient India: Pre
Kautilyan Arthashastra TraditignSage, Publications India Pvt Ltd., p8l5
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only fair means when his enemies are bent upon taking recourse to foul means. Hence
€ the interest of the state and its seven

importance and whosoever including his owosel relatives work against the interest

of the state, he 6r she should be punished.

Not only ancient Indian thinkers held such an extreme view about statecraft
or politics. Even the Machiavelli, the celebrated Italian diplomat who came to the
scene muchater, also supported and advocate almost similar view. He also held that
the state has to don the garb of an angel as well as a demon as the necessity demands.
If any force inimical to its existence poses a threat to it, it has to be contained
ruthlessly Even Manu placed the interest of the state at the paramount. Hence all
these thinkers find no unethicality in employing fair or foul means by a ruler to
defend the state and its interest. The concepll pfa @rchdchampioned in the
Ma h Ub hdam be intarpreted as a means of giving the nalge blancho act in a
way whatever he thinks fit to meet the demand of an extraordinary situation. No set
pattern can be a guiding principle for a king in sucheaigency. Even taking
recourse to foul means for own safeguard as well as protecting and safeguarding the
interest of the state is a right action. Once the ruler overcomes such unusual situation
he should go back to previous practice and rule the stateeatharmademands.

From this it becomes obvious that the art of governing is an arduous task and the king
sometimes needs to be merciless, as helBanchatantra, to make foes knuckle

under. However, we should not lose sight of the fact that thesegu#aments of
extraordinary situations and for the rest of the time, i. e. ordinary tiamek,the

ki ngdbs guiding principle is the welfare of

One of the greatest contributions of thehaS U s teachers was that they
broke away from prevailg tradition in pinning their hope on fate and holding belief
in supernatural forces (such as spirituality, asceticism and wthidliness) rather
they relegated that to the background and reposed their faith on human strivings.
There is no gainsayindpé fact that on account of this courage and spirit people have
brought about stupendous changes in this world and worldly affairs. It is actually

human action and their strivings that are rewarded and people garner fruits out of this.

4 Chousalkar, Ashok S. (2018Revisiting the Political Thought of Ancient India: Pre
Kautilyan Arthashastra TraditignSage, Publications India Pvt Ltd., QL
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This is a new trajeoty of development that was espoused and followed by millions
and we can say that by gArtha Bghahdeddswnt hese gr e
to us a progressive message that was unheard of anterior to that time. The positive
alternative that they pwided in 6" century BC was antagonistic to Vedic dogma,
rituals and sacrifices. They also raised voice against the philosophy of renunciation
and strongly advocated the path of economic development thus giving primacy to
artha. Thus we find a direct coratvention ofbharmaS U s ttaditan which accorded
pre-eminence talharmaideals at the cost of the other two ideals.

Beni Prasad holds that ancient Indian political thinkers adopted a synthetic
approach to politics and hence considered it (i.e., politics) inextricabliedeta
religion and ethics. Though by and large, it is true we also find a deviation from this.
For example, in the early phasefothaS U s thinkers did not adhere to this method.
$ u k r dngspatB and Bharadvaja derids@dasand Vedicdogmas and coidered
them as a cover to trick people. Hence, these teachers a held that politics was an
autonomous discipline and not part of religion. Holding that social and political
institutions had origin in human need and effort they refused to accept themnas divi
creation. For them, the only reason should be guiding principle and all principles and
claims be tested on this yardstick. In various places we find arguments which gave
precedence to the autonomy of human will instead of invoking authority. For
example in RUmUyala Jabah questions the existence of God, soul, heaven and so on
and urges to judge everything on another basis such as consequence of an action and
fulfilment of interest. Again, in th&1a h U b h whiledntegpretingl p a drohd we
find an effat to explaindharmain such a way that its metaphysical import is done
away with. It is on this basis that they gave primacgrtba andkUmaas it is these
that facilitate securing pleasure and avoidance of pain and sufferings. Writes
Ch o us al ksargued by keachevsdhat the exact natudhafmacould only be
understood with reference to time, place and the purpose for which it was
p er f oY Thesdhe definition ofdharma cannot be contexess or universal.
Hence we find rationalism and relasm making serious inroads into idealism.

However, from this we should not presume t#hehaS U s teachers preached a type

5 Chousalkar, Ashok S. (2018Revisiting the Political Thought of Ancient India: Pre
Kautilyan Arthashastra TraditignSage, Bblicaions India Pvt Ltd., p.169
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of politics that was completely devoid of ethics. Chousalkar in backing up our claim
wr i t e sArthaSiUTsheechers were of the view that political actions of the rulers
should not be judged on the universal moral comatims because for politics, the
| aws of mor al P These thiakers combideretl ther existence of the state
and sound functioning of all its organs bear a moral purpose. Without these two there
will be total chaos and mighty people will egjtland oppess weaker people. Only a
k i 1 optérvention can save weaker sections and civilized society can pull through.
Thus it is not to serve his seffterest rather to subserve the need of aforesaid moral
purpose that king was needed. Proper pedomc e of i ts (i . e. statedos
moral worth and it is at premium here.
TheArthaS U s traditios freed politics from clutches of religion. By holding
that politics, and particularly king's action, has a standard of its own which is distinct
from common morality it ushered in a new direction. Again, on account of extrication
of politics from religion, it urged the priestly class to refrain from intervening in state
affairs and hence limited their activities.
Somedeva Suri was Jaina saint andthau of repute. In is his
Not i v Uk yha mamiytgivea s ideas about politics and political life. Usually,
it is thought that thisnagnumopue f him was a type of comment a
ArthaS U s. BBut &e skillfully narrated his opinion in such a way that it strikingly
sownds new. K even presented his view by way of mixibgar ma S Uraditiona
with ArthaS U s ttadition. Kautilya separated politics frodharmaand by and large
even from ethical coded\N o t i Srlditionrtréed to bring back ethical codes in
political life thus providing mucimeeded desideratum #athaS U s. inroraer to do
that Somedeva first clarified some of his fundamental views. For example, he defined
knowl edge by saying that it is that dAwith th
isbenefica | and di scar d wHhagatn, he explansthemdlationship o hi m. o
between consciousness and Supreme Reality. He also clarifies what, for him, is the
right action as it is on this basis that political action of the ruler as well as his organs

will be adjudged. He shows the tension between individual pleasaking and

6 Chousalkar, Ashok S. (2018Revisiting the Political Thought of Ancient India: Pre
Kautilyan Arthashastra TraditignSage, Publications India Pvt Ltd., pQL

7 SomedevaNiti Vakyanmitram translated by S. K. Gupta, Praki@harti, Jaipur, 1987. p.
48.
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societal life which puts a curb on his individual seeking. He almost like Epicurus
holds that happiness is the gratification of the senses and satisfaction of the mind. In
defining virtue and vice he goes on to say that successful fulfiiment @ anelfare

is a virtue and that stands on the way of achieving this is vice. He was an ardent
advocate of interweaving theory and practice as he thought that if a theory is not put
to pradice it is otiose and if something is practised without a theory backup it sounds
ineffectual. Thus after defining the fundamentals Somedeva goes to explain what he
considers as righteous and unrighteous actions in the art of state administration.

Consideing political action inevitable for the happiness of the people he held
that even if a learned man lacks skill in the art of politics and spiritual proficiency his
enemy can trounce him easily. His effort to show the gap between the ideal political
order wth the prevailing one hints at advent of what is today called political
philosophy. Somedeva thought that the greatest enemy of human beings is lacking
knowledge of discrimination and propriety. His prescribed list of duties given for
householders such afferings to Gods, performing the filial duty to parents, treating
guests with warmth and safeguarding the weak and also his definition of householder
show that his view remarkably moved beyond Kautilya and he is trying to make room
for basic postulatesfa@ominant principles of Indian religious thinking. We can say
t hat Somedevabds effort to accommodat e
Kautiliyan statecraft smacks of his leaning towards the utilitarian point of view and in
this sensehe can be cald a forerunner of utilitarianism.

While discussing righteous and unrighteous acts we find him invoking the
notion ofdharmawhich is a bit unusual for a Kautilya follower. But if we recall the
time of this Jaina saint his invoking this notion does nanseeonsistent as between
him and Kautily the smijti tradition flourished, it is easily understandable that
Somedeva is trying to draw from both the sources and making effort to make it
suitable for the people of his time. While definsigarmahe holds that it is the basis
of right conduct and helps person in achieving worldly success as well as
transcendental beatitude. The action that promotes it, is righteous and actions that go

contrary to it, is unrighteous. His emphasis on worldly prosperity is not an

unqualified one. A prosperous personneedstbenef i t it Awith rightne
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continuit y®Tlu$ Somedevd is trying to draw a balance betveeta
anddharma In his framework there is no place who harbour intense selfish desires
for enjoying wealth only on his own.

We discused before that welfare of people is the final aim of the state. But
this Jain saint held that this standard of welfare is not to be decided by the king
hi mself but it is to be determined by the gu
They also are riired to do it on the basis of critical interpretation of texts and on the
basis of reason and logic. Thust appears that though Somedeyv
centre of power, he was not absolute. Some checks and balances have been placed in
his exercise of pwer.

V. R. Mehta considers Somedevads recommen
and morals invaluabl e. He writes, it is fAmor
recognizes a bond between the rulers and the ruled in terms of superiority of
principles of right which are created independently of the state apparatus. Some such
bond is considered as basic to ¢ood gover nmet

TheKkUmandaM@tkibgarpar amount aim was the cess
He was a disciple of Kautily who persistently persuaded the king to resort to all sort
of trickeries in order to overthrow his ener
extent and he bialed finely a number of moral conducts in the general conduct of
kings and his subordinates. He found Kautiliyan technique (trickery) useful only for
diplomacy. This small volume consisting of all of nineteen chapters address various
facets of the sciena#f polity.

In that book, he lays down a number of lessons that he considered significant
for the ruler for acquisition, preservation and augmentation of the territory and
wealth. K Umandalai der s t he cdaisenaf themosperiyeandmai n 6
progress of thisworld®Hi s acti vity brings o6édelight to tF
moon affords delight unto the (mighty) ocean
the paths of e ct i t usferembst tisk is thé protection of his subjects and he
needs to do that by various means such as thehamted distribution of rewards

and also punishments. The subject also needs to reciprocate for the flourishing of the

8 SomedevaNiti Vakyanmitram translated by S. K. Gupta, dkriti Bharti, Jaipur, 1987.
p.2.2.

° lbid., pp. 126127.
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state by pawng taxes and giving tributes in the form of enhancing agricultural
productsk Umandaka al so recommends that maintenan
an important task of the ruler as without it prosperity is of no use in a state. He also
exhorted the ruler that he should capture states that are hostile to him. Writes
K Uma n d a kwereignfiliachasgimg his duties according to the rules of polity soon
securesTrivarga for himself and for his subjects; acting otherwise he is sure to ruin
hi mself and his subjects. o
For the attainment of prosperity, he gives certain stipulations. Téese
having courage, knowledge of political economy, and vigour. Further, he says that for
acquiring knowledge of political economy requires having humility which in turn
emanates from the knowledge & U s t Heah®lds that persons who practice
humility, the meaning oS U s tisrrevealed to him. By humility, he meant full
control over the sense organs. Seltraint though begins with the ruler gradually
permeates to others in a fixed order. This pidéiis ministers, than his dependents,
next his sons and thereafter his subjects. Aamitrolled king who spreads the same
thing to others earns prosperity. He enumerates a number of qualities which he
considered as sources of prosperity such as sémosviedge of polity, wise
judgement, courage, power of comprehension, firmness of purpose, purity of
intentions, truthfulness, good conduct, controlling passions and so on. He laid great
emphasis on controlling sensesngimnheé hence he
perpetration of vile acts and having eyes (of knowledge and reason) blinded by the
objects of (sensualgnjoymentbr i ngs terrible cata¥trophe wup
Hence he asks for the enslavement of sense which will usher prosperity and
prosper t y breeds happiness. He denounces that p
give happiness.
He advised kings to renounce six passions and to bring them under complete
control. These are: lust, anger, avarice, fiendish delight in inflicting injury, hagker
for honour and arrogance. Renunciation of these passions makem sself
controlled and a seffontrolled king who organizes his life followir§ U s, evera

though he is weak, never face defeat in the hands of enemies.

UKkUmandaki ytansMarathaNath Rutta, Scholar Select, p.4
12 pid, p.10.



207

Thesukr a NMatsystmdt ac study of the mor al pol i
SukrUchUrya writes: fABy a pmNdcte Ddhisoft asel ect i
was an extensive argumentative thesis, has been compiled in an abridged form by
VasiHia and others like myself for thedrease of prosperity of rulers of the earth and
of others whose®¥®l nfehis é6fokhAothespameoof th
it is in their hands that the destiny of his subjects depends. Hence if they master this
N o t iiswilulimately pave the way for happiness of his people. Soon after that
SukrUchUrya underlines the need for this sys
out the specialty of thi§ U s is that it says that it is different from oth&rUs t r a s
Other S U s tare aspecidted segment of knowledge, i. e. they have their own
concerned field. Hence they are divided under different heads and are specialized in
their respective area. Hence the utility of these specialized branches is limited. But
the nature oN 9 t i Sdliestrom aforesaid specialized segments. The extent of this
science is vast as it offers practical advice to all. Prof. Benoy Kumar Sarkar opines
thatNot i $@star adsynt heti c, comprehensive and gen
of society, equivalent t8ociology in its wide sense, and hence should be considered
equivalent to neitheEthics nor a treatise on Politybut to a system of morals,

(social, econ&Hnhatismeardisthdil § i t Ss&aubbledor all

and for all mattersandehnce it is useful f rgparseemgta of al | I
accept that the state is a mudtganic entity and king being at the helm he needs to

be wel |l awar e ¢fThihknavledh® veill easarel thechappirdess of his

subjects. Hence in theery first chapter he states that these principles are especially

required for a king. These § kirig seeds to observe for his own interests also.

In spite of its wuniversality of this scie
of theN § t i. BhBse areFirst, the wisdom it contains can tell us authoritatively the
approach or stratagem that we need to undertake while dealing with enemies, neutrals
and friends. It also grooms a king to be always circumspect by keeping them alert
about happenings about imational politics. Second, it provides a king with skills to
win over his people. It also teaches him how to know human interests and motives

and the right way of handling them. And finally, it illuminates him about diplomacy

BThe $ uCkrans BendyiKumar Sarkar ,edit with an Introduction by Dr. Krishna Lal, J,
P. Publishing House, Delhi, 2018, {21
1bid, p. 2.
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and other political affairs kich helps him to navigate the ship, i. e. running the state,
smoothly and efficiently.
$ u k r rdaaloawarns that not following the preceptd\od t i $di have a
disastrous effects on a state. It endangers problems of a state internally as well as
externally and brings misery and damage for the king as well as his people. Peace and
prosperity can grow in a state only Not i §&stprraeecept s ar e follo
maintenance of relations between the king and his ssbjdsttween subjects
themselvesand alsofollowed in handling issues relating to foreign affairs. If these
precepts are followed results, i. e. good benefit, flows from its own.
If the ruler does not follow the precepts prescribedNp t i Sttes t r a
prosperity of the state takes a regressive,titr becomes weak and inefficiency
creeps into it. It is the art of politics prescribed there that keep every organ of the state
wel-f uncti oni ng. By organs here $ukrUchaya re
Swlhi or sovereignty A m U toy rainisters andfficers, Mitra or friends. Kot or
treasure,Durga or fort, Army or force andlaAda. In short norfollowing of NQ t i
weakens the kingdom, make the civil services confused, army inefficient and other
organs of the state are thrown into confusion and chdeseminds rulers that he
gets the authority of ruling through hipa or penance. Hence instead of depending
on any other thing (e. g. destiny), he should be the maker of the destiny of his people.
Everything centresnKi ngés act i viryapeemsTchhold an $mpdetant) c h a
truth-man i s the maker orya, it arder toomaintairf oader én. Sukr Uch
society, prescribesvadharma  For 1§ ak r @ swdharmgidte ensure that
his subjects do not deviate frosmadharma He has been aised to usedaA & to
ensure compliance witthvadharma Performance ofvadharmais the most important
penance. Such observations bring prosperity and order for the state. In order to
secure it king himself first needs to observe his gwatharma Kingis considered
as maker of his age.
1,330 couplets of great Tamil work by Tiruvalluvar available under the rubric
Tirukkural is divided into three books bof which the first two booké Bei ng Good o
and 6Being Politicd gi vastooflife ansiatecratr The | i nsi gh
69 short chapters of this second book address different aspects of the science of
politics. He also admits seven organs of the state giving top echelon to the king. King

is required to be always vigilant, informed anddboi order to have a strong hold
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over his empireHe writes: Awake he must be, in eye awake, in brain informed and
boldl f on his kingdom *Iherdektdo bea gosl ontearththeve a hol
king is required to rule the kingdom 'with a senseusfige'. While defining a mighty
king Tiruvalluvar states his four essential characteristit®lp, grace, poise and
devotion. It is to his that learning Tiruvalluvar gives utmost importance. Contrasting
it with the material wealth he says that even aewisan has no wealth, his poverty
goes away whereas a wealthy man without knowledge will ultimately become
impoverished.

He alerted king to be always circumspect and to act upon after due
consideration. Three things he needs to consider before actionthehanterprise
will cost, ‘what it'll bring' and what would be its future benefit. In order to assess
these, he has been advised to examine the matter having a discussion with his
counsellors and acting on their assessed counselling. Then only his agtidms
cautious and calculated. Says Tiruvalluvéa plan well is to plan a win, not to
chance to ambld h a t pl anéds no plan whi%Ewenwants with
mighty king having an enormous army but with an ill plan will have to repent for
their deed. The Tamil poet gave even emphasis on end and means considering both
are of equal importance. Hence he reminds the king to give equal weightage to end
and means and says people consider his deed®d
clean bell . 6

In chapter51 Tirukkural we find the guidelines given for the monarch to
choose his executives. He tells that the person concerned should be given the option
to choose virtue, wealth, pleasure and fear of life. If the person in question chooses
the first onethen the king may rest assured that he has-paked the right one.
Tiruvalluvar advises the king to choose men having noble birth. Such a person will
keep away from faulty deeds and will be remorseful for evil action. He also gives a
clue to identify he nobility of a person. In a later chapter the poet specifies that a
nobleborn maintains honesty in word and deed and bears a sense of shame naturally.
He does not drift away from the trail of good conduct and truthfulness. Smiling face,

generosity, plesant words and politeness are four marks of true nobil&ynile,

15 The Tirukkuralby Tiruvalluvar (tasn. of Goplkrishna Gandhi, Aleph Book d@npany,
New Delhi, 2015) p. 43.
1% 1bid., p. 51.
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charty, pleasant words and civility These four are marks of true nobiliyThey

never sacrifice their principle even for any amount of fortune. On account of their

charitable works eveif their resources drops off, still they continue to do charitable

works. Hailing from a noble lineage they remain circumspect and do not do ignoble
activities. A personb6s noble birth wildl be
love for othersCiting the analogy of pleasant words with fertile soil, Tiruvalluvar

says that as we can understand the nature of soil seeing the sprouts of seeds sown in

it, similarly oneds speech tkaedldfchapter s nat ur e
9% hesay that the fountain of oneds goodness is
6nobility must have humility. o6

Realizing that human beings are imperfect, he ordained the king to select a
man of good intention, not only look for perfection as it is difficalget. It is merit
and intention that are hallmarks of a good executive. Thus, for Tiruvalluvar, the deeds
of a man are the mark of his nobility or meantfémsthe greatness or the meanness
of menTheir deeds are the touchstdfie.

From the above it beowes clear thatDhrama SUs tAnhaSd)s t r a s
Not i Sdddepicsdasd down moral code of conduct for the king as well as for his
administrator and his people. These sages could realize that without a strict code of
conduct any sort of polity will be onlgnjoyment of power without corresponding
duty and responsibility.

7 Tirukkural (Trans. By M. Rajaram, Rupa Publicatioimdia Pvt. Ltd, 2009, p. 104)
18 |bid
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