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EDITORIAL NOTE 

We are glad to present the 11th issue of “Philosophical Papers: Journal of the 

Department of Philosophy” before the philosophical community. The importance of a 

journal of philosophy is immense. There is no other forum more effective than this 

where philosophers from different parts of the world can record their views before 

teachers, scholars and students. It is also a great opportunity for the young scholars 

and students to put their thoughts before readers, especially in a time when many 

reputed journals are dying out. The Department of Philosophy, University of North 

Bengal is proud to express that it provides the students with a space for their papers 

along with their teachers and eminent philosophers. However, we regret the delay in 

publishing the present issue. Besides regular academic activities, the Department is 

also engaged in performing SAP (DRS-III) programmes under the guidance of Prof 

Kantilal Das, the present coordinator of SAP in Philosophy. Moreover, we are glad to 

inform that a Unit for Psychological Counselling is started under the leadership of 

Prof. Jyotish Ch Basak and Smt. Swagata Ghosh of our Department. We thank all of 

our colleagues and members of the Editorial Board to make the publication of the 

present issue possible. We are grateful to all the contributors, without whose 

cooperation, this endeavour would not have been possible.  We express our gratitude 

to Prof. Raghunath Ghosh, formerly of this Department and presently an UGC 

Emeritus Fellow attached to the same for his invaluable guidance whenever needed.  

Fred Dretske has long criticized the claim that empirical knowledge is closed under 

(known) entailment.  He rejects any closure principle, however qualified, implying 

that, by knowing commonsense claims (such as I am in Siliguri) we are positioned to 

know that skeptical scenarios do not hold, even if the former entail the latter.  

Laxminarayan Lenka in “If Belief Closure fails then Knowledge Closure fails” argues 

either S knows MP (Modus Ponens) or S does not know MP. In either case, FBC 

(Failure of Belief Closure) is sufficient for FKC (Failure of Knowledge Closure). 

Therefore, FBC implies FKC. The argument worked out in this paper, to conclude 

that FBC is sufficient for FKC, depends on four assumptions, cited in the body of the 

text as A1, A2, A3 and A4. The soundness of our argument hangs on the truth of A1-

A4.  To set the stage for our argument, we make an exposition of the key terms: 
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Knowledge Closure, Belief Closure and Modus Ponens. Then, after explaining the 

plausibility of the assumptions A1-A4, we formulate the argument for the thesis that 

FBC implies FKC.   
 

If we want to know about post-humanism, we need to understand that the human 

form-including human desire and all its external representations-may be changing 

radically, and thus must be re-visioned. We need to understand that five hundred 

years of humanism may be coming to an end as humanism transforms itself into 

something that we must helplessly call post-humanism. Debika Saha in 

“Reinterpreting Citizenship in the Posthuman Era” defines the term “citizenship” 

traverses a long way from Greek city-states to the present evolving cyborg society. 

Traditionally, the concept of citizenship is tied with membership in a state but 

sometimes, due to the weakening of the state and the erosion of state legitimacy, the 

process of citizenship faces problems. Instead of the so-called citizenship, there is a 

call for “cultural citizenship”. This concept expands the scope of citizenship in a new 

manner. The present paper is an attempt to investigate the above points. 

 

Religion and conflict is a controversial issue. In national as well as global contexts, 

religion can be seen as both the cause of conflicts and an important tool for conflict 

resolution. This double role has become even more pertinent after September 11th. A 

multidimensional approach to religion becomes necessary in order to understand the 

role of religion as a major force for integration or marginalization. Nirmal Kumar 

Roy in his “Means to resolve Religious Conflict: In the Light of Swami 

Vivekananda” discusses the problem from Swami Vivekananda’s point of view 

according to whom religious conflict arises only because we fail to understand ‘what 

is religion actually’ and as a result we become dogmatic, our outlook gets limited and 

self-oriented. Dogmatism closes the door for rationality. Faith without rationality 

undermines other views and religions. Confusion and conflict arises in the field of 

religion when we come across different contradictory religious views and try to 

understand them ignoring the different standpoints from which they are made. So if 

we are to resolve the religious conflict then we have to take into account the different 

stand points from which they are made. In fact, there is no conflict between two 
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religions. The different religions are nothing but the different paths leading to the 

same goal i.e. the attainment of the liberation or mokṣa.  

 

Manjulika Ghosh in her contribution claims that it is observed by scholars writing on 

ecology both within phenomenology and beyond that Husserl failed to realize the 

ecological implications of the concept of the life-world. It is argued in the context of 

this paper that this perception is not quite correct. In support of this attention is drawn 

to Husserl’s pre-Crisis works as well as to Addendum- XXIII to the Crisis which was 

not included in the English translation. In her paper, she made an attempt at working 

out the relationship between Husserl’s concept of the life-world and ecology. For this 

purpose, she begins with outlining the terms ‘life-world” and “ecology”. 

Anirban Mukherjee points to the fact that even if globalization is only about trade and 

finance, it can never be only about trade. The traders also carry ideas along with the 

commodities from one place to another. Although the phenomenon is not new, the 

term globalization gained popularity in recent times. Globalization is not just about 

connectivity; it is about influence of one on the other. From different perspectives, 

globalization may be seen as Westernization, Americanization or even 

McDonaldization. Mukherjee makes us aware that in spite of its positive aspects, 

globalization is sometimes is a threat to local businessmen or to culture.         

Rajakishore Nath in  “Fodor’s Dilemmas on Representation and  Intentional Realism” 

claims that Representations are about things other than themselves and are intentional 

in the sense of being about ‘this’ or ‘that’. In relation to the mental representations 

have content, which is related to belief, intention, thought, and action, they are also 

intentional in the sense of being purposive.  The aim of this paper is to explore 

Fodor’s dilemmas on mental representation and intentional realism. Fodor has tried to 

give a new direction to the concept of mind, i.e., computational representational 

theory of mind (CRTM). The CRTM raised by Fodor shows the intentional realist’s 

dilemma because intentional realist is a physicalist. The mind must be complex 

physical systems. On the one hand, he is a realist about minds. It is the view of the 

anti-reductionist that mind passes semantic properties which must make a causal 

difference. The issue is closely related to the issue of reducibility of a system’s 
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semantic properties to its non-semantic properties. There are two ways one can think 

about reduction On the other hand, semantic properties are reduced to non-semantic 

properties, on the ground that the latter provide necessary and sufficient non-semantic 

conditions for the possession of semantic properties. The intentional realist like Fodor 

tries to bridge the gap between semantic properties and non-semantic properties. This 

is the main dilemma of intentional realist.       

 

Both teleological and deontological ethical theories are called deontic or action-based 

theories of morality because they focus entirely upon the actions which a person 

performs. Those theories focus on the question, "Which action should I choose?" 

Virtue ethics, in contrast, take a very different perspective. Virtue-based ethical 

theories place less emphasis on which rules people should follow and instead focus 

on helping people develop good character traits, such as kindness and generosity. 

These character traits will, in turn, allow a person to make the correct decisions later 

on in life. Virtue theorists also emphasize the need for people to learn how to break 

bad habits of character, like greed or anger. These are called vices and stand in the 

way of becoming a good person. Ngaleknao Ramthing in ‘A Brief Cursory on Virtue 

Ethics’ discusses how virtues play a vital role in fundamental character and 

motivation of the individuals in realizing one’s inherent potentialities and capacities. 

He is also concerned to examine how Aristotle makes significantly clear that one 

cannot merely depend on rules and guidelines in perfecting one’s moral life.  
 

Communication forms the very basis of a society. Human relationships rest on 

communication. Communications can be both verbal and non-verbal. The expression 

of our thoughts, feelings etc. require communication as their basis. However, the 

obstacles to proper communication are numerous. Of them the most notable one 

seems to be the personality. In this context, it is also important to regard the fact that 

physical or psychological indispositions often act as impediments to proper ways of 

expression, and personality disorders too, as distinct from psychosis, are great 

hindrances towards a person’s ability to communicate and to maintain a functional 

lifestyle.  The most important question that poses at this juncture is that how can we 

communicate with such individuals. It is essential to understand them and to also 

make them feel understandable. Such, however, can be most effectively done by 
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empathic communication.  Swagata Ghosh in “Empathic Communication:  A New 

Paradigm to the Problem of Knowing Other Minds” tries to delve into the depths of 

and bring forth the various aspects of empathic communication. Empathic 

communication gives us direct cognition of the states of other minds and provides 

scope for verifiability too, without relying on inferential means. Thus, her 

contribution aims at providing proper ways of knowing and understanding others, and 

thereby empowering ourselves to build better and sincere relationships. 

 

From the very beginning it has been followed that Buddhism is critical and anti-

dogmatic in tendency, rejects the traditional authority of the Vedas.  Buddha was 

never concerned with the question of what is knowledge, what makes a piece of 

knowledge valid etc.  His focus was on the knowledge that would enable the 

individual to get rid of this world of suffering.  K. Bhima Kumar in “The Buddhist 

theory of Knowledge: Some Reflections” asserts that Buddhism, tries to show that 

Buddhist epistemology in a systematic way developed from Dignāga onwards. 

Dignāga in his Pramāṇasamuccaya offered a salutation to Buddha “who is 

recognized to be the personification of the means of valid cognition (pramāṇabhūta).  

Later Dharmakīrti devoted all is works for the exposition of the theory pramāṇa.  For 

Buddhists, cognition is self-luminous (sva-prakasa).  In against to this theory the 

realists like Nyāya-Vaiśeṣikas and the Bhāṭṭa Mīmāṁsakas maintained the theory of 

‘non-self-luminosity (paraprakastva).  With regard to this theory, a detailed analysis 

has been discussed in the paper.  With this background, an attempt has been done by 

me in this paper to examine valid knowledge (pramā) and the method of knowledge 

(pramāṇa) by Buddhist logicians namely Dignāga, Dharmakīrti and Dharmottara. 

 

The words “mysticism” and “mystical” are often used as terms of mere criticism, to 

throw at any opinion which we regard as vague and vast, sentimental, and without a 

base in either facts or logic.  The mystic is a person who has attained the union with 

Reality in greater or less degree or who aims at and believes in such attainment. But 

mystic experience does not always remain ineffable. Mystics are human beings 

sharing human forms of life. It is also not true that mystic experience cannot be 

communicated at all except by one's own experience.  A non-mystic can understand 

something about the mystic object and mystic experience.  Laxmikanta Padhi in his 

contribution tries to describe the doctrine of ineffability and the view of B. Matilal 
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who said that Indian Philosophy is not an outburst of the mystical impulse.  The 

reason is that in Indian philosophy, mysticism is the subject of argument. And what is 

argument is the expression of a logical inclination. All mystical traditions do share 

something, which they also share with non-mystical traditions. That something is 

language. If we regard mysticism as a theory of language, and not a theory of reality, 

there is nothing mysterious and ineffable about the fact that mysticism occurs in 

different independent intellectual traditions. 

 

The concept of human rights involves problems that are, on the one hand, related to 

philosophy or theory and on the other, to activity or practice. Both kinds of problems 

- theoretical and practical - about human rights would survive forever. For, the 

theoretical disputations relating to human rights like old habits would die hard, on the 

one hand and since there is presumably no respite for people in sight from injustice, 

the human rights activism seeking justice and good life would continue on the other. 

But the problem is that both a philosopher and an activist generally tend to 

accomplish their respective task by giving the other a low priority. Benulal Dhar in 

“The Theory and Practice of Human Rights: The Need for Integration of the Two 

Dimensions” discusses that on the one hand, a philosopher engaged in reflections on 

the nature, content and justification of human rights often ignores practical issues 

relating to human rights and an activist under the pressure of rescuing his fellow 

citizens from injustice often puts philosophical questions in abeyance. Dr. Dahr’s 

objective is to argue for each of the dimensions of the operative notion and for the 

need to integrate them. 

 

Shalinee Singh in her “Revisiting John Rawls’ reflective equilibrium as a Method for 

Ethical Decision Making” made an attempt to explore whether the method of 

Reflective Equilibrium, advocated by John Rawls in his work A Theory of Justice, is a 

justified method for moral decision making. In this regard, firstly, the paper intends to 

clarify the nature and method of reflective equilibrium. Second, it tries to evaluate the 

said method vis-à-vis Sidgwick’s reflective equilibrium and Peter Singer’s opinion in 

this regard. Finally, my position regarding the method of reflective equilibrium for 

moral decision making has been clarified.  
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The problem of Human Rights and Discrimination is a much a known phenomenon. 

It dates back to the 13th century, when a few barons approached the king of England 

and prayed for the protection of their rights, which they considered to, be most 

fundamental. We were unaware of the fact that we have been subjected to 

discrimination in respect of race caste and sex. Discrimination is supposed to be an 

evil which must be understood in the background of a very fundamental fact which 

claims there are certain basic Humiliation and suffering attend discrimination if 

people notice the presence of this evil. Saheli Basu in ‘Human Rights and 

Discrimination’ tries to trace the reason of the submission of the people to the evil of 

discrimination in the context of Indian society which for long is a seat of racial and 

caste discrimination. Human beings have been classified as belonging to four varnas 

and this is a division made by God Himself. Naturally it was thought that it was 

remained by divinity that people belonging to different varnas should have different 

rights. 

 

The rise in inequality in the distribution of income among people is well-documented 

and displays the characteristics of a trend, having affected large numbers of countries, 

from the poorest to the most affluent, during the past two decades. Up to the 1980s, at 

least since the Second World War and in some cases since the beginning of the 

twentieth century, there had been a general narrowing of differences in the income 

available to individuals and families. Income-related inequalities, notably in the 

ownership of capital and other assets, in access to a variety of services and benefits, 

and in the personal security that money can buy, are growing. There is also greater 

inequality in the distribution of opportunities for remunerated employment, with 

worsening unemployment and underemployment in various parts of the world 

affecting a disproportionate number of people at the lower end of the socio-economic 

scale. The inequality gap between the richest and poorest countries, measured in 

terms of national per capita income, is growing as well. The popular contention that 

the rich get richer and the poor get poorer appears to be largely based on fact, 

particularly within the present global context. Moreover, extreme or absolute poverty, 

experienced by those whose income is barely sufficient for survival, remains 

widespread. Riptika Das in ‘Social Justice: A Conceptual Overview’ tries too 

highlight her position from Rawls and feminist point view. 
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Suman Das has compared Tribal religion with Universal religion. A distinction is 

made by the philosophers and anthropologists among religions in the above manner 

and a sense of evaluation goes along with the distinction. Sri Das rejects any such 

classification done as higher and lower religion and in fact he questions the very 

concept of progress. May be, he argues, that through our looking glass of modernity 

we are not able to catch the true spirit of Tribal religion.  

Bishnupriya Saha has defended metaphysics in her paper as against the attack of 

Logical positivists. The positivists dismissed metaphysics on account of verifiability 

principle; those metaphysical entities are meaningless for not being verifiable. Ms 

Saha argues that not all metaphysical entities can be said to be non-verifiable and 

moreover, there are many entities even accepted by the positivists which are not 

verifiable.  

The caste system of India, as a system that affects the division of labor and land 

control, may have developed in the early kingdoms of northern India. The word 

‘caste’ was invented by Portuguese seafarers who traded mainly on the west coast of 

India in the 16th and 17th centuries. It was taken from the Portuguese word ‘casta’ 

meaning ‘species’ or ‘breeds’ of animals or plants and ‘tribes,’ ‘races,’ ‘clans,’ or 

lineages’ among men . Therefore, the modern conception of caste is a European 

invention. The traditional caste system of India developed more than 3000 years ago 

when Aryan-speaking nomadic groups migrated from the north to India about 1500 

BC. The Aryan priests, according to the ancient sacred literature of India, devised a 

system whereby they divided the society into hierarchical groupings. Harekrishna 

Barman in his contribution tries to highlight how Ambedkar Criticizes the Caturvarṇa 

practices in Indian society in a lucid manner. 

 

Most of the linguistic philosophers maintain that language and reality are purely 

different.  But Bhartṛhari observes that they are one and the same. Abir Das in 

Bhartrhari on Language and Reality: Some Philosophical Observations have dealt 

with the nature of language and reality and also the relationship between them 

following Bhartṛhari. He also tries to show why Bhartṛhari claims that language and 

reality are same.  According to Bhartṛhari, the knower, known and knowledge are 
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manifested from Śabdabrahman (Reality). He also raised some objections against the 

philosophy of Bhartṛhari. 

Every human being has his own aim and receives his own well being. In this matter 

of fact, some are associated with their well being and some are not. That’s why, men 

have developed a hostile and non-agreeable relationship with others. Ttime has come 

to recapitulate the views of those who have tried to harmonize the social beings. 

Tarak Nath Nandi in ‘The Relevance of the Philosophy of Swami Vivekananda’ 

makes us understood that how Vedānta philosophy is reflected in the thoughts of 

Swami Vivekananda. He has given a new mood of Advaita Vedānta philosophy what 

commonly called ‘Practical Vedānta’. The intention of his thought is to deliver the 

applicability of Vedānta philosophy around the world and make a new sunshine of 

society.  

Soumitra Chakraborty in ‘Gandhi’s Ramrajya: The Idea of an Ideal’ discusses 

Gandhi’s idea of state.  Gandhi’s idea of state is expressed in his concept of Ramrajya 

which in fact has not much to do with the mythical Rama. It is the ideal state where 

laws will not be enforced from outside but come from within the agents. Sri 

Chakraborty reminds that Ramrajya is not to be confused with some sort of religious 

state. 

 

KOUSHIK JOARDAR 

 AND  

LAXMIKANTA PADHI 
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IF BELIEF CLOSURE FAILS THEN KNOWLEDGE CLOSURE FAILS 

 LAXMINARAYAN LENKA 

Knowledge Closure, Belief Closure and Modus Ponens:  

Modus Ponens (MP) is the name of a valid form of argument in propositional 

logic. The form of the argument is this.  

p implies q 

p 

Therefore, q.  

Its corresponding conditional statement is that if it is true that p implies q, 

and it is true that p, then, it is true that q.  

More than one hundred years ago, Lewis Carroll1 argued that we have no 

option but uncritically accept MP because no inference is possible without it; every 

inference without an uncritical acceptance of MP engenders an infinite regression. 

The regression involved is roughly this. Infer B from A, your inference presupposes 

X1 (i.e., If A then B, it is A, therefore, B). Be critical about this presupposition and 

take it for a hypothesis, not a rule of inference. Name it hypothesis C. Then, you are 

inferring B from A and C, not from A alone. Consequently, your inference 

presupposes X2 (i.e., If A and C then B, it is A and C, therefore, B). As you moved 

from X1 to X2, you can move from X2 to X3 (i.e., If A, C and D then, B, it is A, C 

and D, therefore, B). Likewise, you can go on ad infinitum unless you stop at a point 

and uncritically accept MP.  

We know that MP is a rule of inference. One might not know that it is a rule 

of inference though, barring the cases of mental disorders (lunatics) and mental 

immaturity (babies), we find that everyone with the ability to infer one belief from 

another does use MP. However, knowing of MP may be understood as to know that 

MP is a valid form of argument and, hence, in accordance to this understanding, it is 

not just the knowing how to use MP that becomes sufficient for knowing MP. In this 

sense of knowing MP, it is quite plausible that some people do know MP and some 

                                                           

1 Of course, one may try to doubt on the the uniqueness of MP on the ground that, every other 

rule of inference has the same epistemic status, hence, as MP needs to be uncritically 

accepted, so also every other rule of inference. We will not try to enter into this problem, 

namely, whether MP has epistemic priority over all other rules of inference or not.   
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people do not. Therefore, we can claim that either S knows that MP or S does not 

know that MP. That is, either S knows that MP is a valid form of argument or S does 

not know that MP is a valid form of argument, despite the fact that every S uses MP 

in the course of inferring certain beliefs from some other beliefs. We present this 

truth, in short, as T1: K(MP) or ~K(MP). 

In our argument, we employ T1 as a tautology. It is no less than a rule of 

inference. We employ T1 to validly infer certain truths from the truth of some 

premise(s). Parallel to MP, the Principle of Knowledge Closure (KC) can be stated in 

the form of an argument: 

S knows that p implies q 

S knows that p 

Therefore, S knows that q.  

Its corresponding conditional statement is that  if S knows that p implies q 

and knows that p, then, S knows that q. 

When S knows that p implies q, the implication from p to q becomes one of 

S’s known implications. By the principle of KC, knowledge of the consequent 

follows from the knowledge of the antecedent of a known implication. It is parallel to 

that the truth of a consequent logically follows from the truth of the antecedent of an 

implication that happens to be true. We can understand KC as the principle that 

knowledge is closed under known implications. Of course, in epistemology, KC’s 

validity is in dispute. 2   

Similar to the statement of the principle of KC, we can state the principle of 

Belief Closure (BC). The principle of BC means that, like knowledge, belief is closed 

under known implications. We can express BC in an argument form as  

S knows that p implies q 

S believes that p 

Therefore, S believes that q. 

Its corresponding conditional statement is that if S knows that p implies q, 

and believes that p, then, S believes that q. 

                                                           

2 Dretske, F. (1970), is famous for his refutation of the KC. Stine, G. (1976), makes an attempt 

to counter Dretske, F. (1970).  Dretske (2005) is an improved version of his 1970 paper; he 

attempts to reply some of his critics and provides a more plausible explanation against KC.   
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Following Dretske (2005), one may ask, Why should K be valid when R is 

not (when R and K stand for the following two arguments)?   

S regrets that p (e.g.,  p:   S’s son could not get first class) 

          S knows that p implies q (e.g., q: Someone could not get 

first class) 

          Therefore, S regrets that q. 

S knows that p  ( e.g., p: S is watching a game) 

S knows that p implies q   (e.g., q: S is not a brain in a vat) 

Therefore, S knows that q.  

Negation of KC amounts to that S knows that p and knows that p implies q 

but does not know that q. If a context confirms this negation, we count that context as 

an instance of the Failure of Knowledge Closure (FKC). Similarly, a context 

confirming to the denial of BC is an instance of the Failure of Belief Closure (FBC). 

Let us define FBC and FKC as D1 and D2, respectively, by using “Kx” for S knows 

that x, and “Bx” for S believes that x.   

D1: FBC if and only if a context confirms Bp & K(p implies q) & ~Bq. 

D2: FKC if and only if a context confirms Kp & K(p implies q) & ~Kq. 

The Assumptions of the Argument:  

Our argument depends on the following four assumptions.  

A1: {K(MP)&{[Bp&B(p implies q)]& ~Bq}} implies B(MP fails with 

respect to p and q) 

A2: {B(MP fails with respect to p and q) or S doubts on (that Mp works with 

respect to p and q)} implies ~K[MP works with respect to p and q)] 

A3: ~K[MP works with respect to p and q] implies ~{Kp & K(p implies q) 

implies Kq} 

A4: If S does not know MP then Kp and K(p implies q) is not sufficient for 

Kq. 

  When S has the knowledge of equivalence between p and ~ ~p and, 

at the same time, believes that Q but does not believe that ~~Q, then, S believes that 

Q is an exception to the said equivalence. Similarly, if S has the knowledge of the 

implication that p implies (p or q) and, at the same time, believes that P and does not 
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believe that P or Q, then, S believes that the said implication fails with respect to P 

and Q. Again, similarly, if S knows MP and, at the same time, believes that P and 

believes that P implies Q but does not believe that Q, then, S does believe that MP 

fails with respect to P and Q. 

Assume that a subject S knows a logical truth T and that T is in conditional 

form. If S encounters a proposition x and, though x is in the form of T and S believes 

the antecedent part of x, S does not believe the consequent part of x. In such a 

context, we assume that, somehow, S believes that T does not work with respect to x. 

Accordingly, if we put forth MP for that x, [p & (p implies q)] for the antecedent of x 

and q for the consequent of x, we assume that it is A1.  

Now, if S believes that MP does not work with respect to P and Q, then, his 

knowing that P and his knowing that P implies Q are not sufficient for his knowing 

that Q. Moreover, with the belief that MP does not work with respect to P and Q, S 

must believe that it is ~Q, hence, S does not know that Q, even if S knows that P and 

knows that P implies Q.   

We assume that S does not know that a logical truth T works with respect to 

p and q, even if S has the knowledge of T, if either S believes that T fails or S doubts 

that T succeeds with respect to p and q. Therefore, it is A2. 

Secondly, if S does not know that T works with respect to p and q, then, even 

if S satisfies a part of T2 that results from a reformulation of T in terms of some 

epistemic operators on p and q, this is not sufficient for the claim that S satisfies T2. 

Therefore, it is A3.  

When it is (1) S believes that p and believes that p implies q but not that q 

and (2) S knows that MP, we find that S believes that MP fails with respect to p and 

q. Now, when it is (1) and (2) and, thereby, S believes that MP fails with respect to p 

and q, S’s knowledge that p plus his knowledge that p implies q is not sufficient for 

his knowledge that q. Because, the very reason, namely, an application of MP to p 

and p implies q, which we may cite for the sufficiency of [p and (p implies q)] for q is 

not believed by S.  

Thus we conclude that, when it is (1) and (2), it is (3) ~ {[Kp & K(p implies 

q)] implies Kq}. Also, we obtain (3) even when it is (2)* S does not know that MP. 

For, when it is (2)*, to claim that {[Kp & K(p implies q)] implies Kq} amounts to the 



 

 

 
                                                                                                                              17 

 

 

                                                                                                                 

claim that S knows the consequent of a proposition even if S does not know the very 

reason we normally use to infer that consequent. Therefore, it is A4.  

If it is (1), then, whether (2) or (2)*, it is (3). As (1) expresses FBC and (3) 

expresses FKC, we conclude that FBC is sufficient for FKC. 

A formal presentation of our argument that FBC implies FKC:  

(1) FBC 

(2) For some p and q, {[Bp & K(p → q)] & ~Bq} From 1, by D1 

(3) K(MP) or ~K(MP) T1 

(4) [Bp & K(p → q)] & ~Bq From 2, by EI 

(5) {K(MP) or ~K(MP)} & {[Bp & K(p → q)] & ~Bq} From 3 and 4 by 

Conjunction 

(6) {{K(MP) & {[Bp & K(p → q)] & ~Bq}} or 

{~K(MP) & {[Bp & K(p → q)] & ~Bq}} From 5, by Distribution 

(7) K(MP)& {[Bp & K(p → q)] & ~Bq} Assumption 

(8) B(MP fails with respect to p and q) From 7, by A1 

(9) ~K( MP works with respect to p and q) From 8, by A2 

(10) ~{[Kp & K(p → q)] → Kq} From 9, by A2 

(11) [Kp & K(p → q)] & ~Kq From 10, by Implication 

(12) {K(MP)& {[Bp & K(p → q)] & ~Bq}} → 

{[Kp & K(p→ q)] & ~Kq} From 7-11, by Conditional Proof 

(13) ~K(MP) & {[Bp & K(p→ q)] & ~Bq} Assumption 

(14) ~K(MP) From 13, by Simplification 

(15) ~{[Kp & K(p→ q)] → Kq} From 14, by A4 

(16) [Kp & K(p→ q)] & ~Kq From 15, by Implication 

(17){~K(MP)&{[Bp&K(p→ q)]&~Bq}} 

→ {[Kp & K(p→ q)] & ~Kq} From 13-16, by Conditional Proof 

(18) {[Bp&K(p→ q)]&~Bq}→{[Kp & K(p→ q)] & ~Kq} From 12 and 17, 

by Tautology: {[(X & Y) → Z] & [(~X & Y) → Z]} → (Y→ Z) 

(19) FBC → FKC From 18, by D1 and D2 

Thus, we prove that if Belief Closure fails then Knowledge Closure 

fails. That is, an instance of the failure of Belief Closure is an instance of the 

failure of Knowledge Closure.  
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REINTERPRETING CITIZENSHIP IN THE POSTHUMAN ERA 

DEBIKA SAHA 

What is meant by the term ‘human? Is the term refers to the Cartesian subject 

as the Cogito or the sociopolitical animal as citizen of a particular state in a particular 

country? A tendency is always there to assert this ‘humanness’ as a kind of given 

fact. But the issue that haunts in the 21st century is it possible to tie this concept 

fixedly? In fact due to the rise of technological advancement and global economic 

upheavals, the concept of the human has changed a lot. The last decades witnessed so 

many turns in the intellectual arena like the postmodern and post feminism. We are 

now in the posthuman era and the question of citizenship faces a big challenge. The 

debates regarding the nature of the robotics, prosthetic technologies and neuroscience 

occupies the global scene. Following Habermas, it may be remarked that the 

posthuman provokes elation but also anxiety about the possibility of a series of de-

centering of Protagoras ‘Man’; the measure of all things. 

The nature-culture dualism which rests on the distinction between the given 

and the constructed now faces threat. Due to the technological advancement, the 

boundaries between nature and cultures have been displaced. The Spinozistic concept 

of living matter occupies the scene. In this changing scenario the present paper tries 

to analyze the nature of citizenship against the backdrop of posthumanism. 

The term “citizen” traverses a long way from Greek city-states to the present 

evolving cyborg society. Traditionally the concept of citizenship is tied with 

membership in a state but sometimes, due to the weakening of the state and the 

erosion of state legitimacy, the process of citizenship get arrested. Instead of this so-

called citizenship, there is a call for “cultural citizenship”. This concept expands the 

individual’s rights and obligations to include economic and cultural dimensions as 

well as freedom and equality in the political process. Due to the globalization of 

human culture, the concept of citizenship has faced a novel turn. In place of Leonardo 

da Vinci’s ‘Vitruvian Man’, an ideal of bodily perfection, cyborgs are taken their 

entry. The social fabric is occupied with the cyborgs. Chris Gray defines cyborg as ‘a 

self-regulating organism that combines the natural and artificial together in one 

system.’1 ‘The Vitruvian Man has gone cybernetic. All technologies can be said to 

have a strong bio-political effect upon the embodied subject they intersect with. Thus 
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cyborgs include not only the glamorous bodies of high-tech, jet-fighter pilots, athletes 

or film stars, but also the anonymous masses of the underpaid, digital  proletariat who 

fuel the technological driven global autonomy without ever accessing it themselves.’2 

New ethical claims are emerging due to the changed vision of posthuman 

subjectivity. A kind of extended and relational self keeps the techno-hype in control 

by a sustainable ethics of transformations. The concept of evolution is re-fabricated in 

a non-deterministic manner. The post human is closer to animals and the 

technological mediation. The micro-politics of relations get more attention. The focus 

is on the force and autonomy of affect. “Transversality actualizes an ethics based on 

the primacy of the relation, of interdependence, which values non-human or a-

personal Life. This is what I call post-human politics”3 

The above view of Braidotti’s posthuman politics differs from Agamben’s 

view of biopolitics. Before delving in to the analysis of Braidotti and Agamben, it is 

better to go back to Michel Foucault’s view of biopolitics4.It is Foucault who first 

uses this concept to distinguish one of  those ruptures in western thought and 

practices that he tried to understand in many texts. The concept of biopolitics stands 

in an intimate relationship with the concept of power. According to Foucault, the 

entry to the modern age can be characterized by a rupture in the way power is  

exercised within the nation state. At present this concept is one of the most widely 

used within the cultural and social sciences as they try to analyze various societal 

aspects taking place in  the wake of evolving cyborg society. 

A kind of dehumanizing force is working behind the terror of global war; a 

kind of shadow war is always haunting the people all over the world. Biopolitics 

under the conditions of advanced and global neoliberal capitalism becomes gradually 

deadly and turns towards politics. In support of this point we may cite the return of 

the question of euthanasia and the institutionalization of ‘death studies’ and 

‘extinction studies’. But against this trend, Braidotti’s biopolitics works as a positive 

life force that needs to be embraced and on which new forms of planetary politics and 

ethics may be founded. This aspect is known as ‘life beyond death’. She reminds us 

to focus on the ‘zoe-life beyond the ego-bound human’. Her posthuman politics is a 

call against the bio-thanato-political tendencies of the present which constitutes a 

kind of challenge of our time. This politics is grounded in lived experience, and the 
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experience of difference in particular, with an emphasis on embodiment and 

materiality. This standpoint is ethical as it argues for recognition of these material 

lived embodied differences in the face of a new global ‘ecosophy’. There is a demand 

to include all humans and nonhumans in this new ecologies as the 21st century is 

facing continuous threats to the environment and biodiversity. The politics of the 

posthuman works from a different angle as it embraces new possibilities for 

posthuman subjectivities that will resist the ‘inhuman aspects of our era’. 

As the world is now facing new cultural wave, so there are suggestions from 

experts like Manfred Clynes ,world famous pianist and Nathan Kline, famous 

psychiatrist that the humans could be  modified with implants and drugs so that they 

could exit in space without using spaceship. Cyborgs are increasing throughout 

contemporary culture and with their new membership; they are redefining many of 

the basic political concepts of human existence. Since Aristotle the concept of ‘body 

politic’ plays an important role. This idea is well developed in the Leviathan of 

Thomas Hobbes. He showed that the king’s living body was a model for the nation-

state, the body politic. This body politic is now mapped by not by king’s body but by 

cyborg. Now contemporary political community consist of advanced human-machine 

systems and the world  economy is dominated by big multinational who depend on 

their own hypercomputerization. 

This new domination is possible due to the uprising of 

technoscience.N.Katharine Hylas explains how posthumanism might rephrase the 

best parts of humanism, by showing that posthumanism is both a social construction 

of what it means to be human in the present as well as the  technological construction 

of a new type of techno-bio body in the near future through  cyborgization. 

A different interpretation of this post-modern politics is given by Donna 

Haraway. She uses the image of the cyborg to call not for a single dominating 

worldview but for many voices. There are two crucial arguments that the cyborg 

imagery offers:  the production of universal, totalizing theory is a major mistake that 

fails to interpret most of the reality. taking responsibility for the social relations of 

science and technology and this means embracing the skilful task of  reconstructing 

the boundaries of daily life, in partial connection with others and in  communication 

with all of our parts.  
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With the help of this science and technology, the cyborg imagery can suggest 

a way out of the maze of dualisms in which we have explained our bodies and our 

tool to ourselves. This technoscience is political and socially constructed.  It cannot 

be explained through one voice but it can be communicated with a range of voices 

Post humanity is not about making an authentic culture or an organic community but 

about multiple viabilities. Long back when Marx imagined being able, in a post 

capitalist utopia to “fish in the morning, rare cattle   in the afternoon and criticize in 

the evening, just as I wish without ever becoming fisherman, farmer or critic" 5 he 

imagined a world in which the division of labour would neither divide people from       

themselves nor from each other; a world of practices without identities. Marx raises 

the question of surplus value which later Foucault reinterprets as surplus life. 

“Naturality” of biological life is a kind of shadow cast by technologies of bio power, 

much like the Marxist idea that economic "laws of      nature" form the shadow cast 

by capitalist forms of production. There is a chance to turn from an    industrial 

economy to a bio economy in which surplus value is directly extracted from human 

and    nonhuman biological life rather than from labour power. What comes after 

human is not another    stage of   evolution but a difference in kind. The posthuman is 

changing its dimensions, not by getting smaller or larger, but by being rhythmed 

across different set of relations. 

And this range of voices creates cyborg democracy and cyborg citizenship. 

Here we may mention the view of Jacqueline Rose, who in her recent book ‘The 

question of Identity & Identification: Conversations with Jacqueline Rose’ raises this 

point. The question of identity and identification is very important not only in relation 

to feminism but also to other aspects. In this changing scenario we     need   to be 

endlessly vigilated in ascribing any identity. It is good to have an identity but it is 

better to have more than one, a kind of ‘wardrobes of identities’. This question of 

identity leads one to the issue of citizenship. Chris Hables Grey explores in this 

connection the problem of how to encourage and secure cyborged people’s political 

participation. To Grey, the issue of citizenship, regardless of  gender, race, and class, 

is that of “competent participation in what some philosophers call a discourse 

community”.6Here the issue of citizenship is associated with the question of rights. 

So  Grey proposes his Cyborg Bill of Rights which is composed of ten amendments 
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including “Freedon of Electronic Speech”, ”Right of Electronic Privacy”, “Right to 

Life” and “Freedom of Family, Sexuality, and Gender”. He argues that “we need 

active citizens and new political technologies to protect our     rights from the 

relentless changes that cyborgian technoscience is producing”. His point of view 

upholds that it is   necessary to actively participate in politics and constructs ourselves 

as cyborg in order to liberate and empower us. And in this empowerment, the Web, 

the media or networks may help us, but these ways have their limits too. 

There is no doubt that a kind of technological optimism plays a role here but 

at the same times it fails to show how we, the cyborg can intervene real politik where 

relentless cyborg technologies shackle and control us. A kind of new body politics is 

developing in accordance with technological evolution but the interpretations that are 

being developed are not always clear. In conclusion it may be pointed out that we are 

now entering into a novel path, a kind of cultural  evolution leads us to a new world 

but it will take some time more to settle in this changed world. 
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MEANS TO RESOLVE RELIGIOUS CONFLICT: IN THE LIGHT OF  

SWAMI VIVEKANANDA 
NIRMAL KUMAR ROY 

Man is said as a superior creation of God. Chandidas in this context 

beautifully says, “Sabār upore mānuṣ satya, tāhār upore nāi”, i.e., man is superior to 

all and nothing exists over and above humanity. Shakespeare expresses his deep 

wonder and says, “Oh, what a piece of work is man!” The Purāņa also says that 

generally after visiting the circle of 84 million different births we born as a human 

being for the second time. John Stuart Mill says that it is better to be a Socrates 

dissatisfied than to be a pig satisfied”. So, the above view clearly implies that human 

beings are superior to animals like cow and dog. But why is the human being claimed 

as superior? What is the ground of his superiority? One of the best answers to this 

question is - it is due to Dharma in the sense of morality that human being is different 

from and superior to animal. Keeping this view it is clearly stated in our Śāstra, 

“Dharmena hīnāḥ paśubhiḥ samānāḥ”. Max Muller rightly points out “The true 

history of man is the history of religion”. Swami Vivekananda also agrees with this 

view. According to him, religion is as necessary as food, clothing and shelter. So, it is 

not the luxury of our life. “Satisfaction over the material needs cannot make a man 

happy, he craves for something more. It is nothing but his spiritual or religious 

hunger.”1 Christianity, in this regard, also says, “Man cannot live by bread alone”. 

Swamiji says, “…of all the forces that have worked and are still working to mould the 

destiny of human race, none certainly is more potent than that, manifestation of which 

we call religion.”2 Religion ensures a lot of well-beings for our society. For example, 

a number of man make their spiritual progress and thereby attain their Ultimate Goal 

i.e. mokṣa. A religious and moral code ensures the peace, progress and happiness in 

the society. A cementing relationship is made among different members belonging to 

one religion. So far as the well-beings brought about by religion in our society is 

concerned it reminds us the definitions of religion given by Mīmāṁsā School and 

Mahābhārata. Definition given by the Mīmāṁsakas is as follows: 

‘Codanālokşaņo’rthaḥ dharmaḥ’ i..e., the Vedic injunctions connected with our 

wellbeing and imparting inspiration is dharma. According to the Mahābhārata, to 

think about the wellbeing of all human beings is dharma (manasā śivamācaret). But 

the adverse effect caused by religion upon our society in no way is less. The religion 
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which is blessing to human beings sometime turns into curse when one religion is in 

conflict with another religion. Owing to this religious conflict and violence 

numberless people become homeless, destitute and even they lose their near and dear 

ones. 

So, the questions may be raised:  what is the cause of this religious conflict?  

How can these conflicts be resolved? If a doctor is to treat a patient then first of all he 

has to detect the actual cause or causes of the disease and subsequently he has to 

prescribe proper medicines. Doctors may be of various types. Some doctors are meant 

for human beings, some are for animals, some are for trees and plants, and some 

again are for society. Philosophers and religious thinkers like Swami Vivekananda 

and Ramkrishna are famous doctors meant for our society. Society like us also suffers 

from many diseases and becomes sick and week. Religious conflict is one of the 

dangerous diseases of our society. So, as a doctor of society Vivekananda is to detect 

the actual cause of this disease and accordingly prescribes proper medicine. I think, 

he has done exactly the same. I think it is important to note what is said by 

Rabindranath Tagore to Romain Rolland. Rabindranath says to him, “If you want to 

know India,read Vivekananda”and Romain Rolland after reading some of the works 

of Vivekananda says, “going through the pages of writings of Vivekananda at this 

distance of thirty years, I feel an electric shock within my nerves”. Swamiji says that 

religious conflict arises only because we fail to understand what religion actually is. 

And again we fail to understand the actual nature or essence of religion due to our 

dogmatic and self-centred attitude. This dogmatic outlook leads to close the door of 

our rationality. We become rationally blind and see the whole religion only through 

the eyes of blind faith from where the problem crops up. At this stage one becomes so 

bias that he considers that only his religion is true and all other’s religions are false. 

Vivekananda says, “We must learn that truth may be expressed in a hundred 

ways and that each of these ways is true as far as it goes.”4 So one and the same thing 

may be viewed from hundreds of different stand points. One view appears to be 

contradictory to the other views if they are judged ignoring the different stand points 

from which they are made. But, the moment the different standpoints are taken into 

account contradiction resolves. An example may be taken. Suppose one asks about 

the location of India. One says that India is to the east and another says that it is to the 
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west. The person concerned gets confused listening to two contradictory statements. 

But, the moment he takes into account the two different standpoints from where the 

statements have been made, the confusion dissolves. It may happen that the first 

person makes the statement from Pakistan and the second person makes the statement 

from Bangladesh. Likewise, confusion and conflict arise in the field of religion when 

we come across different contradictory religious views and we try to understand them 

ignoring the different standpoints from which they are made.It may happen that one 

view has been offered by the persons believing that God exists in temple, another 

view may be given by those believing the same in Mosque and again the third view 

may be forwarded by those believing God as existing in Church. We have to keep in 

our mind that the three different religious institutions stand for three different socio-

cultural set ups. So, the moment we judge the different views from the different 

socio-cultural set ups, conflict resolves. 

Vivekananda has been greatly influenced by his master Ramkrishna. Keeping 

the spirit of the view of Ramkrishna ‘Jata mat tata path’ Swamiji introduces the 

concept of Universal Religion in the light of which he tries to resolve the religious 

conflicts. He says. “Mankind ought to be taught that religions are but varied 

expressions of THE RELIGION, which is oneness, so that each may choose the path 

that suits him best.” Ramkrishna through his teaching  ‘jata mat tata path’ wants to 

mean that different religions are nothing but the different paths towards the 

realization of God, the Ultimate Reality. We can reach our destination following 

different routes by different vehicles. For example, we can reach Kolkata by bus-

route. We can reach there by rail; or we can reach the same place by flight. Likewise, 

we can reach to God or mokṣa, our ultimate destination, either following 

Bhaktimārga, or Jňānamārga or Karmamārga as it suits us best. Vivekananda also 

believes the same. He says that this diversity of path or faith should not be denied 

because unity in diversity is the plan of the universe. So, to deny this diversity of path 

or opinion is to go against the law of nature. We all are human beings but yet each 

and every one of us is different from others. This difference is necessary for the 

healthy progress of our society. Keeping this view in mind Swamiji says, “I pray that 

they (sects) multiply so that at last there will be as many sects as human beings and 

each one will have its own method, his individual method of thought in religion.”5 
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So, according to Vivekananda, we have to follow the principle of nature, i.e. 

unity in diversity and allow all religions to exist and grow in order to ensure the 

social as well as spiritual progress. No two religions are contradictory. One religion is 

supplementary to the other. One religion represents one part of the universal truth; the 

other parts of the truth are represented by other religions. Thus, all religions together 

help an individual to know the whole truth. Swamiji says, “… all these religions are 

different forces in the economy of God, working for the good of mankind…”6 if one 

religion claims that it alone knows the whole truth then this claim is a dogmatic one. 

So, to attain a progressive and total knowledge of the universal truth all religions of 

the world must meet together and learn something from the other. But, here a 

problem crops up. If one religion manifests the universal truth or universal religion 

partly then the universality represented by it will be a partial universality and partial 

universality is not universality at all. Vivekananda is aware of this problem and an 

attempt has been made by him to solve the problem. He says, “…universal religion 

about which philosophers and others have dreamed in every country already exists. It 

is here. As the universal brotherhood of man already exists, so also is universal 

religion too, is already existing.” When we speak of brotherhood then thereby we do 

not refer to any partial brotherhood, we refer to the essence of all brothers. Brothers 

are many but the brotherhood, underlying all brothers, is essentially one. Similarly, 

religions are many, but the essence of all religions is universality which is one.  

The same concept has been explained by Swami Vivekananda more 

elaborately and beautifully. Vivekananda says, “ As a man you are separate from 

woman, as a human being you are separate from the animal, but as living beings, 

man, woman, animal and plants all are one; and as existence, you are all one. At the 

same time, in manifestation these differences must always remain.”7 One may think 

that Swamiji has prescribed for another religion called universal religion. This 

conception is fully wrong. Vivekananda reminds us, “…if by the idea of a universal 

religion it is meant that one set of doctrines should be believed in all mankind, it is 

wholly impossible.”8 So, from this it is clearly understood that there can be no 

another religion known as ‘Universal Religion’ over and above the existing religions. 

By ‘Universal Religion’ Swamiji intends to mean that there is universal character 

more or less in all religions. 



 

 

 
                                                                                                                              28 

 

 

                                                                                                                 

Generally conflict arises in the world of religion mainly on two issues, one is 

the nature of God and another is the way or path leading to God. We came across 

different conflicting views regarding the nature of God. Some say that God is nirguṇa 

and some say that God is saguṇa; some think that God is visible, some again opine 

that God is invisible; some say that Kṛṣṇa is God; some on the other hand observe 

that Kālī is God. Thus, the conflict crops up. One usually thinks that if God is one and 

the same, as it is stated by Swamiji and Ramakrishna, then how can one and the same 

God be both visible and invisible? How can He be Kṛṣṇa and Kālī both? 

This problem, I think, will be solved if we understand that one and the same 

thing may be in different states, having different characteristics. Water, for example, 

is liquid, visible and has the power to quench our thirst. But, if the temperature of 

water is increased and it reaches more than one hundred degree centigrade then it 

turns into vapor. In that state it becomes invisible and loses the power to quench 

thirst. Again if the temperature of water gets down and it reaches less than zero 

degrees centigrade then it becomes solid and gains a particular shape and size. 

Likewise, one and the same God may be in different states and accordingly it may be 

visible or invisible, Kṛṣṇa or Kālī. 

Ramakrishna says that the power of burning is inseparable from fire, so in 

one sense they are identical. Similarly Kṛṣṇa or Kālī are inseparable and therefore 

they are identical. Here, though the object is one and the same but as it runs through 

different states the observation made in different states becomes different. But, even 

if one and the same object remains in one and the same states without undergoing any 

change yet two observations made by two different persons may be different. For 

example, if a person x say with the height of 5th feet and 10th inches asks two person, 

one coming from Punjab and another coming from Darjeeling, whether he is tall or 

not, then there is every possibility that the former will say that Mr. X is a person 

having shorter height but the latter will say that X is a tall person. Here the height of 

Mr. X remains fixed but in spite of that observations made by two persons become 

different simply because of the difference of their socio-cultural platforms. The same 

is equally true in the case of religion. One and the same person may be described 

differently by different persons. One and the same man may be described as father, 

son, husband, officer and so on. But, there is no contradiction. He is father to his 
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children, but son to his parents; he is husband to his wife, but officer to his 

subordinates. Likewise, one and the same God may be father-figure to same devotees 

to some He is son-figure and again to some other He is master or husband like. To 

some God is nirguṇa but to some other He is saguṇa. To some God is Kṛṣṇa and 

again to some God is Kālī. To understand all these what  is necessary is to open our 

eyes of reason. The moment we become rational we come out from the suffocating 

state of dogmatism and understand as Vivekananda says that every religion consists 

of two layers, one is external and the other is internal. External layer consists of three 

units – Philosophy, mysticism and rituals. Internal layer is God which is nothing but 

the ultimate goal or destination of religion. One religion is different from another 

religion so far as the first layer is concerned. But, so far as the second layer is 

concerned one religion cannot be different from the other religions. Philosophy, 

mysticism and rituals differ from religion to religion, but God does not. So, it remains 

unchanged in all religions. Chair, table, bench, door and windows etc are different 

one from another so far as their shape and size are concerned but as far as the matter 

is concerned all of them are one and the same, as all of them are made from wood. 

The ring and the chain are, no doubt, different but yet they are same as both of them 

are made of gold. Some bring water with a jar and some bring the same with a bucket. 

But all of them bring water. Some water is of ponds, some of river, some again of sea, 

but after all of them are water. Similarly, some God is prayed from temple, some God 

is prayed from Church, but all of them pray for God. Some food may be eaten sitting 

on chair in dining hall or standing in the drawing room. Likewise, one and the same 

God may be prayed from different places, it may be temple or mosque or church no 

matter. One goes to market putting on pant and shirt, one putting on dhuti and 

Punjabi, and the third one with lungi and kurta. But, the purpose of all of them is the 

same i.e. to purchase vegetable and other things. In the same way, followers of 

different religions may put on different cloths but the purpose of all of them is the 

same i.e. to pray for God. So, the concept of God acts as a linking thread running 

through each and every religion. In a garland the flowers, the units are different but 

the thread make all of them united. Likewise, so far as the Philosophy, mysticism and 

rituals are concerned one religion is different from other religions, but all of them are 

interlinked by the concept of one and the same God. But, here a question may be 
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raised – is it really so? We come across some religions where there is no room for 

God. Jaina religion, Buddha religion and sometimes even the Hindu religion as it is 

interpreted by Mīmāṁsā Philosophy are the living example of them. The problem 

crop up only because we fail to understand the very sense in which the concept of 

God has been used here. Here, the term ‘God’ has been used in the sense of 

‘Spirituality or Divinity’. In each and every religion, if it is religion in the true sense 

of the term, there must be the place for ‘Spirituality or Divinity’. The attainment of 

God or Spirituality or Divinity is the ultimate aim of all religions. We all are pregnant 

with spirituality or divinity. And the aim of us is to manifest our spirituality through 

religion. That is why Swamiji says that ‘religion is the manifestation of Divinity 

within’. 

Vivekananda says that religious conflict arises because we care for temple, 

mosque, church, doctrines etc. Keeping this in mind he advises us not to care for all 

these. He says, “Religion is neither temple nor mosque, nor doctrines nor… it is 

realization”. But realization of what? Realization is in the form of ‘I am perfect,’  ‘I 

am Divine’, and ‘I am Brahman’ (Aham Brahmāsmi, Tvt tvam asi). Realization of 

this truth is the ultimate goal of each and every religion. Here, a pertinent question 

may arise – How can I be identical with Brahman or God (Jivaḥ Brahmaiva nāparaḥ)? 

Brahman is unlimited but I am limited. So, how can I ‘limited and finite being’ be 

identical with an unlimited and infinite being? But, I think that if we try to understand 

the very spirit of the logic of Swamiji then this problem goes. I am identical with 

Brahman, I think, in the sense in which an egg of hen is identical with hen, a banyan 

seed is identical with banyan tree. An egg can neither walk nor take food but a hen 

can do so. A banyan seed does not have any branch or leafs but a banyan tree has its 

branches and leaves. The former cannot give us oxygen but the latter can do so. The 

seed is very small in size but the tree is very big. In spite of all these differences the 

former ones are identical with the latter ones. An egg is a potential hen. An egg has 

every potentiality for being a hen. A banyan seed has all potentialities to be a banyan 

tree. Likewise a man has every potentiality for being Brahman or God. The hen is 

within the egg, the banyan tree is within the seed of it. Similarly Brahman or God, the 

unlimited and ultimate being is within man, the limited being. Rabindranath Tagore 

also believes the same. He says, “Sīmār mājhe asīm tumi bāzao apon sur, Āmār 
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madhye tomār prakāś taai ato madhur.” Vivekananda says that in order to uproot 

religious fundamentalism and resolve religious conflict what is essential is to accept 

other religions rather than to tolerate them. He holds that toleration is necessary but 

acceptance is more necessary. If we understand the very spirit of the universal 

religion of Vivekananda we cannot but accept the other religions. If we cannot accept 

the other religions from the very core of our mind then our dogmatic attitude will 

continue to play its foul play. Keeping this in view Swamiji says, “We take in all that 

has been in the past, enjoy the light of the present and open our every window of the 

heart for all that will come in the future.”9 
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ECOLOGY AND THE LIFE-WORLD 
MANJULIKA GHOSH 

  This paper is an attempt at working out the relationship between Husserl’s 

concept of the life-world and ecology. For this purpose we shall begin with outlining 

the terms ‘life-world” and “ecology”. The term “life-world” was introduced by 

Husserl in his The Crisis of the European Sciences and Transcendental 

Phenomenology,1 the last work of Husserl, which he left unpublished before his death 

in 1938. “Life-world” means the world of immediate experience. As such, it is often 

described as “constantly given” rather than “given”, for it is “always already there” 

existing in advance for us as the “ground” and “horizon” of any human activity.2 It is 

“pre-theoretical”, that is, prior to all theories. It serves as a title for the un-thematic, 

intuited world. As intuited, it is, in a sense obvious. It is the everyday world of 

commonsense before science starts to interpret and theorize it. In the life-world, we 

speak of water instead of H2O; we speak of fire burning instead of combustion and so 

on. It suggests a return to the experiences, which are originary – a region of 

experience, which is prior to all thought of experience. The life-world is not an 

altogether novel conception of Husserl’s. It is rather a predictable outcome of his 

earlier works, such as, Formal and Transcendental Logic,3 Experience and 

Judgment,4 and even Ideas II5. 

   The concept of the life-world has attracted enormous critical attention 

because it is said to document the “turn” in Husserl’s phenomenology. The “turn” is 

evidently taken to mean Husserl’s turning away from his transcendental constitutive 

phenomenology, limiting the transcendentalism and sovereignty of the transcendental 

subjectivity and returning to experience in the ultimate, original sense. What is 

equally important is that the life-world remains in focus as the contrastive idea to the 

theorization and idealization of the modern science, the scrutinization and reassessing 

of the mathematically based natural science and the modern world as characterized by 

science. 

Ecology, etymologically, the “science of the household”, is the scientific 

study of the interaction between organisms, the communities they make up and their 

environment, both biotic and abiotic. Each sentient organism, while living within its 

unique world which serves as its interior boundary or interiority, is also housed or 

situated within a surrounding environment, its “niche” or environmental setting. The 
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surrounding environment, its shape, texture, surfaces, edges are all relevant for the 

organism in question in that they provide motivation for survival against intrusion 

and alien-ness and stimulate the organism to behave in diverse ways. The mollusk, 

for instance, by means of its ductility – its sensory-motor repertoire, which is intrinsic 

to it – follows the actual and uneven shapes of bodies in its environment. Ecology is 

not the same as environment study, although the concept of environment is the 

fundamental concept of ecology. As an interdisciplinary field of study, ecology 

includes biology and earth sciences.  

            In recent years, there is a surge of interest in the ecological significance of 

Husserl’s phenomenology. At the same time, while some Husserl scholars are 

skeptical of a “logical space” in Husserl’s phenomenology for a philosophy of 

environment6, non-Husserlian eco-phenomenologists,7 that is, those who conduct 

environmental theory from a phenomenological perspective, maintain that 

phenomenology’s contribution to environmental philosophy would necessitate a 

revision of phenomenology’s various implicit claims. For our present purpose, we 

find that although for Husserl all of us belong to the life-world as our world, the life-

world being the surrounding world, out of which, we may say, environmental 

concerns can be said to have sprung, he stops short of drawing its full implications. 

As the contrastive idea to modern sciences, the life-world has its critical importance, 

but this does not exhaust its full range of possibilities. There still remains the problem 

of accounting for the relation between ecology and the life-world. How one’s 

personal life-world is related to the living ecological world is a question of 

significance for us because we live in the age of ecology and the fundamental concern 

of this age is the concern for the environment. Yet, the theme of the life-world, “by its 

own momentum, does not afford a resolution in this direction.” It has to be routed 

through an understanding of nature, rather a phenomenological or life-worldly 

understanding of nature. Obviously, such an understanding is not understanding of 

nature by natural sciences. From the life-worldly perspective, nature is the realm of 

everyday experience. It is different from nature to which an ideal, mathematical being 

has been imputed. When we regard things surrounding us as our surrounding, and not 

as, as is the case with natural sciences,  “objective nature”, we approach nature in a 

personalized attitude. Natural sciences seek to describe nature, regardless of the 
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subject; all subjective elements are left out in their determination of nature. How a 

subject “feels” about an aspect of nature is not relevant to them. All that the natural 

scientist sees is just nature. For Husserl, however, this nature as the objective reality 

of the natural scientist, does not consist of real things and objects of our daily 

experiences, things and objects which we handle, manipulate, use, but ideal 

constructions made possible on the basis of mathematics.  Nature, as studied by 

natural sciences, is not the world of everyday life,, but an abstraction. Husserl argues 

in the Crisis that exact science has come to mask what is first given with its 

constituting shades of clearness and distinctness, proximity and remoteness. Such 

masking is also distorting because by extending the ideal of exactness, science 

bestows a form of presence upon what is present in a way that intrinsically falls short 

of such an ideal. The circularity of the wheel of a cart is hardly the ideal circularity of 

geometry whose properties can be ascertained in a totally unambiguous manner.  

 R. Sundararajan has sketched a threefold understanding of nature from the 

life-worldly perspective. First, natural objects are perceived as transcendent realities, 

as realities set over human subjects, lying beyond the sphere of consciousness but 

always referred to consciousness. The various powers and attributes of things exhibit 

certain regularities and order which Husserl calls “habitualities”, habitualities of 

things in the life-world. This means that through the life-world a horizon develops in 

which human consciousness lives without constantly having to re-actualize the 

emergence of the original experience. Second, in the life-world, nature is perceived as 

that which supports all our communicative practices as the context of human sense 

and meaning. It is also the matrix of all human praxis. In fact, all common actions, 

social and cultural, are man’s symbolic responses to the transcendence of nature. The 

transcendence of nature and the possibilities to bridge over this transcendence mark 

human participation in nature. This sense of participation is lost when nature is 

looked upon exclusively in causal terms. Lastly, there is an experience of nature, in a 

more intimate sense, in the lived immediacy of our own bodies. The body is not an 

extended substance, but an “environed body”, a locus of distinct types of bodily 

sensations in an environing world.8 Husserl’s account of embodied consciousness 

requires consciousness to embody, in the sense of making sensually present, its 

surrounding world. What is crucial here are the instincts and drives as bodily 
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processes.9 The body with its kinesthetic systems shapes the ways in which one can 

come in perceptual contact with objects or the horizon in terms of which objects are 

given to one. This mode of presence of nature in the form of the lived body can be 

called the aspect of intimacy, an intimacy, not only with artifacts like tools and 

implements but also with plants, trees and animals. We may also go to invest things 

and organisms in nature with human significance. In the end, all of us are part of 

nature by virtue of our bodily instinctive nature, which is also the ground for the life-

world and the scientist must just as much be made aware of his or her embodiment in 

nature. Nature is a matrix.          

The life-worldly understanding of nature can be utilized for an integration of 

man and his actions into the subject matter of ecology. There is a growing realization 

that a causal-naturalistic understanding of man and his environment would not be 

adequate for dealing with the ecological crisis we are facing today. It is also 

necessary to understand subjective perceptions and life-styles. What meaning we 

appropriate to nature affords certain style of orientation which different cultures 

develop into different life-worlds. The contemporary issues in ecology are concerned 

with delineating the meaning of nature and quality of life congruent with that 

meaning of nature. In India, it was in the forests that our civilization had its birth and 

it assumed a distinct character from the environment of its origin. Many tribal 

communities regard nature with reverential awe and will not utilize natural resources 

without prayer and supplication. When we talk of command and control of nature 

underlying the view of nature in natural sciences, classical and modern, it may spell 

disaster for the natural and human species when the control and intervention becomes 

massive and global. If  we perceive nature as something to be valued in itself there 

would be an integration of nature in human valuing, maintaining the stability and 

balance in nature, being a part of it. On the other hand, an instrumental conception of 

nature would imply social norms aimed at unlimited exploitation of nature. In this 

way, the life-worldly image of nature brings ecology closest to an integrative 

discipline. That is to say, nature and social practices in the life-world are conceived as 

inter-woven and ongoing forms of life. They are both given but are constantly 

interpreted. 
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As a part of our present project to work out the relationship between the life-

world and ecology, we can utilize the concept of the life-world more positively for 

indicating the possibility of an alternative shape of science. The image of an 

alternative shape of science refers to the idea of a non-alienating science. Modern 

science, if we follow Husserl, is not only alienated from the life-world but is also 

alienating man from his surrounding world, “colonizing” it with formal and technical 

concepts. The fundamental concept of an alternative science means, therefore, man’s 

integration into and communion with nature. Ecology fits this pattern as an alternative 

discipline. It is capable of taking into account the complexity of nature as continuous 

with the complexity of the human species. A full comprehension of this complexity is 

beyond the capacity of any mathematics-based modern science. Living organisms are 

distinguished from physical things by their complexity, the ability to maintain their 

unity and self-organization in the midst of change, a condition described as “unaltered 

dynamism”. On account of this we can never have a completed understanding of 

living organisms including human beings as we could have of the planet Mars. 

Perhaps it is for the sake of survival that living organisms are designed with the 

architecture of complexity rather than the architecture of simplicity. Biology, as the 

science of life, is baffled by the fact that any expression of life presents an 

astonishing intricacy unmatched by any thing else in nature or by human 

constructions such that “Despite the remarkable success of molecular biology, we are 

still far off from a complete understanding of a single species of bacterium.”10 And in 

integrating the human species with the rest of the living world biology deserves 

special attention. It builds a bridge between ecology and the life-world. 

 Husserl’s remarks on the biological sciences are scattered through his 

writings prior to the crisis. In both Ideas II11 and Ideas III12, he writes about how 

living things maintain their identity not by “hardening” as in the case of a piece of 

granite which endures through time unaltered, but by “altering” itself. He argues that 

animal existence cannot be reduced to sheer materiality.13 Husserl’s logic of parts and 

wholes in the Logical Investigations II14 has been developed by some scholars 

towards a new biology. Some scholars have explored Husserl’s thoughts on animal 

life in several of his texts. They have made the radical claim that in some of his 

writings Husserl speaks of grades or levels of transcendental life to each of which the 
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denomination “transcendental subjectivity” will correspond, although, in a different 

sense. The non-humans are on the same level of experience as humans. The non–

humans are also transcendental. Transcendental here means constituting. The world is 

constituted around animals as it is constituted in case of other human transcendental 

subjects. According to them, “Husserl even says that non-human are subjects who 

have a ‘surrounding world’ given to them as their world in ontic certainty.”15 We 

would say that the non-human ego is an ego by virtue of being the center of 

orientation of an experienced surrounding world, functioning exactly in the same way 

as the subegoic layer of my own personal life. Such thinking on the part of Husserl is 

not unusual because he was not unaware of the vitalistic biology of his time. It is not 

unlikely that he was familiar with the works of contemporary biologists like Hans 

Driesch. This, we think, will help counter the truth of the claim that “There is a 

general omission in Husserl’s theory of science of a general phenomenological 

grounding of the biological disciplines …” 

           Some hints of what Husserl thought about the relation between biology and 

phenomenology can be had from the important Addendum XXIII to the Krisis [not 

included in the English translation].17 While acknowledging biology as a “massive 

accomplishment of scientific operations” in the aforesaid addendum, Husserl speaks 

of biology as a concrete theory in the life-world and contrasts it with mathematics “so 

completely rootless, entirely freed from naive evidence, from the source of 

intuition.”18 It is because of its proximity to the life-world – the original source of all 

scientific evidence – that biology deserves special attention. It “is better able to avert 

falling into the kind of Crisis that is inherent in mathematical physics”, says Husserl. 

Crisis occurs not merely with the technicalization and formalization which 

cannot but happen to some extent for a science to be a science. The crisis occurs 

mainly because science is unable to address the crisis itself; it is unable to trace the 

genesis of its meaning back to the life-world as the source of all original evidence. 

Crisis in mathematics and physics occurs because they are not able to go back to their 

meaning-structure in the life-world. Biology, by contrast, is better able at averting this 

fall into crisis because it never takes leave of the life-world. In biological sciences, 

the sciences of life, we may discern an overcoming of the sharp discontinuity 



 

 

 
                                                                                                                              38 

 

 

                                                                                                                 

between scientific theory and the origins of this theory in pre-scientific experience. 

Biology is a “concrete theory of the life-world.”20 

 In the very first paragraph of the Addendum Husserl says, very significantly, 

that biology is founded upon “variant forms of empathy”. Let us quote the relevant 

portion from the Addendum. “For human beings biology is essentially guided by its 

humanity, which is experienceable in a truly original manner; there alone life is given 

in an original way and in the most authentic manner through the self-understanding of 

the biological dimension. Such is the guiding thread of all biology and for all the 

variant forms of empathy (Einfuhlung),” only through animals have sense.21 Just as 

we, human beings gain understanding of other human beings and our human world, 

through empathy, similarly, “the sense of other classes of living things (than 

ourselves), i.e., animals, plants and perhaps other types of living organisms, is 

attained through a variation of empathy.”22 There is spontaneous sensory-motor and 

affective coupling not only with another as a living body subject like oneself but also 

with other kinds of living things. Through empathy we come to understand better the 

motivational structure of another person. This empathetic understanding can be 

extended to other kinds of living things too.  

There is no doubt that there is a gap between human subjectivity and the 

sensory-motor perception and action in other biological species. Yet, there is a deep 

continuity between life and its manifestations in humans and biological life studied in 

biology. Hence, in one meaning of the project of naturalizing phenomenology, which 

has taken the form of a movement now, it is not enough for phenomenology to 

describe and phenomenologically analyze the lived experience; it needs to understand 

and interpret its investigations in relation to those of biology, and thereby relate itself 

to ecology. 
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ON GLOBALIZATION 
ANIRBAN MUKHERJEE 

Globalisation is a tricky subject, with several disciplines having something to 

say about it. There are ongoing debates about whether it exists, its origin, its 

timeframe, whether it is good or bad, and whether at all it is a new phenomenon. 

What are the ethical issues in it? Does globalisation signify a radical departure from 

international trade which has been going on for more than a thousand years, or is it 

just a phase of rapid acceleration in that process? Is it only about trade and finance on 

a global scale?  

Trade has never been just about trade. Much of the ancient history of 

Philosophy, Mathematics and Spices tells us how stories and ideas travelled to and 

fro from India on to Greece and beyond through the Arab traders and the trading 

cities of Baghdad and Constantinople, much before the shipping routes were 

discovered in the 15th century and direct contact could be established between Europe 

and the new world – India and later, America. The European colonisation of most of 

the world in the subsequent period was both political and cultural, but primarily 

motivated by trade at least in the Indian context. The English East India Company 

was quite a multi-national in its own day having trading ties with India, South East 

Asia and the Far East up to China. 

Technological advances in the 20th century made travel easier and 

considerably reduced spatial boundaries among distant places through telephony, 

television, internet-based business, financial and personal interaction, and rapid air 

travel. The ‘Globalization’ under consideration is the political, economic and 

environmental impact this closeness thus brought about. Hence, globalization has 

continuity with the trade of previous centuries and also a departure in terms of the 

scale and form it acquired.   

Anthony Giddens in his The Consequences of Modernity1 defines 

‘Globalization … as the intensification of worldwide social relations which link 

distant localities in such a way that local happenings are shaped by events occurring 

many miles away and vice versa.’ (p. 64) Global inter-connectedness of spatially 

distanced and apparently disconnected events is definitive of globalisation. A lower 
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earnings growth in Japan could lead to closure of a factory in Vietnam. Global 

entities have a trans-national character- a company may have an Indian CEO, factory 

in China with Chinese workers, Kuwaiti Shaikh as owner, Head Office in New York 

and consumers in Europe. An American calling to complain at the local bank might 

be speaking to an Indian working in a call centre in Bangalore. Globalisation is 

supposed to impact everyone on the planet. If you are thinking of a village where 

there is no Coca Cola, then the answer is Globalisation impacts the environment and 

climate which affects everyone. 

The term Globalization has gained popular currency in the last 25 years. It is 

a phenomenon which is post-Berlin wall, post-break-up of the Soviet Bloc and post-

emergence of the capital friendly communism in China. Globalization, as used in 

popular debates, is primarily economic in nature and not just an invitation to be open 

to the world, a la Rabindranath Tagore. However that openness and connect to the 

world could also be part of the deal. With any attempt at opening up, there would 

always be some xenophobic protest. The real problem with this 20th – 21st century 

phenomenon of globalization is with respect to the freedom of a nation in the act of 

opening up to other, sometimes more, powerful nations and its impact on its people 

and environment.  

Globalization is sometimes, simplistically, seen as Westernization or more 

particularly, Americanisation; there is also a term McDonaldization which intends to 

capture the idea of the McDonalds-style of homogenization everywhere. Every 

McDonalds, KFC, Subway shop looks identical- whether it is in Matigara or in 

Manhattan. This is perceived as a threat for the non-western. The homogenization 

feared is not of course just of McDonalds but of culture and choices. People the world 

over drink Coca-Cola, wear Levis, aspire to have a BMW and watch some version of 

‘Who wants to be a Millionaire’ or ‘American Idol’. This imposition of global 

uniformity threatens cultural diversity everywhere, even in the west. However, 

change operates both ways and seemingly powerful partners in such interactions may 

be affected in surreptitious ways leading to a global cosmopolitanism of taste. (Tikka 

masala is supposedly rated the most loved dish in Britain).  

Globalization allows multinational companies to spread their production and 

distribution set-ups around the world and hedge political or economic risk e.g. that of 
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cost escalation in one country or political turmoil in another. It becomes difficult for 

governments to have any effective control over these corporations. Increases in 

taxation or labour benefits may make a country non-competitive on the international 

scene and force companies to shift capital and production to other places with more 

favourable business conditions, leading to loss of the total tax income and 

employment generation. If Sweden wants to impose better minimum wage for 

employees, it may find that production facilities are being shifted to Taipei or 

Vietnam.  China has become the factory of the world and India its back-office 

because of cost advantages. It is also feared that the political positions of countries 

have increasingly come to be governed by the interests of the dominant business 

corporations. Hence the globalization sought by different nations is one subservient to 

the interests of the corporate lobbying in those countries.   

When different cultures come into contact with each other, they are often not 

similarly placed hierarchically. One tends to eat into the other, or at least, that is the 

fear. This fear leads to questions of how much closeness should be allowed, what 

terms should be imposed, what are the fields that one is confident about and hence, 

eager to get closer with others in while what are the others that one feels more scared 

of and protective about. In an electronically connected world with international 

organisations influencing national policies, it becomes difficult for nations to impose 

strict restrictions on the flow of ideas and business. The ability to set the terms of 

endearment i.e. impose restrictions also depends on the political and economic clout 

of the nation in the global geo-politic.  

The Globalization debate is always framed in terms of the nation and 

community and how far it is threatened by the other from elsewhere. Nations and 

communities are made of individuals. From one point of view, Globalization is 

supposed to provide more choices to the individual. By shifting production to the 

place where it is cheapest to produce, Globalization can keep prices down and make 

consumption affordable around the world. Restrictions on consumption can be seen 

as being paternalistic to consumers; one has to understand that ultimately it is their 

choice which gets limited. The counter argument is that by gradually killing the local 

alternatives, globalization actually reduces the availability of local choices. One must 

remember that globalization is run by global capital and big businesses. They are 



 

 

 
                                                                                                                              43 

 

 

                                                                                                                 

neither fond of uniformity, though it is more convenient for them, nor are they cold to 

diversity if that is the way to more purses. We know of McDonalds introducing 

Indian variations and KFC selling vegetarian food. The next big thing in internet is 

supposed to be the development of more local language content. Satellite television 

has already given rise to an amazing amount of content in varied languages. (There 

are 30 or more Bengali channels.) Glocal- made by mixing the words global and 

local- has emerged as the buzzword. One-size-fits-all kind of globalization is being 

replaced by local experimentation and customisation in the face of extremely resilient 

cultural practices.  

Globalisation might be a threat to local businesses unless they are able to 

successfully tag themselves to the new marketing practices and product benchmarks 

and actually use this as an opportunity. But local businesses may be unable to fight. 

Pressures of global capitalism and their ability to appear attractive cannot be matched 

by local businesses operating at lower investments. The counter argument is that local 

businesses haven’t always had an amazingly fruitful association with local 

communities or nations, as it is made out to be. They have also run with the motive of 

profit maximization as businesses should. Moreover, enjoying monopolistic control 

on the consumer choices in protected economies, they have made profits that they 

have not necessarily reinvested in product development or employee welfare, giving 

both the consumers and their employees an unfair deal. The case of Hindustan Motors 

and their ambassador brand of cars comes to mind.  

There was no sacred original position before the phase of globalization. The 

phase before that of globalization was also one reached through political, cultural and 

economic evolution over a long phase of colonialism, feudalism and monarchy. The 

impact of globalisation seems quicker and more all-encompassing. This seeming 

speediness of globalisation could be because of the temporal closeness of the event. 

However, it could actually be quicker because of the speed and variety of multi-level 

inter-cultural communication and the ability to rapidly spread business and financial 

control across the globe, which was not possible before. The main ethical worry 

regarding the impact of this rapid change on the lives of ordinary people and the 

environment cannot be discounted.  
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With economic changes, newer modes of production and servicing emerge 

that make certain businesses unsustainable and some vocations redundant, some 

modes of dressing restricted to special occasions. So what can a nation do? How can 

it intervene? Should it intervene? What should be the nature of that intervention? 

What are the limitations of such intervention? It can negotiate certain protections in 

areas that it feels would impact the least well-off; ensure effective competition among 

business entities and a fair deal for weaker participants. It can also negotiate in the 

global marketplace to make itself more attractive to the global flow of capital and 

enterprise. This is possible only to a certain extent in the face of international laws 

and treaties imposed upon nations. Processes of globalization do make nations 

helpless. If a nation can safeguard individual liberty and ensure that the opportunity 

to explore in the changing circumstances comes everyone’s way, it would have done 

enough. Individuals have always had to flow with the tide. Globalisation appears to 

be no different. As in every other time, one needs to adapt to changes and find 

opportunities in the changing circumstances. But individuals also resist systems and 

forced changes. Anti-globalization movements like ‘Occupy Wall Street’ and thinkers 

such as Noam Chomsky point out the exploitative nature of corporate globalisation 

and keep the fears alive. 

Globalization is definitely a challenge for the world community and a huge 

opportunity as well. Creation of inherent resilience of culture and economic 

enterprise is significant for survival. A living culture is marked by change; every 

transformation need not be moaned as disappearance of a mode of living. It might 

enrich and give rise to a new cultural repertoire for the community. The 

documentation of the changes is significant so that we do not lose track of what we 

were. Our idea of our past is a part of the present and says more about our present 

than our past. A romantic conservatism based on an idealized past is unsustainable in 

the long run. 
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FODOR’S DILEMMAS ON REPRESENTATION AND  

INTENTIONAL REALISM 
RAJAKISHORE NATH 

 

Representations are about things other than themselves and are intentional in 

the sense of being about ‘this’ or ‘that’.  Because the mental representations have 

content, which is related to belief, intention, thought, and action, they are also 

intentional in the sense of being purposive.  Now we may ask: What is it that 

distinguishes items that serve as representations from other objects or events?  And 

what distinguishes the various kinds of symbols from one another?  As for the first 

question, there has been general agreement that the basic notion of a representation 

involves things like ‘standing for’, ‘being about’, ‘referring to’, and ‘denoting’ 

something else.  Some theorists have maintained that it is only the use of symbols that 

exhibits or indicates the presence of mind and mental states. Mental representations, 

like beliefs and thoughts, constitute the broad domain of cognitive science. They 

explain how cognition takes place in the human mind. Cognitive science (including 

cognitive linguistics and cognitive psychology) has brought about a cognitive 

revolution in the study of mind. Here, we can undertake two important developments 

in cognitive science. One is the representational theory of mind. For, to accept the 

representational theory of mind is to accept that mental representations are very much 

like the inter-representational states of a digital computer.   The other is the adoption 

of a computational model of mind or computational theory of mind. 

In turn, two questions have to be answered in this connection: What kinds of 

representational systems are employed in cognition?  What is machine intelligence or 

artificial intelligence? Fodor has answered these questions in his computational 

representational theory of mind (CRTM in short). The computational representational 

theory of mind makes a strong assumption about mental processes: Mental processes 

are computational processes, i.e., formal operations defined over symbols.  In Fodor’s 

view, “computational processes are both symbolic and formal. They are symbolic 

because they are defined over representations, and they are formal because they apply 

to representations in virtue of (roughly) the syntax of the representations.”1 The 

                                                           

1 Fodor, J. A. 1983. Representations: Philosophical Essay on the Foundation of Cognitive 

Science. MIT: Cambridge, p. 226. 



 

 

 
                                                                                                                              46 

 

 

                                                                                                                 

theory purports to offer a solution to the problem raised by the compositionality of 

propositional attitudes like beliefs, thoughts, etc.; secondly, it proposes to vindicate 

the strong reading of the intentional realist casual thesis regarding the mental 

phenomena. Again, it may be noted that the CRTM is consequently based on two 

fundamental assumptions; the first is Fodors’ Language of Thought (LoT) hypothesis, 

and the second is the view that psychological explanation is both intentional and 

nomological. 

Propositional Attitudes as Machine Representation 

The representational theory of mind shows that any propositional attitude, 

such as belief, desire, doubt, etc, is literally a computational relation between an 

organism and some formula in the internal code of that organism. Fodor’s view is, “to 

believe that such and such is to have a mental symbol that means that such and such 

is tokened in your head in a certain way; it’s to have such a token ‘in your belief box’, 

as I shall sometimes say.”2 It is in virtue of this system for representing and 

processing information that mental states are related causally to one another. 

Moreover, according to Fodor, “propositional attitudes are relations between 

organisms and internal representations; precisely the view that the psychologists have 

independently arrived at.”3 By providing a relational treatment of the propositional 

attitudes, it is possible to state how they are contentful.  For the relational treatment, 

propositional attitudes are dyadic relations and are the internal mental representations.  

The belief ascription statements are true, only if the organism stands in believed 

relation to the representational contents. First, it is naturally believable that 

propositional attitudes are relations.  For example, when John believes in something, 

it seems that John stands in relation to something, that is, the object of the belief.  

Secondly, existential generalization applies to the verbs of propositional attitudes. For 

example, if John believes ‘it is raining’, then we can undoubtedly say that there is 

something that John believes, which shows that the belief is a relation between John 

and something that he believes. 

                                                           

2 Fodor, J. A. 1998. Psychosemantics: The Problems of Meaning in the Philosophy of Mind. 

Cambridge, Mass: The MIT Press, p.17. 
3 Fodor, J. A. 1981. Representations: Philosophical Essay on the Foundation of Cognitive 

Science. p. 177. 
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Fodor is realistic about intentionality and propositional attitudes.  The main 

point of his theory of intentionality is that intentionality is primary and is originally a 

real feature in the brain.  Language is intentional only in a secondary sense, for it is 

intentional only in so far as some of the sentences, which are uttered in our natural 

language, describe the real features of the mind of oneself or others.  It is this fact 

which helps us in generating our natural languages, and also the special vocabulary in 

language that involves employment of verbs operating over a propositional content.  

For example, if we said that John decided to stay at the bus stop, rather than make a 

run to the local police station, because he believed certain persons had certain desires, 

came up with a certain evaluative decisions, then we are describing a series of real 

processes in John’s brain which involve computational operations over propositional 

contents. John really has represented to himself the possible behavioural scenario 

‘that we should stay at the bus stop’ and ‘that we should run from it to the local police 

station.’  Also, he has represented to himself a web of more general beliefs and 

desires, which he has correlated up with these two behavioural scenarios and which 

make these behavioural scenarios relevant and plausible and sensible solutions to his 

problem.  That is, he has also evaluated these behavioural scenarios in such a way 

that he can be said truly and literally to decide on one of them for good reasons.4 

From the above example, we find that John’s mind must be able to make use of some 

medium in terms of which he can represent the behavioural scenarios, beliefs, desires 

etc.  And John’s brain must have a language of thought whereby propositional 

contents of beliefs, decisions, and the other propositional attitudes are first 

represented, and then operated on or processed in the individual ways which go to 

form the different propositional attitudes.  For the same propositional content, for 

example ‘that there will be rain’, could be the information content of two different 

attitudes. One can believe that there will be rain and hope that there will be rain or 

believe it but not hope for it. 

According to Fodor,5 the theory of propositional attitudes is required to meet 

some conditions.  There are basically two such conditions.  First, a theory of 

                                                           

4 Lyons, William. 1995. Approaches To Intentionality. England Clarendon Press, p.43. 
5 Fodor, J. A. 1983. Representations: Philosophical Essay on the Foundation of Cognitive 

Science. p. 181. 
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propositional attitudes must explain the parallelism between verbs of propositional 

attitudes and verbs of sayings.  Second, it must explain the opacity of propositional 

attitudes.  By parallelism between verbs of sayings and verbs of propositional 

attitudes, it can be shown that ‘John believes that it is raining’ and its corresponding 

in verb of saying, namely ‘John says that it is raining’ exhibit isomorphism in syntax, 

semantics and logical form of structure.  The opacity of propositional attitudes is a 

complex phenomena understood in terms of the following three characteristics.  

Firstly, statements containing verbs of propositional attitudes are not truth-functions 

of their components.  For example, from the truth of the declarative sentence, 

‘George Orwell wrote Animal Farm’, we cannot compute the truth of the statement 

‘John believes that George Orwell wrote Animal Farm.’ Secondly, though the 

declarations warrant existential generalizations, a statement occurring as the object of 

verbs of the propositional attitudes does not warrant such existential generalizations.  

For example, from the truth of the statement ‘George Orwell wrote Animal Farm’, we 

can infer: There is George Orwell, who wrote Animal Farm. But from this we cannot 

infer ‘There is a George Orwell John believes that George Orwell wrote Animal 

Farm’. The third feature of the opacity of propositional attitudes is that in the case of 

propositional attitude the principle of substitution fails.  The principle of substitution 

says that given a true statement of identity, one of its terms can be substituted for the 

other in any true statements where one of the terms of the statement occurs and the 

resulting statement is true. 

Hypothesis of Language of Thought and Semantic Engines 

The representational theory of mind arises with the recognition that thoughts 

have contents carried by mental representations. For example, John thinks that snow 

is white. Here, John’s mental representation or thought has the mental content that 

snow is white. As we know that there are different kinds of representation such as 

pictures, maps, etc, which refer to something. In this case, we are talking about only 

mental representations. Sententialism distinguishes itself as a version of 

representationalism by positing that mental representations are themselves linguistic 

expressions within a ‘language of thought’.  Moreover, on the other hand, some 

sententialists point out that the language of thought is just the thinker’s spoken 
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language internalized, others identify the language of thought with the mentalese that 

is an unarticulated and internal language in which the computations occur.6 

Beliefs are true or false. If beliefs are relations to mental representations, then 

beliefs must have been relations to representations that have truth-values among their 

semantic properties. And if sententialism says that mental representations have truth-

values, we could readily account for the true valuation of mental representations. 

Belief plays a central part in reasoning. As well-known, reasoning is a process that 

attempts to secure new beliefs by exploiting beliefs. Reasoning would preserve truth 

of belief by being the manipulation of truth-valued sentential representations 

according to the rules. Thus the sententialist hypothesis is that reasoning consists in 

formal inferences; it is a process tuned primarily to the structure of mental sentences. 

Then, reasons are things very much like classical programmed computers.  

Moreover, the process of thinking is systematic and productive.7 For 

example, John wonders whether William is taller than Russell. This implies 

that John is capable of considering that Russell is shorter than William. More 

clearly, the fact that John can have some thought entails that he can have 

certain other semantically related thoughts. Now the question is: How is this 

systematicity possible? In Fodor’s word, “the property of linguistic capacities 

that I have in mind is one that inheres in the ability to understand and produce 

sentences. That ability is- as I shall say- systematic: by which I mean the 

ability to produce/understand some of the sentences is intrinsically connectd to 

the ability to produce/understand many of the others.”8 For example, suppose 

that John’s thought that William is taller than Russell involves the registration 

of ‘William is taller than Russell.’ This mentalese sentence is itself a complex 

representation containing simpler representations.  As complex mental 

representations, mental sentences result from processes ultimately defined on 

mentalese words and expressions. So if John can produce ‘William is taller 

                                                           

6 Fodor, J. A. 1998. Psychosemantics: The Problems of Meaning in the Philosophy of Mind. 

p.145. 
7 Ibid., p.147. 
8 Ibid., p. 149. 
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than Russell,’ he must have access to ‘William’, ‘Russell’ and ‘is taller than’. 

And if he has these mental representations, he is capable of producing  

‘Russell is shorter than William’. Thus sententialism posits that mental 

representations are linguistically complex representations whose semantic 

properties are determined by the semantic properties of their constituents. 

Productivity and systematicity run together; if we postulate mechanisms 

adequate to account for the one, then we get the other automatically. Now the 

question is: What sort of mechanisms are involved? The sentences of a natural 

language have a combinatorial semantics. On this view, learning a language is 

learning a perfectly general procedure for determining the meanings of its lexical 

elements. Linguistic capacities cannot but be systematic on this account, because it 

gives the very same combinatorial mechanisms that determine the meaning of all of 

the rest. Language expresses thought and thought is as systematic as language is. To 

have the thought that William is taller than Russell is ipso facto to have access to the 

thought that Russell is shorter than William. Of course, anybody who is in a position 

to have one of these thoughts is ipso facto in a position to have the other. Thus the 

language of thought explains the systematicity of thought, which is an essential 

requirement of the structure of language of thought. 

Moreover, in the mind there are two boxes: a belief box and desire box. The 

‘language of thought’ hypothesis is a speculation on the form that storage takes place. 

Our belief and desires are encoded as sentences. According to Fodor,9 our sentences 

that we think are not the English sentences or any sentences in natural languages. Our 

thinking occurs in a special language, called mentalese. Mentalese is organized into 

words and sentences. Mentalese words are concepts; mentalese sentences are 

thoughts. The sentences of Mentalese are stored in a neural medium because patterns 

of neural activity could develop sentential representations. Words can be 

configurations of neurons as easily as configurations of chalk marks on the black 

board. Fodor’s language of thought fits with the multiple realizability arguments 

because according to LoT, cognition has nothing directly to do with its species-

specific neurobiological embodiments, but rather concerns processes operating on the 

                                                           

9 Ibid., p.151. 
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common language of thought. Here, cognition is neural, but cognition is 

computational in Mentalese. However, we can imagine a device that could 

manipulate sentences without regards to their meanings, but it can be done in a way 

that coincides with the way those sentences would be manipulated by someone who 

knew their meanings. Such kind of a device, Haugeland calls ‘semantic engines’.10 

This device would perfectly mimic the performance of a native speaker, but would do 

so without relying, as a native speaker would do, on the meanings of the sentence 

manipulated. Those sentences may express propositions, but the device cares only 

about their shapes that is ‘syntax’. In this way, Haugeland said, “If you take care of 

syntax, semantics will take care of itself.”11 

Now the question is, is such a device possible? According to Haugeland,12 not 

only are semantic engines possible, but they exist. An ordinary computing machine is 

a semantic engine. We design and programme computers so that they manipulate 

symbols in accordance with purely syntactic rules. The symbols are meaningful to us 

but the machines that deploy them care nothing about this. They operate on 

uninterrupted symbols, but in a way, that honour semantic constraints. The question 

is: How can syntax mirror semantics? The formal logic is the best example: 

PQ 

P 

Q 

This rule tells us that if we have a particular configuration of symbols, we are 

permitted to write new symbols. Here what is significant about the modus ponens rule 

is that it is formulated and deployed without regard to semantics. But the rules make 

sense that is to say, they conform to the semantics of inferences. The concrete 

example is: 

If it is raining, then I shall need an umbrella. 

P= It is raining. 

Q= I shall need an umbrella. 

                                                           

10 Haugeland, John. 1985. “Semantic Engines: An Introduction to Mind Design” in Mind 

Design: Philosophy, Psychology, Artificial Intelligence. John Haugeland (ed.), Cambridge: 

The MIT Press,  p. 24. 
11 Ibid., p.23. 
12 Ibid., pp.22-31 
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Thus systems of formal logic mirror this kind of semantic knowledge in rules, 

and the application of which requires no semantic knowledge. The question is: What 

has this to do with minds? To explain the human mind by supposing that minds 

manipulate mental representations, we need sentences in the language of thought. If 

minds manipulate sentences, then this would seem to require a ‘sentence under 

stander,’ some component of the mind that inputs the symbols. Another job of the 

mind is to understand sentences in the language of thought. Against this background, 

it is easier to apply the notion of semantic engines. We have already mentioned that a 

semantic engine is a device that performs symbol operations in a way that reflects 

semantic relations holding among those symbols, but does so exclusively by syntactic 

principles. In the same way, we can also suppose that mind contains mechanisms 

which understand the meanings of those representations. 

Therefore, if the mind is a semantic engine realized by the brain, if the mental 

operations include the manipulation of symbols, i.e., sentences in the language of 

thought, then the embodiments of those symbols in the brain need not resemble the 

symbols we write with pen and paper. They might involve subtle electrical or 

chemical states. If there is a language of thought, its sentences are invisible from the 

point of view of an observer examining the microstructure of a brain. 

Propositional Attitudes as Mental Representation 

Generally, propositional attitudes (PAs) are the attitudes towards 

propositions. Our everyday conception of mentality bristles with notions like belief, 

desire, intention, hope, etc. These attitudes are identified by their propositional 

contents. For example, a belief that snow is white is identified by the proposition that 

snow is white. On the other hand, propositional attitudes are pervasive in our 

descriptive, explanatory, and justificatory practices. In this section, we shall show that 

propositional attitudes are relations between organisms and the external environment. 

Before analyzing the above point, now we have to clarify the relationship 

between intentationality and propositional attitudes. Searle says, “intentionality is that 

property of many mental states and events by which they are directed at or about or of 

objects and state of affairs in the world.”13 For example, if I have a belief, it must be a 

                                                           

13 Searle, John R. 1983. Intentionality: An Essay in the Philosophy of Mind. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press, p.1. 
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belief that such and such is the case. If I have a fear, it must be a fear of something or 

that something will occur; similarly, if I have a desire, it must be desired to do 

something. The above grammar of intentionality shows that the propositional 

attitudes are intentional. This might be called a grammatical form of intentionality.14 

The propositional attitudes should be analysed as relations.15 For example, 

the verb in a sentence like ‘John believes it is raining’ expresses a relation between 

John and something else, and a token of that sentence is true if John stands in the 

belief-relation to that thing. ‘John believes it is raining’ is true in virtue of a belief-

making relation between John and a token of F (it is raining).  It is the complement of 

a belief-ascriber that determines which internal formula is involved in its truth 

conditions; in effect ‘it is raining’ in ‘John belief it is raining’ functions as an index 

which picks out F (it’s raining) and not, for example, F (elephants have wings). 

Moreover, Fodor says, “I am taking seriously the idea that the system of internal 

representations constitute a (computational) language. Qua language, it presumably 

has a syntax and a semantics; specifying the language involves saying what the 

properties are in virtue of which its formulae are well-formed, and what relation(s) 

obtain between the formulae and things in the (non-linguistic) world. I have no idea 

what an adequate semantics for a system of internal representations would look like; 

suffice it that, if propositions come in at all, they come in here.”16 In particular, 

nothing stops us from specifying semantics for the IRS (Intentional Realism System) 

by saying that some of its formulae express propositions. If we do say this, then we 

can make sense of the notion that propositional attitudes are relations to propositions. 

Therefore, they are mediated relations to propositions with internal representations 

doing the mediating.  

Folk psychology shows that the propositional attitudes like belief, desire, etc. 

are real, and that they are part of the mental world of the human beings. Fodor 

defends folk psychology against the anti-folk psychologists like Dennett and 

Churchland who maintain that the belief-desire psychology is dispensable as the 

                                                           

14 Lyons, William. 1995. Approaches To Intentionality. p.212. 
15 Fodor, J. A. 1983. Representations: Philosophical Essay on the Foundation of Cognitive 

Science. p.178. 
16 Ibid., p.200. 
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human mind is nothing but the brain.  According to P. M. Churchland,17 mental states 

are identical with brain states and so, if our mental states are in some sense identical 

with those states, then we have no reason to refute materialism. Churchland holds that 

folk psychology which displays propositional attitudes is similar with mathematical 

physics which displays numerical attitudes. For example, in folk psychology if X 

fears that P, then X desires that not-P. Similarly, the laws of mathematical physics 

display a precisely parallel structure; in the latter it is only numerical relations that are 

being exploited, rather than logical relations. For example, if X has a mass of M, and 

X suffers a net force of F, then X has an acceleration of F/M. As P. M. Churchland 

says, “What is taking place in such examples is the same in all cases. The abstract 

relations holding in the domain of certain abstract objects numbers, or vectors, or 

propositions-are drawn upon to help us state the empirical regularities that hold 

between real states and objects, such as between temperatures and pressures, forces 

and accelerations, interacting momenta, …and   between various types of mental 

states. The conceptual framework of folk-psychology is exploiting an intellectual 

strategy that is standard in many of our conceptual endeavours. And just as a theory is 

neither essentially physical, nor essentially nonphysical, for exploiting numbers and 

vectors; neither is a theory essentially physical, nor essentially non-physical, for 

exploiting numbers or vectors; neither is a theory essentially physical, nor essentially 

non-physical, for exploiting propositions. It remains an empirical question whether 

the propositional attitudes are ultimately physical in nature. The mere fact that they 

are PAs (and hence displaying intentionality) entails nothing one way or other.”18 

  Dennett argues that we can attribute internal functional states to humans not 

on the basis of any neurophysiological knowledge, which ordinary people do not 

have, but on the basis of an observation of how that person behaved in the light of 

what she or he perceives in his or her environment. Dennett puts it in the light of 

perceptual input and behavioural output we project upon that person certain central 

(in the hand) functions for that is how our ordinary, everyday psychological 

explanations operate. Thus it can be said, to attribute an in-the-head or centralist 

function to some person neither as a result of correctly inferring real internal 

                                                           

17 Churchland, P. M. 1988. Matter and Consciousness, Cambridge: The MIT Press, p.65. 
18 Ibid., pp. 65-66. 
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‘intervening’ processes. Rather, we make such attribution as a result of guessing what 

part, when speaking in a special ‘intentional function’ way, the brain and central 

nervous system would have played in the complex production line of perceptual 

input, central processing, and behaviour output, if it were an ‘intentional engine’.19  

This intentional description can be seen to be the expression of a particular 

sort of attitudes or stance, which the humans have towards other humans and animals. 

As Dennett put it, “I wish to examine the concept of system whose behaviour can be- 

at least sometimes- explained and predicted by relying on ascriptions to the system of 

beliefs and desires (and hopes, fear, intentions, hunches…). I will call such systems, 

and predications intentional explanations and predications, in virtue of the 

intentionlity of the idioms of beliefs and desire (and hope, fear, intention, 

hunch…).”20 

In general one can take up the intentional stance in order to explain and 

predict and so plan or take action. But, we should be clear that Dennett’s view differs 

from Fodor’s. As Dennett makes it clear, “the definition of intentionl system I have 

given does not say that intentional systems really have beliefs and desires, but that 

one can explain and predict their behaviour by ascribing beliefs and desires to 

them.”21 Dennett points out there are other stances, besides the intentional, which we 

take up to things. For example, we might consider a machine from the point of view 

of its design, that is, we might take up the design stance. If one knows exactly how a 

computer or machine is designed, one can predict its designed response to any more 

one makes by following the computational instructions of the program. For example, 

the radio engineer’s schematic wiring diagrams have symbols for each resistor, 

capacitor, transistor, etc., each with its tasks to perform and he or she can give a 

design-stance prediction which are generated by assuming that each element performs 

its task. 

The essential feature of the design stance is that we make predictions solely 

from knowledge or assumptions about the system’s functional design, irrespective of 

the physical constitution of the particular object. That Dennett calls this the physical 

                                                           

19 See Dennett, D. C. 1987.  Intentional Stance. Cambridge: The MIT Press. 
20 Dennett, D.C. 1981. Brainstorms: Philosophical Essays on Mind and Psychology. 

Cambridge: The MIT Press, p.3. 
21 Ibid., p.7. 
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stance.22 This attitude or stance is to consider something only in so far as it is made of 

a certain material or certain types of material which have certain properties. To take 

up the physical stance to humans is to investigate their psychology or at a more basic 

level, their physics and chemistry. However, on the other hand, the core of Dretske’s 

account of intentionality lies in his account of the human brain and its perceptual 

organs as an information processing system, which in turn is based on ‘information 

theory’ developed by the cognitive theorists. This information-processing account of 

our mental life is purely physicalist in nature. So Dretske’s account of intentionality 

of mental function is materialistic. The information-processing input mechanisms we 

call the senses, and by treating the brain as an information processor, we can build up 

an account of intentional states such as knowledge and belief. 

Dretske suggests, “The interplay of our human perceptual and cognitive 

systems is based on this transformation of information from analogue to digital form. 

It is the successful conversion of information into digital form that constitutes the 

essence of cognitive activity.”23 Now we have to find out how physical structures 

which carry information in analogue form can be transformed into physical structures 

that carry information into digital form, so that this digitalized information becomes a 

true semantic content and so able to be the content of some mental act such as a 

belief. For example, humans acquire the concept of red by seeing the red objects, that 

is, by having his or her visual perception stimulated by red objects. Internally some 

structures will be selected as the analogue registering structures for ‘red stimulation 

of the visual system’ if the person concerned is also exposed to a good number of 

things which are not red. Such structures become one which has semantic content, 

and so one which is presenting a utilizable concept of red to the person whose brain 

contains structures, only when this structure has been made precise and determinate. 

In this way, it can be shown that the semantic content has nothing to do with the 

behavioural output of the system. When this semantic content is utilized so as to 

guide behaviour, it is employed as a map by which the person whose head contains 

this semantic structure finds his way about the world. Semantic contents become 

                                                           

22 Ibid., p.4. 
23 Dretske, Fred. 1981. Knowledge and the Flow of Information. Cambridge: The MIT Press, 

p.142. 
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beliefs in so far as they are used as maps or representations to guide output behaviour. 

Therefore, semantic content becomes a cognitive content when it gains a functional 

role.    

Revisiting Computational Representational Theory of Mind  

Fodor24 has advocated the computational representational theory of mind.  

This theory is unlike the non-computational version of representational theory of the 

mind.  CRTM makes a strong assumption about mental processes: mental processes 

are computational processes. Therefore, the formal operation is defined over symbols.  

Consequently, the computational representational theory is based on two important 

assumptions; the first one is the Language of thought (LOT), and the second one is 

based on the view that psychological explanation is both intentional and nomological, 

that is, it involves law-like generalizations which refer to or quantify over the 

contents of propositional attitudes, which Pierre Jacob calls the nomic intentional 

character of mental causation.25 

The mental representations are not only constructed realistically but only as a 

sort of useful, predictive psychological calculus.26 Possibly, ascriptions of thoughts 

are simply attempts to explain behaviour in the face of massive ignorance of the 

internal dynamics. For example, a small child may speak grammatically correct 

English, and we may say of her that she knows that ‘corn’ is a noun. However, from 

this it would be infered that the child actually deploys a mental representation that 

itself literally means that ‘corn’ is a noun. But it could be said that some specific 

cognitive architecture is installed in the child because of which she implicitly knows 

‘corn’ to be a noun and not that she manipulates any representation explicitly 

representing ‘corn’ is a noun. The child’s knowledge is perhaps best viewed as 

simply a state supervenient to any cognitive architecture. On the other hand, for a 

representationlist, not only thought ascriptions do point to specific mental 

representation, but also those that do not nevertheless depend upon these that do. 

Strictly, the child does not think that ‘corn’ is a noun. Rather, she literally thinks that 

                                                           

24 Fodor, J. A. 1983. Representations: Philosophical Essay on the Foundation of Cognitive 

Science. p.233. 
25 Jacob, Pierre. 1997. What Minds Can Do: Intentionality in a Non-intentional World. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, p.143. 
26 Dennett, D.C. 1981. Brainstorms: Philosophical Essays on Mind and Psychology. pp.16-20. 
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it is permissible to utter “please pass the ‘corn’ but not ‘please corn the plate’.” A 

representationlist will hold that the child’s way with ‘corn’ is the result of her 

processing specific mental representation in certain ways.  

  The CRTM provides twofold ways of type-individuating mental states.27  

That is, mental states can be individuated either on the basis of the kind of 

computational relations they have or on the basis of the content of the representations.  

The belief that the ‘snow is white’ is differentiated from the belief that ‘snow is 

black’ on the basis of the difference in the contents of the string of symbols that 

express the corresponding proposition.  Similarly, the belief that the snow is white is 

differentiated from the doubt that the snow is black on account of the differences in 

syntactical/computational relations.  The CRTM will throw light on three questions, 

which are interrelated with each other.  The questions are: How can complex 

propositional attitudes have complex semantic properties on the basis of the simpler 

semantic properties of their constituents? How can propositional attitudes generate 

other propositional attitudes?, and How can propositional attitudes be involved in the 

production of intentional behaviour? If we think of an individual’s language of 

thought on the model of a digital computer’s machine language, then the computer 

model of the mind promises to provide answers to these questions. It can explain how 

the semantic properties are assigned to the propositional attributes and also how 

causal properties are ascribed to them.28 

 As Fodor notes it, “Computers are a solution to the problem of mediating 

between the causal properties of symbols and their semantic properties.  So, if the 

mind is a sort of computer, we begin to see how you could have a theory of mental 

processes that succeeds, where –literally -all previous attempts had objectively failed; 

a theory which explains how there could be non-arbitrary content relations among 

causally related thought. But, patently, there are going to have to be mental 

representations if this proposal is going to work. In computer design, causal role is 

brought into phase with content by exploiting parallelisms between the syntax of a 

symbols, and its semantics.  But that idea would not do the theory of mind any good 

                                                           

27 Fodor, J. A. 1983. Representations: Philosophical Essay on the Foundation of Cognitive 

Science. p.226. 
28 Jacob, Pierre. 1997. What Minds Can Do: Intentionality in a Non-intentional World. p.144. 



 

 

 
                                                                                                                              59 

 

 

                                                                                                                 

unless there are mental symbols: mental particulars possess of both semantical and 

systematic particulars. There must be mental symbols because, in a nutshell, only 

symbols have syntax, and our best available theory of mental processes that is not 

known to be false –needs the picture of the mind as a syntax-driven machine.”29 In the 

language of thought, there are two ingredients namely, a semantic ingredient and a 

syntactic ingredient, and thus provides language with a reasonable explanation of the 

compositionality of the semantic properties of an individual’s propositional attitudes 

consistent with the assumptions of international realism.  Thus the computational 

theory reduces the semantic properties of an individual’s propositional attitudes to the 

semantic properties of mental representations; the latter reduce in turn to the semantic 

properties of symbol in a language of thought, which, according to Fodor, is like a 

machine-language.  

For the computational theory, mental states causally interact among 

themselves and produce overt behaviour just by virtue of the form of the internal 

representations.  This means that for the type-individuation of mental states, the form 

of the internal representations has to be taken into account. Fodor argues, “the 

computational theory of mind requires that two thoughts can be distinct in content 

only if they can be identified with relations to formally distinct representations.  More 

generally; fix the subject and the relation, and then mental states can be (type) distinct 

only if the representations which constitute their objects are formally distinct. This is 

a very important consequence for the study of cognitive mental processes.”30  We do 

not have to be bothered about contents of mental states as such because the formal 

aspects of the mental representations exhaust them.  As Fodor says, “if mental 

processes are formal then they have access only to the formal properties of such 

representations, of the environment as the senses provide. Hence, they have no access 

to the semantic properties of such as representations, including the properties of being 

                                                           

29 Fodor, J. A. 1998. Psychosemantics: The Problems of Meaning in the Philosophy of Mind. 

pp.19-20. 
30 Fodor, J. A., 1981. Representations: Philosophical Essay on the Foundation of Cognitive 

Science. P.  226. 
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true, having referents, or, indeed, the property of being representations of the 

environment”31 

The idea that the content of a mental state can be reconstructed as an aspect 

of its form, that is, that mental states have different content only if they are relations 

of formally distinct mental representations, successfully explain the opacity of 

propositional attitudes. The difference in the contents of mental states implies that the 

internal representations are formally distinct.  This means that if mental states differ 

in content, they are also functionally different, because they have functional relations 

to formally different takers of the formulae of the internal language.  To be precise, 

the mental states differ in their computational structure as well.  By using the notions 

of computation and content together, it is possible to explain how mental states are 

sensitive for their content in the causal interaction of the various mental states and the 

production of overt behaviour.  This is one within the syntactic framework of the 

CRTM. Semantic notions such as truth and reference do not have any explanatory 

role in the syntactic theory because the semantic notions do not figure in the formal 

structure. According to Fodor, the ideal mental processes are basically formal in the 

sense that they can be explained computationally according to formal rule. 

Intentional Realism 

A realistic theory of mind holds intentional realism. Intentional realism is a 

thesis that the mind is primarily a representational system or that an individual 

individual’s mind is a system whose job it is to deliver representations of the 

environment for the benefit of the individual whose mind it is. An important problem 

for intentional realism is to offer an account of how intentional states can be causally 

related to one another and to the world and to the behaviour of the rational agents. 

Intentionality is admitted by Fodor as a real feature of the mental representations 

which can be computationally studied. But, there is distinction between intentional 

realism and intentional irrealism. The weak sense of representation is intentional 

irrealism. This thesis claims that the so-called propositional attitudes can be thought 

of as mental representations of state of affairs. The strong-sense of 

representationalism which is the claim that the representation properties of 

                                                           

31 Fodor, J. A., Representations: Philosophical Essay on the Foundation of Cognitive Science. 
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propositional attitudes can take us some way towards understanding aspect of 

conscious experience. 

  According to intentional irrealism, any utterance of a sentence ascribing a 

semantic property to an individual’s propositional attitude express false properties. 

The intentional irrealist is also known as an eliminativist materialist according to 

whom “no mental difference without some physical difference”32According to 

eliminative materialism, “the thesis that our commonsense conception of 

psychological phenomena constitutes a radically false theory, a theory so 

fundamentally defective that both the principles and the ontology of that theory will 

eventually be displaced, rather than smoothly reduced, by complicated 

neuroscience.”33 This theory says that our folk concepts of propositional attitudes 

with their purported semantic properties are best compared to such concepts as the 

physical and chemical concepts of caloric and phlogiston and other alchemical 

concepts, that is, concept devoid of reference. Therefore, there are no such states as 

propositional attitudes with semantic properties. On the other hand, the non-factual 

version of intentional irrealism is the claim that predicates that are used to refer to 

semantic properties of an individual’s propositional attitude simply do not stand for 

any genuine properties at all. This version of intentional irrealism has been advocated 

by Stich. According to him, “such predicates typically do not express properties at all. 

What this suggests is that there is no such thing as the property of believing that P. 

The predicate ‘is a belief that P’ does not express or correspond to a property. If this 

is right, then we have yet another reason for not thinking of folk psychological beliefs 

as state tokens, since a state token is the instantiation of a property by an individual 

during a time interval, and if there is no property, then there can be no state token. It 

is important to realize, however, that the non-existence of belief properties and belief 

state tokens do not entail that predicates of the form ‘is belief that P’ are meaningless 

or never apply to anything….”34 

                                                           

32 Jacob, Pierre. 1997. What Minds Can Do: Intentionality in a Non-Intentional World. p. 9. 
33 Churchland, P. M. 1992. “Activation Vectors versus Propositional Attitudes: How the Brain 

Represents Reality,” Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, 52, 2, pp.419-24. 
34 Stich. S. 1983. From Folk Psychology to Cognitive Science, Cambridge: The MIT Press, 
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The above, non-factualist interpretation of intentional irrealism is the 

influential view of Dennett, who has introduced the concept of intentional stance. The 

intentional stance says that to attribute propositional attitudes to a physical system is 

not to attribute semantic properties to the system. Rather, it consists in adopting a 

certain heuristic stance towards it which in turn serves pragmatic goals. According to 

Dennett, “the decision to adopt the strategy is pragmatic, and is not intrinsically right 

or wrong.”35 Thus the intentional stance view says that semantic properties of an 

individual’s propositional attitudes arise from the stance taken towards the individual 

by an observer or an interpreter. Intentional realism is different from both error-

theorism and non-factualist irrealism because intentional realist is committed to the 

view that the semantic properties of an individual’s propositional attitudes are 

genuine properties of the individual’s brain. According to P. Jacob, we can ascribe 

three theses to intentional realism:36 

(i) The semantic properties of an individual’s propositional attitudes are 

genuine of the individual. 

(ii) The semantic properties of an individual’s utterance are derivative from 

the semantic properties of his or her propositional attitudes. 

(iii)  The semantic properties of an individual’s propositional attitudes must 

contribute to the production of the individual’s intentional behaviour. 

If semantic properties are genuine properties, then having a mind must make 

a causal difference. Minded systems must be able to do things which systems lacking 

a mind must be unable to do. And if having a mind did not make a causal difference, 

then the question is, what would it do to have a mind? Therefore, states of mind must 

be causes. But the fact that minds can occupy states with semantic properties can 

explain why systems having a mind can do things which systems without a mind 

cannot do. This is the problem of mental causation. Thus Fodor says, “I suppose that 

sooner or later the physicists will complete the catalogue they have been compiling of 

the ultimate and irreducible properties of things. When they do, the likes of spin, 

charm, and change will perhaps appear upon their list. But aboutness surely would 

not; intentionality simply does not go that deep. It’s hard to see, in face of this 

consideration, how one can be Realist about intentionality without also being, to 

some extent or other, a Reductionist. If the semantic and the intentional are real 
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properties of things, it must be in virtue of their identity with (or may be supervenient 

on) properties that are themselves neither intentional nor semantic. If aboutness is 

real, it must be really be something else.”37 

The problem raised by Fodor shows the intentional realist’s dilemma. On the 

other hand, that intentional realist is a physicalist. The mind must be complex 

physical systems. On the other hand, he is a realist about minds. It is the view of the 

anti-reductionist that mind passes semantic properties which must make a causal 

difference. The issue is closely related to the issue of reducibility of a system’s 

semantic properties to its non-semantic properties. There are two ways one can think 

about reduction.38 For example, water turned out to be identical to H2O molecules; 

and genes turn out be nothing but DNA molecules. Such identities are nomic in the 

sense that what is claimed is that nothing would be water unless it was composed of 

H2O molecules. On the other hand, semantic properties are reduced to non-semantic 

properties, on the ground that the latter provide necessary and sufficient non-semantic 

conditions for the possession of semantic properties. The intentional realist like Fodor 

tries to bridge the gap between semantic properties and non-semantic properties. This 

is the main dilemma of intentional realist.       
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A BRIEF CURSORY ON VIRTUE ETHICS 
NGALEKNAO RAMTHING 

 

Virtue-ethics is one of the dominating approaches in normative ethics, 

besides utilitarianism and deontological. Aristotelian ethics is virtue-based ethics. His 

ethical thought is closely associated with self-realization of the individuals and is 

concerned with the fundamental character and motivation of the individual. Aristotle 

believed that the attainment of high ethical goals lies in realizing one’s inherent 

potentialities and capacities. Aristotle pays strong emphasis on the importance of 

certain generally accepted virtues of character and it is through continuous perfecting 

these virtues that an individual becomes ethical.  

For Aristotle, the way to discover moral guidance for one's actions was not to 

look for moral laws to coerce the behavior which is to be chosen. Rather, one should 

look to the behaviors of virtuous persons and emulate what they would do in a given 

set of circumstances. Virtuous individuals have had the benefit of a lifetime of 

learning in making moral decisions. They have reflected carefully on what is proper 

and have developed a character that makes right decisions about actions with 

considerable ease. They have been able to accomplish this goal through their 

experiences. 

For Aristotle, everything aims at some end or purpose and ethics requires that 

we need to discover what the purpose or end of human life is. There are lots of things 

people pursue in order to attain what they really aim for. But then the question here 

is: what is that end for which people endeavor to arrive at? And all our actions are 

goal oriented or purposeful because they are pursued for the sake of something else 

beyond them. What is that something? Aristotle writes: “Every art and every enquiry, 

and similarly every action and pursuit, seem to aim at some good; the good, therefore, 

has been well defined as that at which all things aim.”1 He contends that happiness is 

the summumbonum or the greatest good, and hence happiness is the best, noblest and 

most pleasant thing in the world.2 Everything in the world is sought and pursued but 

only as an instrument to one’s goal or aim and that is the happiness. Happiness alone 

                                                           

1 Aristotle (1915) Nicomechean Ethics, trans., by W. D. Ross, Oxford: Oxford University 

Press, p.1-3 
2 Ibid., p. 24-25 
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is the end in itself and all other things are only means to it, says Aristotle. His ethics 

focuses on the good or ‘self-sufficient’3 virtues. His system of ethics is, thus, 

teleological.  In other words, his ethics is value and virtue based ethics.  

The good in virtue-ethics involves having both good motivations and good 

reasons and in combination of such act produce moral goods, like truthfulness, 

generosity, or kindness. The combination of motivation and reason in specific 

situation distinguishes virtue ethics from utilitarianism and deontology. Both motives 

and reasons matter; it is the process connecting the two that counts most according to 

Aristotle. 

In the moral life one cannot just merely depends on the rules and guidelines 

laid down. The ability to exercise the inherent potentialities and capacities is also 

required. Aristotle approach focuses on the good person, with virtues understood as 

characteristics of the good person. Virtue-ethics regards people as social beings who 

can function only in relation to others. Hence, virtue-ethics is expressed in terms of 

interpersonal relationships; morality is concerned with concrete social life instead of 

abstract moral rules.4 

In virtue-ethics the nature of our character is of fundamental importance. 

Aristotle says that moral virtues are not innate they are acquired through continuous 

efforts and perfecting virtues such as, courage, temperance, wisdom, justice, 

liberality, magnificence, magnanimity, friendliness, truthfulness, etc., Only then an 

individual becomes truly ethical. No one becomes the virtuous person in a day or two.  

It requires continuous efforts and inculcation of good attitudes.  According to 

MacIntyre “A virtue is an acquired human quality the possession and exercise of 

which tends to enable us to achieve those goods which are internal…”5 To him, one 

cannot be practically rational without being just or indeed without the other central 

virtues.6 

                                                           

3 Aristotle (1980) Nicomechean Ethics, Trans. D. Ross and rev. J.L. Ackrill& J.O Urnson, 

Oxford, oxford University Press, p. 12 
4 Staveren, V. I., (January 2007) ‘Beyond Utilitarianism and Deontology: Ethics in 

Economics’, Review of Political Economy, Volume 19, Number 1, p. 21–35  
5 Alasdair, M., (1984) After Virtue, University of Notre Dame Press, Notre Dame, p. 191 
6 Alasdair, M., (1988) Whose Justice? Which Rationality? University of Notre Dame Press, 

Notre Dame, p. 137 
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Aristotle’s virtue-ethics is also concerned with pursuing a certain kind of 

morally inclusive excellence. It emphasizes on the existence of an active communities 

that nurtures those virtual. According to Aristotle, there are basically two kinds of 

virtues: intellectual and moral. Moral virtues, for Aristotle, are to be distinguished 

from intellectual virtues.  Moral virtue has to do with feeling, choosing, and acting 

well and is formed by habit.  Intellectual virtue, on the other hand, is identified as a 

kind of wisdom gained by teaching and contemplation.  Our concern here is to focus 

only on moral virtue. Moral virtue is not something implanted in us by nature. Moral 

virtues are earned by efforts. By inculcating and perfecting moral virtues an 

individual becomes ethical. Moral virtue is, thus, the outcome from habit. In holding 

that moral virtues are states of character, Aristotle gives us a view of what sorts of 

things virtues are. Virtues are states of character but all states of character not are 

virtues because many more states of character are vices too. According to Aristotle, 

virtues lie at the mean between two extremes: excess and deficiency. The morally 

virtuous person always chooses to act according to the “golden mean,” but Aristotle 

points out, the mean is not the same for all individuals.  

Aristotle claims that virtues cannot be passions since we are not praised or 

blamed for the way we feel, but rather we are praised or blamed for our virtues.  We 

are not praised or blamed for our feelings because they arise more or less 

involuntarily in response to circumstances.  Aristotle's reason for denying that virtues 

are faculties is similar. Part of a person’s faculties consists of his or her ability to feel 

anger.  But we do not praise or blame people for having the ability to feel sad.  

Rather, we praise people for tending to manifest their ability to feel sad when, and 

only when, the circumstances call for it.  So virtues are not to be identified with our 

capacities either.  Virtues must, therefore, be states of character. 

According to Aristotle, not all states of character are virtuous.  Selfishness, 

for instance, is a state of character.  It is a tendency to feel greedy desire too much 

and seek individual pleasures too much.  But this state of character is not a virtuous 

one. Having said that virtues are states of character, Aristotle's account of moral 

virtue remains incomplete until he tells us something about which states of character 

are the virtues.  Here, Aristotle appeals to his doctrine of the mean in order to state 

which states of character are virtue.  In his view, the virtues are those states of 
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character that lie at the mean between excess and deficiency.  He states: “Moral virtue 

is a mean between two vices, one which is marked by excess and the other by 

deficiency and that it is a mean in the sense that it aims at the median in the emotions 

and in actions.”7 The virtuous state of character will be a tendency to feel and react to 

circumstances in the appropriate way and to the appropriate degree. These extremes 

provide the clearest measure that the full purpose of his virtues is achieving the 

ultimate good, eudemonia, a flourishing life. 

Aristotle’s virtue-ethics makes significantly clear that one cannot merely 

depend on rules and guidelines in perfecting one’s moral life. Morality is not an 

innate inheritance but it has to be cultivated by continuously perfecting the 

potentialities and capacities. Practice makes a man/woman perfect which goes well 

with virtue-ethics, virtue is a state of character which is built upon by habit and a 

virtuous habit as such is a result of consistent rational deliberation accompanied by 

consistent and persistent effort. A virtuous person does a virtuous act not because 

he/she is being told or directed to do so nor does perform in fear of the consequences 

of not performing it in accordance with the rules laid down but simply because he/she 

chooses to do it in such manner as doing in such manner has been the habitual way of 

doing it. It is a voluntary action in the sense that he/she has the power to do or not to 

do certain things and choosing of doing such and such is a voluntarily chosen choice 

resulting from practical wisdom. It is the character trait that manifests itself in 

habitual action. Virtue, according to Aristotle is integrally related to what he calls 

practical wisdom which may be describes as the whole of what a person need in order 

to do well. To have a virtue is to have a praiseworthy character trait appropriate to 

pursuing the particular kind of good with respect to which the trait counts as a virtue 

and the possession of such a good grounding of conduct comes from the agent's 

having a sufficiently strong disposition to act on the understanding and motivation 

that are the basis appropriate to manifesting the virtue. Virtues render their possessors 

in both with good reasons and with motivation to do them. Virtue is not a mere 

                                                           

7 Aristotle (1915) Nicomechean Ethics, trans., by W. D. Ross, Oxford: Oxford University 
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capacity for good deeds, but a settled, internally rooted tendency to do them for an 

appropriate reason. 

Many ethical approaches while trying to understand what consists of a 

morally good person have solely emphasized on the kinds of action an agent ought to 

perform and neglected the significance of how a person ought to be. Virtue-ethics 

which is also known as agent-based approach gives ample emphasize at the agent’s 

moral character. It looks at moral issues from the perspective of agent’s moral 

character. From the virtue-ethics perspective, an individual has a moral virtue if and 

only if an individual is disposed to behave habitually in a way and with the reason 

that are characteristic of a morally good person. Aristotle argues that a moral virtue is 

a habit that enables a person to act in accordance with the specific purpose of human 

beings and hence the distinguishing purpose of human being is to make use of the 

potentiality, that is, reason in all their activities. In short, moral virtues are habits that 

enable a person to live according to the dictate of reason.  

Though virtue-ethics as an ethical theory has been widely accepted as one of 

the most important normative approaches, but it is not entirely free from problems. 

Different thinkers have posed crucial questions the answers to which are not readily 

available. One of the most severe criticisms posed against virtue ethics is that it fails 

to provide us with befitting guidance on how we are to act. When a person is trying to 

make a decision whether to commit suicide, for example, a person may ask to a 

colleague ‘what should I do?’ The question here is not of a kind of character one 

should possess but rather it is a question of what kind of actions are appropriate in 

such situation. The answer to this question the virtue-ethics fails to provide the 

befitting guidance as the theory deliberately turns away from action and focuses on 

the kinds of moral character. In our day to day life situation human beings encounter 

different kinds of situations and each particular situation needs a particular guidance. 

The kind of moral guidance which is quite relevant and befitting for some case may 

not be equally appropriate for other case. If so, then a comprehensive measure needs 

to be framed and inculcated in order that appropriate guidance may be provided.  
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EMPATHIC COMMUNICATION:  A NEW PARADIGM TO THE 

PROBLEM OF KNOWING OTHER MINDS 
SWAGATA GHOSH 

Communication forms the very basis of a society. Communication power is 

not the monopoly of human beings, all living beings communicate in their own 

specific manner. However, restricting ourselves to the human world only, it may be 

claimed that human relationships rest on communication. Communications can be 

both verbal and non-verbal. Yet one must communicate in order to express. The 

expression of our thoughts, feelings, ideas, emotions all require communication as 

their basis. In our everyday life we encounter a number of individuals each with their 

own characteristics. We admire some, others we tend to avoid. We seem to feel very 

comfortable with some person’s behaviours, attitudes and thoughts; whereas, it is not 

so with many others. However, we all need to deal with many such people at some 

point of time or the other in various situations.  

Now the obstacles to proper communication are numerous. Of them the most 

notable one seems to be the personality. Again, personality is a pregnant term. It 

indicates the character traits of the speaker as well as that of the listener which plays a 

vital role in facilitating communication. For instance, a headmaster of a school 

possessing an over-powering personality puts up a countenance that drives away all 

the students from him. A student, on the other hand, being too timid and having 

speech difficulties is unable to put up a complaint against a bully in her class. Thus, 

from the very preliminary levels of interaction, communication between two or more 

individuals can be impeded and impaired due to personality traits.  

Personality, as already mentioned, consists of cavernous intricacies in it. It is 

influenced by a number of underlying factors. It involves one’s environment, 

upbringing and exposure to the outer world which in turn determine the individual set 

of beliefs, value systems and their ways of perception and thinking. These then 

evidently produce conspicuous impacts in their style of speech and communication. 

Relating the famous French philosopher, anthropologist and sociologist Pierre 

Bourdieu’s social theories in the present context, the development of individual 

personality and ability of communication may be attributed to one’s habitus.  

Generally speaking, habitus is the socially or culturally accepted or 

standardised forms of behaviour and understanding. Habitus is ‘the way society 
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becomes deposited in persons in the form of lasting dispositions, or trained capacities 

and structured propensities to think, feel and act in determinant ways, which then 

guide them’ (Wacquant 2005: 316, cited in Navarro 2006: 16)1. To make things 

clearer, habitus is not an individual process; rather it is a created social process. The 

habitus presents certain patterns or structures in the society that are enduring but are 

relative to context and time. Thus, habitus ‘is not fixed or permanent, and can be 

changed under unexpected situations or over a long historical period’ (Navarro 2006: 

16)2.  

The most intriguing part is that habitus is not created out of free will yet it is 

not determined by societal or cultural structures. Rather it is an interaction and inter-

relation between the two endured over time. Human dispositions are influenced by 

past events and occurrences which again propel practices and understandings of the 

present and most importantly, they condition our perceptions as well. Considering 

thus, habitus is constructed and reproduced repeatedly ‘without any deliberate pursuit 

of coherence…without any conscious concentration’ (Bourdieu 1984: 170)3. Thus, 

context and environment are the prime influences on habitus. Such theory can explain 

the individual personality developments and can also account for the tensions and 

challenges that are encountered during communication. 

Now keeping the above in mind, it is important to regard the fact that 

physical or psychological indispositions often act as impediments to proper ways of 

expression but personality disorders too, as distinct from psychosis, are great 

hindrances towards a person’s ability to communicate and to maintain a functional 

lifestyle. Personality disorders in turn can be of varied types, each with its distinct 

identifying features. Yet the most notable effects of personality disorders on the 

individual are constricted affect and oddities of speech which further lead to 

distressed relationships and withdrawn lifestyle. 

The most important question that poses at this juncture is that how can we 

communicate with such individuals. It is also essential to understand these individuals 

and to also make them feel that they are understandable. The most conspicuous 

feelings on the part of the individuals having communication difficulties due to 

psychosis or other personality disorders are delusional self-image, distorted 

perception of the surroundings and fear of not being understood by anyone which 
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often leads to a self-imposed seclusion. In such a state-of-affairs the foremost 

approach towards handling such individuals is to make them feel comfortable by 

understanding them and making them realise that they are understandable. Such, 

however, can be most effectively done by empathic communication.  

Before entering into further depths of the matter it is important to take a 

closer look at what empathic communication is based upon. For that we need to take 

a quick look at how we communicate. While communicating we mostly do not listen 

to others with the intent to understand rather we listen with the intent to reply. We are 

either speaking or preparing to speak. We are filtering everything through our own 

paradigms, trying to relate to our own incidents or experiences which often block our 

understanding of the other. Empathic communication grasps this area. It emphasizes 

on understanding and then communicating. The intention to first understand the other 

involves a very deep shift in paradigm in the communication style for we typically 

seek first to be understood in most cases. 

Now let us try to find out what empathy really means. Empathy has been 

defined as “a continuing process whereby the counsellor lays aside her own way of 

experiencing and perceiving reality, preferring to sense and respond to the 

experiences and perceptions of her client. This sensing may be intense and enduring 

with the counsellor actually experiencing her client’s thoughts and feelings as 

powerfully as if they had originated in herself.”4. In simpler words, empathy involves 

temporarily keeping aside one’s own values, beliefs etc. and stepping into the other 

person’s shoes in order to feel and realise that individual’s experiences and 

perceptions. The act of keeping aside one’s personal stances on any matter for the 

time being helps to get rid of the psychological blockages that often impede 

understanding others. Such communication pattern remarkably facilitates proper 

interaction between the hearer and the listener and helps to improve the clarity of 

mutual understanding. 

Empathic communication, however, can be both verbal and non-verbal. 

Verbal empathy includes words, sentences etc. which genuinely recognise the client’s 

feelings and thoughts; whereas, the non-verbal aspect includes ways of 

communication, gestures, expressions and the like. An example from a clinical set-up 

would help to make the method clearer: 
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Client: I always feel that my colleagues are after me and are planning things on my 

back. I can’t concentrate on my work. I feel suffocated. 

Counsellor: I can realise what you are going through. You are feeling worried all the 

time. At the same time, you are feeling lonely as you cannot find anybody to confide 

in. That is hindering your concentration as well. [verbal empathy] 

Client: I feel unwanted. I am carrying out all my duties but they are always trying to 

damage my work. They are hiding my important papers just when my boss would be 

calling me in. I feel very angry and bitter as well. 

Counsellor: I understand how difficult it is for you to go through all this everyday. 

You feel angry as well as very sad. 

Client: [pause] Yeah...indeed so. 

The counsellor lightly touches the shoulder of the client [non-verbal empathy]. 

The above case shows how the empathic communication of the counsellor 

helps the client to confide more in him/her and gradually opens up. The client then 

develops a faith in the relation between them and consequently, can identify and state 

his problems and feelings with more clarity before the therapist. A diagram may help 

to clarify the exact task of empathic communication: 

                                     Empathic Communication 

 

 

 Sincere Understanding of the Other             Communicating our Understanding  

Now, it is very important to discuss why at all empathic communication is 

utmost necessary and one of the most efficacious modes of communication as well as 

therapeutic interventions. Empathy helps to communicate the listener’s understanding 

of the speaker. This, itself, is a great boost to the person because it raises his self-

esteem as he feels that at least he is understandable. It also makes him more 

comfortable as he realizes that the hearer is really trying to understand his feelings 

and difficulties. In clinical set-ups also it strengthens the client-counsellor 

relationship through which the client attains the faith to confide in the therapist. Thus, 

in other words, it dissolves alienation. 
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Empathy as a process has certain notable effects in therapy. One such effect 

is that by focusing on the client’s surface and underlying feelings, the individual’s 

personal awareness is increased. The awareness about one’s own feelings and 

admitting their responsibilities is the initial step towards recognizing and handling 

their implications. For instance, a wife became aware of her feelings of anger towards 

her husband which was previously only being presented as continuous irritation. 

The most significant outcome of empathic communication is that it provides 

scope to the client for deeper and more incisive self-exploration. When the counsellor 

paraphrases her understandings of the client’s feelings and thoughts through empathic 

communication, the veiled emotions and ideas get revealed to the client himself 

through self-directed reflection. Thus, the client becomes more and more aware of his 

underlying states of thinking and feelings. In this context, it is noteworthy that the 

task of paraphrasing on the part of the counsellor is extremely effective and helpful in 

the sense that whenever the therapist is reflecting or reformulating the client’s 

thought process, it implicitly poses the question, ‘Is it an accurate understanding of 

you?’5. The client then starts to re-examine his own processes and responds. Even if 

the counsellor is partly correct, the client would feel encouraged to open up and 

engage into deeper excavations. 

However, it is very important to keep in mind that the empathic paraphrasing 

must be open-ended. It should not be such that allows the client to respond only with 

a ‘yes’ or a ‘no’. A qualified counsellor would always paraphrase in such a manner 

that leads the client towards further self-exploration. For instance, as we have seen in 

the previous case, the counsellor states that, “you feel angry”; whereas, the more 

effective way would have been one which involves a tentative as well as a 

questioning intonation, as in – “so...you feel...angry?”6.  

This not only helps to check whether the counsellor has properly understood 

the client or not but also implicitly encourages the client to carry on with the 

exploration and narration which are there in his consciousness. Such process 

specifically focuses on the edge of awareness. Now the terms ‘focussing’ and ‘edge 

of awareness’ owe recognition to the invaluable contributions of Eugene T. Gendlin 

in understanding and effectively practising empathic communication (Gendlin, 1981, 

1984, 1996)7. The most notable and efficacious point in empathic communication is 
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to penetrate into the underlying thinking and feelings of the client rather than 

dwelling on the superficial or the presenting experiences or responses which in turn 

have been triggered by the suppressed feelings themselves. Most often the client is 

unaware of the underlying responses and feels so fettered by the present experiences 

that even the task of trying to dig deeper into one’s own thought processes appear to 

be extremely difficult. It is then the task of the counsellor to facilitate the client’s self-

exploration and self-understanding through empathic communication associated with 

the expression of empathic sensitivity. Empathic sensitivity may be understood as the 

counsellor’s own emotional and intellectual sensitivity centred on the client. The 

excavations of the deep-seated feelings are absolutely necessary not only to relieve 

the client from the present sufferings but also to equip one’s self in order to handle 

similar future occurrences. It is, however, significant to note that there may be ridges 

between the underlying feelings and the current states of experience. They may at 

times merely supplement the presenting ones. They may even be contradictory states. 

For instance, a client showing apparently polite acceptance of an event may be 

unconsciously heaving strong disagreement or disapproval of it inside. There may be 

other instances as well where the underlying thoughts are neither compatible nor 

contradictory to the superficial ones; rather they may bring forth completely new 

perspectives to the understanding. Like, a client complained of not being able to make 

decisions in any perspective. Investigations brought out that it was being triggered by 

a suppressed feeling of intense fear of loss. Thus, the identification of the concealed 

feelings and thought processes are very important to get rid of the sufferings. 

At this point, it is again extremely important to keep in mind that the 

underlying feelings may not always be properly developed as distinct feelings. They 

may only be certain sensations which are indicative of particular feelings. The 

sensations may not be that intense, may be vague and there might be clear difficulties 

in expressing the sensations. They may be sensations like, ‘tightness’, ‘blackness’, 

‘welling up’, ‘falling’, ‘blocking’ etc. Gendlin terms these as felt-sense8 which lie at 

the interface of our known and unknown self. It is like the edge or the gateway of our 

self-awareness. The ‘known’ part constitutes the surface feelings and responses of the 

client to a particular event while the ‘unknown’ includes all that is there inside – the 

underlying levels, the previous associations or even the future possibilities. The 
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known is at the surface but the unknown cannot be traced merely by analysing the 

known. Thus, the focus should be on the edge of awareness, that is, on the interface 

between the known and the unknown – namely, the felt sense. However, on the part 

of the counsellor, the release of the empathic sensitivity in the process, as mentioned 

earlier, is very important in bringing up the deeper levels to the surface as it 

concentrates on the client’s felt-sense. The feeling that immediately percolates in the 

client is the sense of being understandable; consequently, confidence builds up as the 

thoughts and feelings are being recognised. Thus, working of the other’s mind, 

namely, thoughts and feelings can be traced and validated in its complete 

authenticity. 

Now, let us take a look at certain instances of empathic communication in our 

everyday life and in some typical situations. However, as we have already seen in the 

previous excerpt from a clinical session that empathic communication involves the 

power of simply acknowledging the other person’s thoughts and feelings. It 

separates acknowledging the thoughts and feelings of a person from approving, 

agreeing, advising or persuading. Here are two examples of acknowledgments that do 

not imply agreement: 

Counsellor to a drug abuse client: 

“I understand that you are feeling terrible right now and that you really want some 

drugs. But I want you to know that I’m still concerned that this stuff that you’re 

taking is going to kill you.” 

Mother to seven-year-old child:  

“I know that you want some more cake and ice-cream, dear, because it tastes so good, 

but you’ve already had three pieces and I’m really worried that you’ll get an upset 

tummy. That’s why I don’t want you to have any more.” 

By this time it evident to all of us that empathy is not sympathy. Sympathy is a 

form of agreement or a form of judgment.  It may also be a form of discrete 

imposition. People under certain unstable emotive states often seek sympathy. It gives 

them solace temporarily but makes them dependent. The essence of empathic 

listening and communication is to fully, deeply, understand that person, emotionally 

as well as intellectually.  



 

 

 
                                                                                                                              76 

 

 

                                                                                                                 

 The following case studies would help to bring out the spirit and efficacy of 

empathic communication even further. 

An Excerpt from a Session which emphasizes on listening: 

Client: I can't understand my kid. He just won't listen to me at all. 

Therapist: Let me restate what you just said, -“You don't understand your son because 

he won't listen to you?” 

Client: That's right! 

Therapist: Let me try again,-“You don't understand your son because he won't listen 

to you?” 

Client: [impatiently] That's what I said!  

Therapist: I thought that to understand another person, you need to listen to him.  

Empathic Communication in Hostile Situations: 

An experienced nurse shared an exchange she had with a doctor. The doctor had 

ordered a nervous line to be inserted in a patient although the nurse, noticing various 

symptoms indicating that it would not be medically advisable to do so, decided not to.  

Doctor:  [in a demanding tone] I ordered the line put in! 

Nurse: I see you’re very upset because I didn’t put in the line. 

Doctor: [screaming angrily] Who the hell do you think you are?! I gave my orders 

and it’s      not done! 

Nurse: I know you’re really angry with me because I didn’t follow your orders about 

this. 

Doctor: [sternly] Yeah, that’s right. I’ve got so much to do and I wrote the 

 instructions. I made it clear! 

Nurse: I know you’re under so much pressure, under much strain, and it’s really 

annoying for you that I didn’t put in the line. It’s extra anxiety— just what you didn’t 

need today. 

Doctor:  [pacified] That’s right. How come you didn’t put in the line? 

The nurse explained her reasons and they engaged in calm, rational dialogue about 

the best course of action for the patient.  

Empathic Communication in Everyday Life: 

The following was reported by a client after attending a workshop on communication:  
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My son was in the bath and wanted to play with a particular bottle of liquid soap. I 

knew this soap would hurt his eyes and wouldn’t allow it. In the past this sort of 

scene would lead to an escalation of anger, affecting us, and the household, for at 

least a full day if not longer. Earlier our communication pattern would have been like 

-  

‘No, you can’t have it!’ 

‘I want it!’  

 ‘I said NO! Put it down!’ 

This time I thought I’ll use the skills we learned that day in the workshop.  

‘You’re really angry at mummy for not letting you play with that soap!’   

‘Yes, I want it!’  

‘I know you really wish you could have that bottle, and you’re mad at me because I 

won’t let you.’  

‘That’s right. I am.’  

I couldn’t believe it. After about a minute the episode was over. His anger was gone, 

and we enjoyed each other’s company.  

It is, thus, evident from all the above instances that how the 

acknowledgement of the others’ feelings helps to diffuse anger, mistrust etc. even in 

situations where there is disagreement, and at the same time it creates space for 

healthy, rational communication. 

On reaching upon the terminal part of our discussion, we find that 

communication rests on the fact that we all want to be both understood and 

acknowledged on one hand, and to be approved of and agreed with, on the other. 

With practice, it is possible to first respond with a simple acknowledgment. As we do 

this we would find that our conversation partners are more likely to acknowledge our 

position and experience, even if they don’t agree. Such mutual acknowledgment can 

create an atmosphere in which it is easier to work towards agreement or 

accommodate disagreements more gracefully. Empathic communication leaves us 

with the option of agreeing or disagreeing with the other person’s point of view, 

actions or way of experiencing. It leaves us with the option of saying yes or no to a 

demand or request. It also leaves us with the option of saying more about the matter. 

Thus, it may be convincingly claimed that empathic communication style when 
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adopted and practiced in our everyday conversations, - be it our formal conversations 

or even our personal and intimate ones bring forth bidirectional efficacies. 

Communicating in an empathic way not only makes our understanding of our near 

and dear ones better; it makes them feel closer and more understandable to us too. 

The person, on the other hand, practising such modes of communication feels 

empowered and can handle stress situations with enhanced expertise. The reason 

behind it is that one can understand one’s own merits and limitations and respond 

accordingly. The awareness of one’s deeper self is enhanced that reveals the 

individual to one’s own self with more clarity. Knowing one’s self is undoubtedly the 

empowerment most sought for and increased self-understanding facilitates better 

understanding of the other minds. Most importantly, empathic communication makes 

room for verifying our understanding of the other by the person herself. The moot 

issue, as we all know, with regard to knowing the other minds is that whether our 

understanding is through inference or not. That in turn challenges the authenticity of 

our understandings. However, through empathic communication knowing the other 

minds turns out to be absolutely authentic as it is a direct process not involving 

inferential means and the like and each understanding being verified by the person 

himself/herself. Thus, empathy helps us to know and understand each other and 

effectively helps to build better and sincere relationships. 
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THE BUDDHIST THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE: SOME REFLECTIONS 
K.BHIMA KUMAR 

 

From the very beginning Buddhism has followed the critical and anti-

dogmatic tendency and rejects the traditional authority of Vedas.  In the Kālāma-

Sutta Buddha rejected ten grounds that were commonly accepted by his 

contemporaries for determining the truth.1  Among the ten grounds rejected, some of 

them are revelation, sacred scriptures, tradition, authority of venerated teachers, and 

speculative reason.  In fact, Buddhism relies upon individual experience and 

rationalism in matters of religion and philosophy, unrestricted by any code of set-

beliefs.  The Buddha himself calls his teachings as ‘dhamma-anitiha’,2 which means 

that which is based on self-confirmation and not on traditional authority.  In an 

occasion, while delivering his message to Monks: he advised to his followers thus: 

“Do not O Bhikṣus! accept my words out of mere respect for me, but accept them 

what they are worth for, after properly scrutinizing them, just as a piece of gold is 

accepted by an expert after burning it in fire, cutting it and testing it on a 

touchstone”.3 This tendency of reasoning and argumentation is found throughout in 

the development of Buddhist epistemology.  Th.Stcherbatsky rightly remarks that, 

“later Buddhism continued this critical spirit with the result that the ontology and 

psychology of the preceding period were entirely superseded by a system of logic and 

epistemology.  It abandoned the dogmatical method of mere assertions and turned its 

face to an investigation of the sources and limits of cognition”.4 

Buddha himself was not much concerned with the questions of what is knowledge, 

what makes a piece of knowledge valid, etc.  His main thrust was on the knowledge 

that would enable the individual to get rid of this world of suffering.  Like all other 

schools of Indian Philosophy, Buddhism at a later point in time gave much emphasis 

on epistemological discussions to provide a solid foundation for their philosophical 
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theories. Dignāga the father of the Buddhist logic, begins his treatise, 

Pramāṇasamuccaya with the verse offering salutations to Buddha “who is recognized 

to be the personification of the means of valid cognition (pramāṇabhūta)”5.  

Dharmakīrti also devoted almost all his works for the exposition of the theory of 

pramāṇa. 

The theory of knowledge is an attempt to answer the basic question, “how do 

we know?” In asking how a person knows something we are typically asking for his 

grounds for believing it.  We want to know what justifies him in holding his belief.  

Thus, epistemology has traditionally focused on epistemic justification more than on 

knowledge.  Knowledge in general defined as a cognitive episode, which reveals or 

grasps a cognizable object as it is.  This kind of episodic view of knowledge is found 

in all Indian pramāṇa theories.  However if we take knowledge in its widest sense to 

mean any way of cognizing objects, then valid knowledge is a special form of 

cognition.  All cognitions are not valid knowledge.  Hence, in order to understand the 

nature of the method of valid knowledge (pramāṇa), we have to consider first the 

nature and different forms of cognition as such.   

Cognition, in general, means awareness of objects.  It includes all cognitions 

that have a more or less determinate objective reference.  With regard to the nature of 

cognition, there are diverse opinions among different schools of Indian Philosophy.  

Some are having the opinion that cognition is self-luminous (svaprakāśa), while the 

other holds the view that it can be revealed only by some other means of cognition.  

Self-luminosity of cognition means that a piece of cognition is cognized by itself.  It 

does not require any other cognition for its own illumination.6  It illumines itself and 

its object simultaneously.  When a man has the cognition of something blue (nīla) he 

has at the same time the awareness of the cognition of something blue (nīla-dhī).  

This awareness is caused by cognition itself.   

The Buddhists, whether they are Vaibhāṣikas, the Sautrāntikas, or the 

Yogācarins, all are unanimous on this point that cognition is self-luminous (sva-

prakāśa).  In the early work like the Milinda-pañho, explaining prajña to the King, 
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Nāgasena says that self-luminosity is also a character of prajña.7  The Buddhists are 

so certain about the self-luminosity of cognition that they assert that if cognition does 

not cognize itself, the cognition of the object is not possible.8  While explaining the 

Buddhist view, Kumārila Bhāṭṭa in his Ślokavārtika, endorses the same view that 

according to the Buddhist so long as the illumination in the form of cognition 

(jñanākhya prakāśa) is not comprehended, even the object will not be apprehended, 

because its apprehension depends upon the cognition, just as the illumination of a jar 

depends upon the illumination of the lamp.9  Further Kumārila asserts that even if the 

objects have been produced, their apprehension, some-times does not occur either due 

to the absence of luminosity or due to the presence of some impediment; while in the 

case of cognition, there is no impediment at the time of its origination, nor it is of a 

non-luminous nature, on the account of which it may not be apprehended.10  It is 

further added that cognition is always produced before the apprehension of the object 

and its consciousness (saṁvedanam) must also occur at the same time i.e., at the time 

of its origination.  This is because if it is not cognized at the same time, it cannot be 

cognized afterwards.11  Thus, it is evident that for the Buddhists, cognition is of self-

luminous nature.   

The Buddhists are against the theory of ‘non-self-luminosity’ 

(paraprakāśatva) of cognition maintained by the realists like Nyāya-Vaiśeṣikas and 

the Bhāṭṭa Mīmāṁsakas.  According to the Buddhists, a cognition does not require 

another cognition, because if it is held that the cognition of previous cognition 

depends upon the latter one and that on another there would occur regressus ad 

infinitum.12  According to the Buddhists when a person, after apprehending an object, 

say jar, recollects it afterwards, there arises in his mind the recollection of the jar as 

well as the cognition of the jar.  This two-formed recollection of a cognition (dvi-

                                                           

7 Milinda-pañho, 2, 23, Ed. V. Trenkner, London, 1928.  
8 Śāntarakṣita’s Tattvasaṁgraha, Kārika.2073. 
9 Ślokavārtika, Sūnya, Kārika, 22. 
10 Ibid. 23, 24. 

11 Ibid. 25. 
12 ibid 27. 
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rūpa-smṛtiḥ) shows that at the time of the apprehension of the jar, the person had 

cognized its cognition too, which proves the self-luminous nature of cognition.   

As already indicated cognition so to say jñāna in Indian tradition is used in a 

wide sense to include all sorts of cognitions both valid and invalid.  However 

knowledge, in its strict sense, means a true belief that carries with it an assurance of 

its truth.  Thus knowledge is always true.  It is a tautology to speak of ‘valid 

knowledge’ and a contradiction to speak of ‘invalid knowledge’.  The latter is no 

knowledge at all, since it does not stand for any belief which is true and which gives 

us an assurance of its truth.  Valid cognition so to say knowledge is generally referred 

as pramā.   An effort has been made in the following pages to explicate the concepts, 

pramā and pramāṇa in Buddhist tradition.   

Valid Knowledge (Pramā) and the Method of Knowledge (Pramāṇa): 

             It has been generally admitted by all schools of Indian philosophy that 

pramāṇa is that which gives pramā and that pramā is knowledge. Pramā is that 

which is true.  But what makes knowledge true?  The reply for this is that knowledge 

is true when it is not contradicted by its object.  That means the knowledge is true 

when it reveals its object with that nature and attribute which abide in it despite all 

changes of time, place and other conditions. What is once true of an object is always 

true of it, no matter what its position in space and time may be.  More definitely 

speaking, to know a thing truly is to know it as characterized by what is a 

characteristic of it.  Thus there must be a complete harmony between the content of 

cognition and the object. But there is much difference of opinion among them as to 

the nature of the truth, which each of them claims for its pramāṇa.  The Buddhists 

generally take the truth of knowledge consists in its capacity to produce successful 

activity.  Pramā or true knowledge (saṁyagjñāna) is harmonious in the sense that 

there is no conflict between the cognition of an object and the practical activity 

obtained by it.  In fact, all knowledge is meant for some action.  It is the ground of all 

rational practice and intelligent activity.  It is on the basis of knowledge of some kind 

that all living beings deal with other objects of the surrounding world.  We behave 

differently in relation to different objects because we know them to be different.  

Thus pramāṇa or the method of knowledge fulfils its function when it shows an 

object such a way as to enable us to act successfully in relation to it.  In other words, 
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it can be said that pramā is practically useful knowledge, and pramāṇa is the 

instrument or source of such knowledge. 

 The proper function of pramāṇa is to give a true knowledge of objects.  But 

that gives a true cognition of the object which determines the cognition in question to 

have the same form and structure, in which the object exists, so as to give it the 

character of objectness (viṣayatā).  However, the sense organs which are generally 

supposed to be the organs of knowledge (jñānakaraṇa) do not determine cognition of 

blue our cognitions to have the same content with the objects cognized by them.  The 

colour is not certainly due to the action of the eyes, for the same eyes are operative 

even in the cognition of colours other than the blue.  It is the blue content of the 

object that determines our cognition to be a cognition of blue colour.  The content of 

the object being impressed on our cognition gives the same content to it, and thereby 

reveals the object itself as having that content.  Therefore, the objective datum 

(arthākāra) is the pramāṇa or the source of our knowledge of the object, inasmuch as 

it is the given datum that determines the object as well as our knowledge of it one 

way or the other.  The content of the object is thus both the ground and the product of 

knowledge, the means and the end of the process of knowledge.  It should not be 

supposed that there is a contradiction in the same thing being the content of both the 

object and its knowledge.  For here the object is only the object of knowledge and the 

knowledge is a determination of the object itself.  When a tree is known as śiṁśapā, 

the nature of the śiṁśapā is the content of both the tree and our knowledge of it.  It is 

the object of our knowledge as well as the ground of a discriminative cognition of the 

object in question.  Hence the content of an object (arthākāra) is pramāṇa in so far as 

it establishes an identity between the object and our knowledge of it.  

 According to the Yogācāras school of Buddhism consciousness (vijñāna) as 

the principle of self-manifestation is the source of all knowledge (pramāṇa). Having 

no determination in itself, consciousness comes to have certain determinate contents 

in order to manifest itself and thereby gives us knowledge of a world of objects.  A 

pramāṇa is that which manifests objects, but manifestation as a conscious process can 

belong only to that which is intelligent and conscious.  The sense organs being 

unintelligent and unconscious cannot have the power of conscious manifestation.  

Hence the intellect itself is to be recognized as pramāṇa by virtue of its intelligent 
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nature and capacity of manifestation.  It has neither any permanent subject as its locus 

nor any objects that are external to and independent of it.  It is the intellect that 

accounts for both the subjective and objective aspects of experience.  With its 

beginningless tendencies consciousness is manifested in two series, namely, the 

objective, consisting of percepts or object-ideas, and the subjective, consisting of 

perceptions or subject-ideas.  We need not posit the real existence of objects outside 

of consciousness.  Consciousness may be regarded as manifesting both itself and the 

so-called objects from within itself.  The series of external objects, though not 

ultimately real, is yet set up by consciousness for the sake of practical activity 

through the influence of beginningless desires and impressions (vāsāna) that are 

inherent in every finite mind.  The diversified contents of experience arise out of the 

continuous operation of desire, and their bifurcation into the subject-object series is 

the result of the will to live and act.  As there are ultimately no objects or perceptible 

other than the intellect, the intellect itself is to be recognized as manifesting itself and 

is its own perceptible, luminous with its own light, like light.  The intellect or 

consciousness, therefore, is both pramā and pramāṇa, the ground of knowledge and 

the attained knowledge, since it is the cause of manifestation and the object 

manifested in knowledge.    

Dharmakīrti defines pramāṇa as valid cognition which is non-contradictory 

and non-discrepant in character.13 This definition explains the features of pramāṇa as 

1) it is knowledge and 2) it is non-contradictory or non-discrepant in character.  

Though the first feature seems to be a mere tautology like “X is X”, it is actually is 

not so.  It is offered to indicate that according to the Buddhists anything other than 

knowledge, such as sense-organs or the sense object contact cannot be regarded as 

means of valid cognition or pramāṇa.  In fact, Dharmakīrti believed that the means of 

valid cognition is the most efficient cause (sādhakatamam) of knowledge.  A moment 

of knowledge arises out of several causes belonging to the immediately preceding 

moment for e.g., sense-organs, knowledge, etc.  But none of them is regarded as more 

efficient than the other for all of them equally contribute to the production of 

                                                           

13
pramāṇam avisaṁvādijñānam, Dharmakīrti’s Pramāṇavārttika, verse 3.cf., avisaṁvādakaṁ 

jñānam samyagjñānam, Dharmottara’s Nyāyabindutīkā, 17.1. 
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knowledge.  The most efficient among them, for Dharmakīrti is that which ultimately 

differentiates one knowledge from another.14  For instance, knowledge of a cow is 

said to be distinguished from knowledge of the horse on the basis of the object 

concerned.  But for Dharmakīrti the object cannot be the most efficient cause of 

knowledge, since when two persons ‘X’ and ‘Y’ are looking at the object at the same 

time, the object is common to both and so we cannot distinguish X’s knowledge of 

the object from that of ‘Y’.  What ultimately distinguishes one’s knowledge from that 

of the other, is the objective image (viṣayākāra) projected on the knowledge by the 

external object. 15  Thus the means of valid cognition is the resultant cognition itself.  

To be specific, pramāṇa is that aspect of the cognition which consists in its 

possessing an objective image or resemblance with the object. 

 Dharmakīrti tries to specify the nature of that cognition which is regarded as 

pramāṇa by saying that pramāṇa is non-contradictory or non-discrepant cognition.  

This non-contradictory or non-discrepant feature consists in the fulfillment of human 

end or purpose.16  That is, attaining or obtaining the object which has been the subject 

of our volition, defines the non-discrepant character of cognition.17  The term 

avisaṁvādi means “that which is free from visaṁvāda”.  Visaṁvāda means false 

assertion or that which is disappointing.  Accordingly, avisamvādi means non-

contradictory or non-discrepant or simply true.  That is, that cognition which is 

consistent with our volition is regarded as pramāṇa.  In our day to day activities, the 

individual who informs us about an object and following whose instructions we are 

able to attain the object, is regarded as avisaṁvādaka, i.e., a dependable guide.  In a 

similar way, being guided by pramāṇa we are able to attain our intended object.18  As 

                                                           

14 Sarveṣam upayoge’pi kārakāṇāṁ kriyāṁ prati, yadantyaṁ bhedakaṁ tasyās tat 

sādhakatamaṁ matam, Dharmakīrti’s Pramāṇavārttikam, II.311. 
15Viṣayākārabhedāc ca dhiyo ‘dhigamabhedataḥ, Dharmakīrti’s Pramāṇavārttikam, I.6. 
16 Arthakriyāsthitiḥ avisaṁvādanam, Dharmakīrti’s Pramāṇavārttika, I.3. 
17 Avisaṁvādakaṁ pravṛttiviṣayavastuprāpakaṁ samgjñānam iti. Dharmottara Pradīpa, 

17.13. 
18 Yathopadarśitārthasya kriyāyāḥ sthitiḥ pramāṇayogyatā = avisaṁvādanam, 

Pramāṇavārttikavṛtti, 6.   15-16. 
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such pramāṇa is described as avisaṁvādaka.19  Valid cognition is non-discrepant in 

the sense that it does not mislead the knower.  The object which is indicated by 

pramāṇa as belonging to a particular place in a particular time can be obtained by the 

agent in that particular place, leading to successful activity.20  The property 

avisaṁvādaka is added to eliminate illusory cognitions like that of rope-snake or of 

silver-shell, etc.  Thus this avisaṁvādaka feature points to the indubitable nature of 

valid cognition.  Knowledge is also regarded as prāpaka in the sense that it can 

induce us to activities leading to the attainment of the object.21  When knowledge or 

cognition arises regarding a particular object, we have an inclination or volition 

(pravṛtti) for that object.  By directing, leading our volition towards that object, we 

are able to attain it.  Thus knowledge helps us to attain an object by directing our 

volition towards it and it is in this sense that knowledge becomes the prapaka.22 

 Apart from avisaṁvādakatva Dharmakīrti added another condition namely 

anadhigatatva to the definition of pramāṇa.  He defines, “pramāṇa or valid cognition 

is what reveals an object previously unknown”.23  The Buddhists have highlighted 

this notion of novelty in their analysis of valid cognition.  Dignāga in his Pramāṇa- 

samuccayavṛtti argues that “recollection, desire, aversion, etc. are not independent 

valid cognitions with respect to a previously cognized thing”.  That is, these 

cognitions are not valid since they apply to previously apprehended objects.  Implicit 

in Dignāga’s argument lies the assumption that a cognition must apprehend a new 

object in order to qualify as valid cognition.  A cognition has to apprehend an object 

not yet apprehended if it is to be regarded as valid which is possible only in 

presentational cognitions.  In order to exclude representational cognitions such as 

                                                           

19 yathā loke satyavādiśabdapravṛttinimittasyopadarśitārthaprāpaṇasya puruṣe sambhavāt 

saṁvādakaśabdaḥ pravarttate, tathā jñāne’pi tatsambhavād iti, ….saṁvāda[ka] śabdaḥ pra 

[bdapra] vṛttinimittaṁ tu sarvatra samānam  iti, Dharmottara Pradīpaḥ, 17.17-23. 
20 tato’rthakriyāsamarthavastupradarśakaṁ samyagjñānam, Dharmottara’s Nyāyabindutīkā,  

17.3-18.2. 
21 na jñānaṁ janayad arthaṁ prāpyati, api tvarthe puruṣaṁ pravarttayat prāpayatyartham, 

pravarttakatvam api pravṛttiviṣayapradarśakatvam eva, Dharmottara’s Nyāyabindutīkā,17.3-

18.2. 
22 pradarśite cārthe pravartkatvam eva prāpakatvam, nānyat, Dharmottara’s Nyāyabindutīkā, 

, 17.3. 
23 Dharmakīrti’s Pramāṇavārttikam. I.8, and Dharmottara’s Nyāyabindutīkā, 19.2-3. 
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memory cognitions from the domain of valid cognitions Dharmakīrti emphasized 

novelty as a condition for valid cognition.  A valid cognition is such that it has not yet 

been realized by the apprehender. A recollective cognition apprehends an already 

apprehended object and hence it is not a valid cognition.  Further a recollective 

cognition does not bring any new information in the cognitive process.  Thus memory 

and recognition are not regarded as pramāṇa in the Buddhist epistemology. In the 

case of memory the object is that which had been apprehended earlier.  Only that 

which had been known by him can be remembered later in appropriate circumstances.  

This means that memory is always knowledge of the known; it does not present the 

object as something new and hence cannot be regarded as pramāṇa.  According to the 

Buddhists, existence of an object consists in its causal efficiency.  To know an object 

is to have knowledge of its causal efficiency.  So when an object had already been 

apprehended the knower has the apprehension of its causal efficiency.  Hence he does 

not feel any necessity to know the object again as something new.24  Knowledge does 

not have any meaning unless it expresses something new, gives us some new 

information.  Through knowledge the knower comes to know an object and being 

guided by such information becomes desirous to get the object and performs action to 

get it.  So for the attainment of the object the first cognition of the object is essential.  

Once the object is attained the agent does not feel any necessity to apprehend the 

same object again through any other cognition.25   

 Due to the same reason recognition or pratyabhijñā is not regarded as 

pramāṇa.  Recognition arises in such cases as “This is the man whom I met earlier”, 

where the object cognized has been identified with an object experienced earlier.  

Though in respect of the present object, there is no difference between knowledge 

and recognition as both are apprehending an object present, however, regarding the 

resultant cognition there is a difference between the two.  Recognition, unlike 

perception, is concerned not merely presenting something but also takes into account 

                                                           

24 Smaraṇaṁ ca pūrvagṛhītārtha vikalparūpatvān nādhikagrāhi, gṛhīte ca prāktanam eva 

pramāṇam, idānīṁ tu smaraṇam apravartakam, Dharmakīrti’s Pramāṇavārttikam, 7.12-140. 
25 Yenaiva hi jñānena prathamam adhigato’rthaḥ tenaiva pravartitaḥ puruṣaḥ, prāpitaś 

cārthaḥ, tatraiva cārthe kim anyena jñānena adhikaṁ kāryaṁ, Dharmottara’s 

Nyāyabindutīkā, 19.3-4. 
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what had earlier been experienced.  That is, there is an element of memory involved 

in it.  As such, recognition is not pramāṇa, while perception is so.26  Therefore, it 

follows that both Dignāga and Dharmakīrti, emphasized novelty as the condition for 

validity of cognition.  

 It may be argued that if pramāṇa is defined as apprehension of something 

that had not been experienced, not only memory and recognition but also some cases 

of valid cognition will have to be eliminated from the scope of pramāṇa.  For 

instance, it will not be appropriate to the case of continuous perception where the 

same object is perceived for a longer period.  In such cases though there are different 

perceptions occurring at consecutive moments, there is no difference in the object 

perceived.  It remains one and the same.  The perception of the second moment being 

apprehension of the object perceived in the first moment, this perception cannot be 

regarded as valid according to the second definition of pramāṇa.  But continuous 

perception is regarded as valid even by the Buddhists.  Thus by excluding memory 

and recognition from the scope of pramāṇa, the Buddhists are at the same time 

excluding a valid case and thereby making the definition of pramāṇa overly 

restrictive.  In reply the Buddhists will say that since the object is momentary the 

object of perception of each moment will be different.  The cognition of an object, for 

instance a table, which occurred in the first moment, was destroyed along with the 

object in the second moment.  In the second moment a completely different, causally 

effective table occurred and that had been cognized in the second moment, and so on.  

In this way, the cognition and its object being different in each moment, we cannot 

regard the cognition of the later moments to be apprehension of what had been earlier 

apprehended.  In other words, according to the theory of momentarieness what 

appears to be a continuous perception is in fact a series of moments of perceptions 

which take in a new object with each ensuing moment.  Hence, there is no difficulty 

in accepting the validity of continuous perception.   

                                                           

26 Pratyabhijñātmakaṁ yadviśeṣadṛṣṭajñānaṁ tatpramāṇaṁ na bhavatītyarthaḥ, yadyapi 

jñānapratyabhijñānayor vastutaḥ bhedo nāsti tathāpi pramāṇaphalayor bhedakalpanajñānaṁ 

pratyabhijñeyārtham vijātīyam, gṛhītagrahaṇaṁ pratyabhijñānam, Dharmakīrti’s 

Pramāṇavārttikavṛtti, 10. 
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 Thus we find that the Buddhists are accepting two different criteria of valid 

cognition namely pragmatic, presented in terms of non-contradiction with experience 

or existence of the fulfillment of human purpose, and the other purely 

epistemological, presented in terms of grasping something new.  So pramāṇa is non-

contradictory knowledge which reveals an object as new and not apprehended earlier.   

 An altogether different approach in this regard can be found in Dharmottara.  

Dharmottara in his commentary on Nyāyabindu, while speaking on samyagjñāna 

observes that “A valid cognition is a cognition which does not belie.  For among the 

people, the person who makes one obtain a previously indicated object is called ‘one 

who does not belie’.  In the similar manner, a cognition too is said to be non-belying 

in as much as it enables one obtain the object indicated by the cognition itself.  And 

to enable one obtain, means to induce one to action towards the indicated object, 

nothing else.  For the cognition does not make one obtain the object in the sense of 

producing it, but rather enables one to obtain the object by inducing one to act 

towards the object.  To induce to action in its turn means only to indicate the object of 

action.  For the cognition cannot induce a person to act by force.  And precisely for 

this reason only the apprehension of the object is the result of knowledge 

(pramāṇaphala).  For when the object is apprehended, the person is induced to act 

and the object is made to be obtained.  And when this is the case, the activity of 

knowledge is completed with the apprehension of the object, and precisely for this, 

knowledge has an unapprehended object as its subject (viṣaya).  Since, by whatever 

cognition the object is apprehended for the first time, by that very cognition the 

person is induced to act and the object is made to be attained.  And in this respect, 

what else can be done by another cognition?  Hence, in as much as the object is 

already apprehended, the second cognition cannot be a pramāṇa”.27  A cognition, 

which does not belie is a cognition which can make the cognizer obtain the 

apprehended object by indicating the object as an object of voluntary action to him.  

This is the reason why the result of pramāṇa is the apprehension of the object and not 

its actual attainment.  Consequently, the subsequent cognition of the same object 

                                                           

27 Dharmottara’s Nyāyabindutīkā, 17.1-19.4, translated by E.France in “The Disjunction in 

Pramāṇavārttika Pramāṇasiddhi, Chapter, verse 5c. 
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cannot be a pramāṇa as the capacity to attain the object has already been produced by 

the former cognition and cannot be reproduced by the later cognition again.  Thus 

Dharmottara is making a sort of equation among the concepts such as valid cognition, 

non-belying cognition, indicator of the object of volition, inducer of action towards 

the indicated object, enabling to attain the indicated object.  

 This shows that for the Buddhists, these two features, the pragmatic and the 

epistemological ones are not completely distinct; rather they are linked with each 

other.  If any cognition is non-contradictory in character it can reveal an unknown 

object.  This is because of the non-discrepant nature; knowledge can lead the knower 

or the agent towards the object and enable him, to get it.  On the other hand, unless 

the object is something new the agent does not feel any urge to make any attempt to 

get it.  That is, the unknown aspect of the object leads the agent to perform voluntary 

action which, if successful, makes the knowledge of that object pramāṇa.  In the case 

of erroneous cognition like that of silver and shell, the agent feels an urge to get silver 

but as his action is not successful he cannot be said to know the silver.   
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IS INDIAN PHILOSOPHY MYSTICAL?* 
LAXMIKANTA PADHI 

 

The words ‘mysticism’, ‘mystical’ are often used as terms of mere criticism, 

to throw at any opinion which we regard as vague and vast, sentimental, and without 

a base in either facts or logic.  Some thinkers interprets that a “mystic” is a person 

who believes in thought-transference, or spirit-return. The mystic is a person who has 

attained the union with Reality in greater or less degree or who aims at and believes 

in such attainment. A person who aspires after the mystical life must have a persistent 

and penetrating intellect; he must also have a powerful philosophic imagination. Not 

all mystics need to be philosophers, not all mystics need to be poets, not all mystics 

need to be Activists, not all mystics lead a life of emotion; but wherever true 

mysticism is one of these faculties must predominate. No mystical experience is 

possible unless we have a plenitude of finer emotions all turned to the experience of 

God. A skeptic is not necessarily a mystic, at least not so initially. One may say that a 

mystic cannot always be a thoroughgoing skeptic. 

Anthony Flew defines mysticism as “direct or unmediated experience of the 

divine, in which the soul momentarily approaches union with God.”1 The Oxford 

Dictionary of Philosophy states that mysticism is the “Belief in union with the divine 

nature by means of… the power of spiritual access to ultimate reality, or to the 

domains of knowledge closed off to ordinary thought.” Religious scholar Ninian 

Smart proposes that mysticism is “those inner visions and practices which are 

contemplative.” 2 The problem with this is that although contemplation may 

characterize mystical practice and tradition, the essentially mystical experience is 

itself characterized by a quietude or peace contrary to contemplation, of the essence 

Robert Forman refer to (with minimal stipulation) as the “pure consciousness 

experience.” In Smart’s characterization, we find a constructivist bias. The Stanford 

Encyclopaedia of Philosophy defines: “A (purportedly) super sense-perceptual or sub 

sense-perceptual unitive experience granting acquaintance of realities or states of 

                                                           

* Earlier version of this contribution was presented in the National Seminar entitled: Debating 

Religiosity: Logic, Mysticism and Religious Language in the Department of Philosophy, 

Assam University, Silchar, in March, 2015. 
1 Flew, Anthony, 1979, “A Dictionary of Philosophy,” New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1979. 
2 Smart, Ninian. “Understanding Mystical Experience,” pp. 12, in Katz (ed.), Mysticism and 

Philosophical Analysis, 1978. 
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affairs that are of a kind not accessible by way of senseperception, somatosensory 

modalities, or standard introspection.”  

More specifically, the English philosopher Walter Stace (1886-1967) 

distinguished two universal mystical states found “in all cultures, religions, periods, 

and social conditions.” These two are the extrovertive and introvertive paths to “the 

unitative experience of the One.” While the former achieves unity by going out 

through multiplicity looking “outward through the senses”, the introvertive, 

‘monistic’ experience “looks inward into the mind,” to achieve “pure consciousness” 

devoid of phenomenal content. Both achieve ‘Oneness’ as “sacred objectivity.”3 

Basic Characteristics of Mysticism: 

If we go through Indian civilization, we find that the Vedic seers always 

raised a question: which God is really there? To whom we must offer oblation? This 

speculation shows that skepticism is as old as the birth of civilization. And the 

relation between religion and mysticism is explicitly concerned with the separation 

between mysticism and religion, and it is believed that mysticism is something other 

than religion and religion is something apart from mysticism. Based on this attitude, 

there were mystical attitudes before divine religions in Indian culture. 

Recently, academic research on mysticism has entrenched in an ideological 

clash between the interpretation of two schools of mysticism: perennialism 

(essentialism, or decontextualism), on the one hand, and anti-perennialism 

(constructivism, intentionalism, or contextualism), on the other hand. The former 

view upholds the universality of the mystical experience, while the latter view takes it 

to be - like any other human experience, they say - completely conditional. The point 

here is that the two schools of interpretation commit the disjunctive fallacy, or the 

fallacy of exclusive alternatives which is not covered in this contribution.  

                                                           

3‘Objectivity’ here means not merely the objectivity that the ordinary sensorial-phenomenal 

objective world objects have, but in contrast, more like the objects of universal truth of 

mathematics and logic, verities eternally true in all possible universes. This notion is perhaps 

best phrased “pure objectivity,” what one would expect the transcendental ultimate reality to 

consist of. It is formless objectivity. It is an ideal state, which is not to say it isn’t also real, 

even immanent in material reality. Later, I will show how such a notion completes my 

proposed solution in a metaphysics similar to the ‘Objective Idealism’ of Peirce and ‘Organic 

Realism’ of Whitehead. 
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If we analyze the basic features of mysticism, we can find that mysticism is 

practical, not theoretical. Mysticism is an entirely spiritual activity. The business and 

method of mysticism is love and love is: a) the active, connotative, expression of 

one’s will and desire for the Absolute. b) one’s innate tendency to that Absolute, one’s 

spiritual weight. Mysticism entails a definite psychological experience.  In what 

follows we will discuss the four marks of mysticism.  

a. Ineffability: 

In a narrow sense, ineffeability means inability to capture the experience in 

ordinary language. To say that the experience is ineffable makes a two-fold claim: a. 

that it is in some sense beyond expression, that it is indescribable or unspeakable, b. 

that expression is in some sense forbidden, that any attempt to do so would be 

unfaithful or untrue to the experience. There are some thinkers who regard discussion 

of such an experience as not only unwise, but also a taboo. And these are the things 

that one should not speak. One more factor for ineffability is the gap between a 

mystic and the other ordinary man. Linguistic communication is nothing but a 

transaction between two parties i.e. the speaker and the hearer.  In the case of a 

mystic and an ordinary person, there is a qualitative difference in their understanding 

for the non-mystic, who is in the ordinary level, cannot understand the intentions of a 

mystic. But mystic experience does not always remain ineffable. Mystics are human 

beings sharing human forms of life.  When we have a glance at the mystic literature, 

we find that mystics mostly try to use general terms on the one-hand, and figurative 

speech on the other in order to communicate to the non-mystics.  It is also not true 

that mystic experience cannot be communicated at all except by one’s own 

experience.  A non-mystic can understand something about the mystic object and 

mystic experience. 

b. Noetic quality: 

Mystical experiences reveal an otherwise hidden or inaccessible knowledge.  

To experience mystical states means to have a state of knowledge.  They are 

illuminations, revelations, full of significance and importance. And as a rule they 

carry with them a curious sense of authority. Provide insights into unobtainable 

truths. 
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c. Transiency: 

Mystical states cannot be sustained for long. Except in rare instances, half an 

hour, or at most an hour or two, seems to be the limit beyond which they fade into the 

light of common day. Often, their quality can but imperfectly be reproduced in 

memory. But when they recur it is recognized; and from one recurrence to another it 

is susceptible of continuous development in what is felt as inner richness and 

importance. 

d. Passivity: 

When the characteristic sort of consciousness once has set in, the mystic feels 

as if his own will were in abeyance, and indeed sometimes as if he were grasped and 

held by a superior power.  This latter peculiarity connects mystical states with certain 

definite phenomena of secondary or alternative personality, such as prophetic speech, 

automatic writing, or the mediumistic trance. When these latter conditions are well 

pronounced, however, there may be no recollection whatever of the phenomenon, and 

it may have no significance for the subject’s usual inner life, to which, as it were, it 

makes a mere interruption.  

Mysticism and Matilal: 

In the history of philosophy, we find that very often the mystic experiences 

are rejected on the ground that they are subjective experiences. B. K. Matilal claims 

that philosophy in classical India was often a genuine intellectual effort but not  

a‘perfumed nonsense’. Matilal opines: 

It is clear that the Nyaya-Vaishesika thesis is a good answer to mysticism 

and the ineffability doctrine. It should also remove the Western 

misunderstanding that Indian philosophy is invariably mystical. The business 

of most classic Indian philosophers was solid and down-to-earth philosophic 

argumentation, not the creation of mystical illusion or poetic descriptions of 

mystical experiences.  (Journal of Indian Philosophy 3 (1975) 25:3-258.) 

Bertrand Russell distinguished two impulses in the history of philosophy i.e. 

the mystical impulse and the logical one. Matilal shows that one can not say that 

Indian philosophy is an outburst of the mystical impulse. Because, in Indian 

philosophy mysticism is the subject of argument. And what is argument is the 

expression of a logical inclination?  The interpretations of Indian philosophy as 

mystical urge rely upon the psychopathology of the Indian mind are challenged by 
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Matilal. He says:  ‘to understand the development of philosophy in India, one must 

study the arguments proper’. He also attacks mysticism as a doctrine as mysticism 

has been loosely used for a variety of views. The salient feature of these views is that 

the seers envision an integrated picture of the cosmos and promote a special type of 

human experience that is at once unitive and non-discursive, at once self-fulfilling 

and self-effacing’.  In this context, William James said:  ‘this experience has a 

“noetic” quality, the experiencer becoming directly aware of the ultimacy of the 

experience’. (William James, Varieties of Religious Experience (1902; New York) 

Let us try to highlight Matilal’s well argued thesis with some questions:   let 

us grant that Indian Philosophy is not mystically inclined.  Why then is it that in India 

mysticism is the repeated theme of the argument?  If Reality is not Ineffable, why 

does mysticism crop up in different independent intellectual traditions? To respond 

these questions Matilal’s rationalism considers that:  Mysticism undoubtedly figures 

prominently in Indian disputations, and in traditions. No other intellectual tradition 

revolves so closely around mysticism. Indian philosophy did not just affirm 

ineffability, but argued about it quite in a right way. But why is it consistently and 

perennially about the mystical? The answer is: Mysticism as a doctrine is an 

important theme in Indian philosophy, because it plays a very special role against the 

unique Vedic background of Indian philosophy. However, for Matilal, mysticism in 

India was not the outburst of the ‘mystical impulse’ at all. We can argue that 

mysticism was originally an expression of the most extreme kind of ‘logical impulse’. 

Say for example, the doctrine of ineffability was a revolutionary attempt to combat 

obscurantism and jargon. Ineffability was meant to encourage one to think for 

oneself, to challenge authourity. This is the opposite of mystical impulse. 

But, ineffability had also a logical error. It was forced by its own logic into a 

new kind of jargon which is exposed by Matilal. Because of their reverence for the 

Vedas, some Indian philosophers felt the need to preserve those as authentically as 

possible. In the absence of Vedic writing, the problem of preserving an authentic 

verbal record found a unique solution in India. It was achieved by the division of 

labour of a special kind, particularly by the Purohitas (Brahmins). The priests or 

Brahmins were charged with the task of memorizing the works, without interpreting 

them. Interpretation was left to others.  Hence, there was no way a priest could 
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contaminate the verse to suit his philosophy, because his task is not to expound 

wisdom but merely to know the words and to recite them by heart in right/holy 

occasion. 

Today the greatest Sanskrit scholars to some extent are not those with a great 

depth of understanding, but those who can recite them flawlessly and effortlessly if 

necessary. This method of preserving the verbal record was astonishingly successful 

only at a cost.  And the cost was that though the verses were remained, the original 

interpretations of the words were gradually lost. Yet people remained in awe of the 

words. The preservation of the Vedas was the Sanskrit Grammar. This grammar of 

Panini is uniquely suited to the study of the Sanskrit language, with a minimum of 

interpretation. It is a characteristic of the grammar that it is synthetic.  It shows how 

to synthesize elements into longer fragments.  It is also phonetic, in the sense that it 

deals primarily with sentences and sounds, rather than with meanings and 

interpretations, though the latter cannot be entirely avoided. Indian grammar treats 

language as phonetically as possible. By ‘phonetic’ it is meant to contrast with 

Aristotelian grammar which ruled in the West until the discovery of Paninian 

grammar in nineteenth century. Sanskrit grammar deals with particles of words as 

sounds, where the Greek approach was judgement-oriented. 

In 700 B.C. Indian life came to be dominated by the unmeaning word and it 

was remained, for the most part and time. Even a Hindu wedding in modern society is 

a matter of ritual, and recitation of the mantras. The priest does not understand it. 

And the audience will carry on with what they are doing while the chanting of 

mantras goes on. Thus, we can say that in all Hindu ceremonies, there is only one 

God, and that is the God of the pure phoneme, the unmeaning sound. This entire 

phonetic religion finds expression in the doctrine that the whole universe is contained 

in the word AUM’, a sound. Everything is in this one word. Not in its meaning, but in 

the sound. This is the obscurantism which the doctrine of ineffability set out to 

destroy. Ineffability asserts that the most important things are not in words, not even 

in Vedic words. So when we hear the words, we do think for ourself. The words need 

us to think and interpret them. 

The doctrine of ineffability was originally an expression of the logical 

impulse, of rationalism, the impulse to challenge terminology and obscurantism. But 
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it fell prey to a serious argument which rendered it obscurantist in its turn. In order to 

oppose the power of the meaningless word, the early Upaniṣads deny that ultimate 

knowledge is expressed in Vedic verse.  But unfortunately, the Upaniṣads did not go 

far enough. They did not deny the view that Vedic verses contain the very wisest of 

words. This is the difficulty. If the most important knowledge is not expressed in the 

wisest of words, then knowledge must be inexpressible. This is how the doctrine of 

ineffability came to exist which Matilal has criticized. The Buddha opposed not only 

the Vedic cant but also the Vedas. He did so in order to be rational, pragmatic and 

humane. 

Let us consider the question, ‘why is mysticism found in all intellectual 

traditions, even ones which are independent of each other?  What do these traditions 

have in common’? W. T. Stace thinks it could be the ineffable reality, which is 

common. But Matilal has demolished this suggestion. It could be human nature which 

is shared by all traditions. But this takes us back to the mystical impulse theory of 

philosophy which is not satisfied. All mystical traditions do share something, which 

they also share with Non-mystical traditions. That something is language.  One may 

believe that mysticism is really a theory about language, and hardly about reality. If 

we regard mysticism as a theory of language, and not a theory of reality, there is 

nothing mysterious about the fact that mysticism occurs in different independent 

intellectual traditions. 

Is mysticism a theory of language?  

One may say that yes, and the reason is  suppose that, I have no particular 

theory of language. Suppose I find that I cannot express adequately my disgust upon 

seeing some colour.  Can I then say that there is any thing that is ineffable? Not 

everything that I cannot ‘express’ is ineffable.  So, if I go on to say that something is 

really ineffable, I am proposing a theory of the limits of language. It is a prejudice 

that Indian mysticism has a tragic story, which was began as a revulsion against the 

worship of jargon - out of an overwhelming concern with language. It cannot be a 

coincidence that the dangerous rise of popular mysticism today comes at a time when 

the nature and limits of language have again become topics of philosophical concern.  

This also partly explains the newly found popularity of the mystics in India and East 

Asian countries. 
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One can only hope that the modem and very different problems about 

language will soon be resolved, before our neo-Greek culture, which is now with 

determination denying its own values, turns entirely upon itself. The compelling 

modem reason for mysticism seems to be the discovery of Russell’s and other 

antinomies, which cannot be solved without falling back on a logical inconsistency at 

some level.  Mysticism in Western thought has also been associated with linguistic 

worries regarding the Bible, which is more akin to Indian mysticism than the more 

dangerous modern kind of mysticism. 

REFERENCES: 

 B. Russell, Mysticism and Logic Hibbert Journal, Vol. 12:1914. 

 B. Matilal, 'Mysticism and Reality: Ineffability' Journal of Indian Philosophy 3 

:1975. 

 John Searle, Speech Acts Cambridge, Mass., 1969 

 J. J. Katz, “Effability and Translation,” in F. Guenthner and M. Guenthner- Reutter, 

eds., Meaning and Translation New York, 1978.  

 G. Frege, “Compound Thoughts,” Mind 1963: 1-17.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 
                                                                                                                              100 

 

 

                                                                                                                 

THE THEORY AND PRACTICE OF HUMAN RIGHTS: THE NEED 

FOR INTEGRATION OF THE TWO DIMENSIONS 
BENULAL DHAR 

 

Human rights are a buzz-word in contemporary social and political life. Hardly 

a day passes without mention of human rights violation in the media. When horrible 

and shocking incidents of human rights violation are reported, we cannot remain 

indifferent to them. We ask ourselves and reflect on the following:  

How should we think about these events? What should we do about 

them? What is the relationship between these two questions? In 

particular, what is the relationship between the theory of human rights 

and the practice of international human rights law? We are troubled not 

only by injustice, but also by theoretical scruples about the universality 

of any given view of injustice and human rights as a basis for 

intervention. The relationship between the theory and practice of 

human rights is problematic.1 

 

The concept of human rights involves problems that are, on the one hand, 

related to philosophy or theory and on the other, to activity or practice. Both kinds of 

problems – theoretical and practical – about human rights would survive forever. For, 

the theoretical disputations relating to human rights like old habits would die hard, on 

the one hand and since there is presumably no respite for men in sight from injustice, 

the human rights activism seeking justice and good life would continue on the other. 

But the problem is that both a philosopher and an activist generally tend to 

accomplish their respective task by giving the other a low priority. On the one hand, a 

philosopher engaged in reflections on the nature, content and justification of human 

rights often ignores practical issues relating to human rights and an activist under the 

pressure of rescuing his fellow citizens from injustice often puts philosophical 

questions in abeyance. In our view, both the theoretical or philosophical reflections 

and the activism related to human rights must be integrated with one another. For, 

each of the dimensions receives its sustenance from the other to work for humanity. 

The objective of this paper is to argue for each of the two dimensions and for the need 

to integrate them.  

I 

             Let us first argue for the need to theoretical or philosophical reflections on 

human rights. In the first place, the primary task of any philosophical approach to 

human rights, for that matter, to any topic, is to lay bare the meaning of the concept 
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itself, which at its first encounter with us is likely to remain obscure and 

unintelligible. Philosophic endeavour makes explicit what is implicit, and expose 

what is covered up. So the understanding of human rights from the philosophical 

perspective means to become clearly aware of the vague and unconscious 

assumptions underlying the idea, which are operative in our lives and guide our 

practical choices and actions relating to it. It is essential that we discover these 

assumptions lying behind the concept of human rights if we do not want to be driven 

blindly in our effort to implement the idea in the social and political life. In short, it is 

the expository effort of philosophy that would clarify the presuppositions of human 

rights conception, and thereby it would deepen our understanding of its truth. 

In the second place, many of us are not free from prejudices and 

misconceptions about the concept of human rights. It is needed that the philosophical 

theories of human rights are to be submitted to critical examination in order to dispel 

all prejudices and misconceptions about the notion, and ensure that its application 

does not become pernicious to our social and political life. The philosophical 

understanding of human rights would make it clear that this idea is not a myth that 

has come down to us as part of social customs and mores but has a strong rational 

foundation of its own. Philosophy in its characteristics approach takes into 

consideration the arguments both for and against the conception and thereby 

identifies the strength and weakness that the concept of human rights possesses in 

terms of its application in society. 

In the third place, the philosophical study of human rights takes a 

comprehensive view of the world rather than a parochial one while in search of the 

truth of a conception. It makes an attempt to understand the idea in its multiple 

dimensions. In other words, what it means to have the rights of man from the social, 

political, moral, and other perspectives? is the question that engages a philosopher. 

The philosophical treatment enlightens our common sense idea about it as well as 

broadens the overall human perspective on the subject of human rights. It also makes 

people realise how emotionally attached they are to the belief in the idea of human 

rights when it is brought under the purview of philosophical scrutiny.  

In the fourth place, the person who is concerned with liberating his fellow-

beings from tyranny and exploitation, he may find it useful to pause for a 
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moment to ponder over such questions as: What is a right? What is a human 

right? What is the nature of human rights? Are they natural or acquired? in 

order to equip himself with some conceptual apparatus which may guide him to 

his practical actions. The rational and conceptual apparatus, by means of which 

philosophy carry on its activities, not only provides us with the knowledge of the 

world suffered by violence and injustice but also equip us to act in it. This rational 

capacity of action having been oriented towards society seeks to transform the social 

order by actualising self-evident ideals like rights, liberty, equality and fraternity.   

In the fifth place, the concept of human rights has certain contents. In order to 

make clear what human rights are, it is not enough to say that they are possessed of 

by humans by virtue of their being humans only irrespective of any distinction, such 

as race, sex, colour,  language, religion, nationality or other status. It is also necessary 

to understand and analyse what they are, that is, both traditionally recognised rights, 

such as right to life, liberty and possession and different other kinds of recently 

evolving rights, such as the rights to health care, to social security, to fair wages, to a 

clean environment, to smoke-free offices, to abortion, to child-care, and to sick leave. 

In this context, some other rights too get recognition, such as the rights of the poor as 

against those of the rich, parents against children, women against men, citizens 

against the police, and the list goes on and on. The questions such as the following 

arise: how are we to decide which interests deserve the protection of human rights in 

one's own society? Or how are we to decide which rights are to be treated as human 

rights to which all human beings are entitled to enjoy? In order to answer these 

questions, the entire domain of rights, that is, the contents of rights has to be looked 

into in order to reach a consensus at international level, although there are such issues 

relating to human rights on which to reach an agreement is quite impossible. 

In the sixth place, one of the crucial functions of philosophy is to provide 

justification for any belief. And in this case that human beings should be treated in 

certain ways involves various perspectives in understanding the human individual and 

his relationships with his fellow-beings, and it is only the philosophical approach that 

can address the various issues relating to the nature of human beings, and provides 

justifications for the possession of inherent and inalienable rights. But this not an easy 

and straightforward issue. For, historical and cultural circumstances powerfully 
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condition one's view of human rights and its justification. The diverse conceptions of 

human rights reflect the differing social, political and economic values of different 

societies. Hence there is no "best" view of human rights. Each is valid from its own 

valuational perspective. But people of each culture need to argue from its own 

viewpoint in defense of their view on human rights, which is in keeping with the 

ethos of their culture and to be tolerant of the moral beliefs and ideas of other cultures 

about human rights. 

In the seventh place, philosophy has rich resources to offer to any policy 

maker. In order to adopt human rights as a public policy in social and political life, it 

is imperative that it passes the test of philosophical scrutiny. A policy, for example, 

aimed at promoting the freedom of expression would need not only to recognise it as 

a human right but also to create awareness and circumstances in which they can speak 

freely without penalty. Philosophy is an essential part of equipment of every person 

who needs to deliberate while formulating public policies or just think clearly in areas 

involving debates and issues. As Martha C. Nussbaum has rightly pointed out,  

that philosophers are badly needed in academic deliberations about public 

policy, as critical scrutinizers of arguments and as obsessive pursuers of the 

foundational concepts and questions. For here, if anywhere, it is important to 

seek rigor and conceptual clarity.2 

In the last place, when a human rights activist fights for rescuing his fellow-

citizens from tyranny and exploitation, he takes a normative stance to justify his 

actions. He not only explains the pathetic and distressing conditions of those suffering 

but also disapproves of it from ethical point of view. He takes typically philosophical 

position on a variety of contested issues in connection with the particular incident of 

tyranny and exploitation, though usually without realising that he is doing so or 

arguing for the position taken. Thus an activist is required to argue and take a stand to 

put forward his case and this is philosophical in nature. Generally, human rights 

activism demands that one should get down to business immediately, that is, rescuing 

people suffering from injustice. But philosophy is in no such hurry; it does not move 

to the practical too quickly. Rather, it concerns itself with conceptual subtleties, the 

articulation of the distinctions and systematic arguments and thereby it prepares the 

ground for carrying out bottom-line business, that is, to deal with the concrete cases 

of human rights violation with confidence and determination aided by philosophical 

reflections.  
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II 

It is worthwhile to argue in favour of the view that philosophy needs practice. 

In the first place, human rights are an operative and action-demanding notion, for it is 

meant for application in the social and political life to bring about change in social 

and political order. It is the common phenomenon in our society that people are 

inflicted by tyranny, arbitrariness, repression, deliberate deprivation, constant 

apprehension, etc. and it is to reduce the undeserved and unbefitting pain and 

suffering of people and to facilitate them to live with dignity in society that human 

rights are invoked. The philosophical thinking on human rights throws light and 

shows the path as to how to proceed with the instrument of human rights to benefit 

and help people to lead a dignified life in society. Thus ultimate utility of human 

rights lies in changing peoples' lives free from pain and suffering and thereby enable 

them to realize their potentiality. 

In the second place, the philosophical reflection is not possible in a vacuum. It 

must be based on some facts and experiences, in the present case, on the particular 

incidents of tyranny and exploitation that actually occur in the lives of people 

whereby human rights are violated. It is a fact that people always suffer from injustice 

caused by state or other agents. The philosophical reflections on these countless 

incidents of tyranny and exploitation gave rise to the "conceptual device" like human 

rights in the modern world. It is in order to protect people from endless suffering that 

the concept of human rights has evolved. Human rights are a sort of language through 

which protest against tyranny and exploitation is voiced today all over the world. 

Presumably, there is no respite from human suffering, so the reflections on the 

particular incidents of suffering will lead human mind to reflect and devise the ways 

and means of preventing further occurrences of human rights violation in future. The 

facts of human suffering prompt philosophers to reflect and thereby invent newer 

conceptual apparatus in the form of human rights as antidotes and preventive 

measures. Again, Martha C. Nussbaum writes,  

It (philosophy) provides the type of foundational and systematic 

understanding that can guide prescriptions and laws. Philosophy has to be 

grounded in experience and concerned with practice, or it will rightly be 

dismissed as irrelevant.3   

In other words, philosophical reflections on human rights sustain its life by 

grounding itself on the experiences of the incidents of tyranny and exploitations. 
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Philosophy must have commitment to reality, that is, its concerns with endless human 

suffering but that does not entail that philosophy would abandon its characteristic 

nature of being abstract, theoretical and being concerned with conceptual subtleties 

about human rights. In order to contribute to the practical concerns with human 

suffering, philosophy prepares an activist to understand the situation and accordingly 

help him to move forward to face it without giving up its analytical prowess. 

In the third place, whatever the theoretical issues and arguments about rights, 

they in fact play a crucial role to take decisions on practical social and political issues 

at national and international level. There are many social and political issues which 

not only raise philosophical questions but also create occasions to ponder over crucial 

practical issues which demand their settlement in terms of human rights. For 

example, there are a large number of people who argue that the issue of abortion 

entails the right to a human foetus to be born, that is, it has the right to life, on the one 

hand and on the other, many people are not willing to give the human foetus the 

status of a human being and hence they, in some exceptional cases, demand abortion.  

In the fourth place, human rights are intended to regulate our collective 

behaviour by prescribing as to how we should behave with one another and 

accordingly shape the future of our society. In this connection, William Edmundson 

writes, 

The concept of rights is a practical one, and we must not lose sight of this 

central fact about rights: By their very nature they have a bearing upon 

how we are to conduct ourselves and order our affairs.4 

As the society is the web of complicated social relationships, one's behavioural 

relationship with his fellowmen cannot be fixed forever. The application of human 

rights is intended to guide and control the human behaviour and thereby strives to 

enhance our well-being. What matters, in this connection, is how they do so in 

practice and not only philosophically.   

In the fifth place, it is true that theoretical or philosophical analysis of rights 

makes us understand the nature, content and justification of them and decide as to 

which rights are to be treated as human rights. But this understanding and decisions 

are not done once and for all; they require repeated reflections and threadbare 

analysis for deeper understanding of their truths. This can be done better by applying 

the present understanding and decisions to specific cases. In other words, the human 
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rights theories can be tested only when they are applied to practical cases and thereby 

they get further opportunity to come under theoretical or philosophical scrutiny to 

become the efficient instruments to prevent injustice in the lives of people. In other 

words, while applying the idea of human rights to specific cases, we can understand 

the problems that may theoretically crop up for further reflections. And ultimately, 

the back and forth from theory to practice and vice versa makes human rights an 

competent conceptual mechanism to regulate human behaviour in society. 

Philosophical or theoretical reflections on human rights cannot get fulfilled unless it 

is carried out keeping in mind the practical plight of people living in society. That is 

to say, it is the practical human condition that sustains and guides our philosophical 

reflections on rights. Human predicament in society makes a philosopher reflect on 

various tactics and strategies, and make him better equipped to remedy the situation 

that is prevailing in a society. 

In the last place, while one may be dismayed and suffer from despondency 

looking at the evil and scale of injustice in the world, only philosophical reflections 

on these facts in terms of human rights may enable us to show the way to reduce them 

as well as to keep before our eyes certain optimistic beliefs in order to see them 

practised in the foreseeable future. The great ancestors of every generation leave 

many noble and great ideas for their future generations, which are the results of their 

philosophical reflections. But history witnessed that some of these ideas could be 

implemented and some others could not be. It is the results of philosophical 

reflections on the present reality of human rights violations that give birth to these 

optimistic ideas and beliefs in our continued engagement with humanity. So the 

philosophical reflections must be combined with the idea of the plight of people in 

the world who fight for overcoming evil and injustice and continue to move towards 

prosperity and flourishing. In short, philosophers of human rights need to enter the 

public arena and present their grand and noble ideas to policy makers, development 

workers, lawyers and other people, so that these people carry on their respective 

activities following the norms of human rights. 

Let us now summarise the main points, in conclusion. In our view, both the 

tendency of a philosopher of human rights to glorify his theoretical reflections and to 

belittle the role human rights activity, on the one hand and, and the recognition of the 
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superiority of human rights activity and giving a low priority to philosophical 

reflections are deplorable on the other. Both kinds of problems are inter-related and 

therefore seek each other’s co-operation to serve a common purpose of humanity. 

While one is involved in activities relating to the prevention of human rights 

violations or to the fight for justice, he is in need of reflecting on the nature of human 

rights, the legitimacy of the application of human rights, the requirement of an ideal 

government, the nature of good life and such other issues. The human rights activities 

cannot go on without reflections on these issues. For, the philosophers raise path-

breaking questions in view of innovative ideas and alterations in the context and 

temper of society and politics, and thereby they broaden our over-all human 

perspective on the subject. It is in this broadening outlook that human rights activities 

become able to sustain their life. The philosophical reflections ensure whether the 

application of human rights is pernicious or it is beneficial to social and political life. 

While a philosopher, on the one hand, is engaged in reflecting on the nature of good 

life and setting the standard of government that is capable of providing justice to the 

life of its citizens in terms of human rights, he also expects that some determinate 

actions are to be followed up to give effect to his ideas to peoples’ lives on the other. 

For, the ultimate utility of human rights lies not in leaving the world as we find it, but 

in transforming it into a better, more just world. Thus philosophical and the practical 

dimensions of human rights supplement each other and so both the dimensions should 

get due importance to serve the humanity as a whole. 
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REVISITING JOHN RAWLS’ REFLECTIVE EQUILIBRIUM AS A 

METHOD FOR ETHICAL DECISION MAKING 
SHALINEE SINGH 

Moral philosophers do not forecast moral truths rather provide a systematic 

account of matters of ethical concern. One such concern is to inquire about the 

different methods given at different times by ethicists for moral decision making. At 

this place, I will focus on one such method, better known as reflective equilibrium. 

First of all it is important to note that the readers need not misconstrue with the use 

and reference of the concept of reflective equilibrium .The paper intends to analyze 

the natureandmethod of reflective equilibrium for moral decision making through 

consensus for distributive justice. Although there are many other methods for ethical 

decision making, my concern is to analyze and find out the ethical strength of the 

method of reflective equilibrium.  

Moral theories generally, give us way to moral justification but at the level of 

methodology, one problem is about the moral justification of the methodology itself; 

and this paper is concerned exactly with this. First, it is important to discuss what 

reflective equilibrium means. Etymologically, the term ‘reflective’ suggest 

‘something deeply or seriously thoughtful’ and ‘equilibrium’ stands for ‘a state of 

balance’. Thus reflective equilibrium is a method in which a number of thoughtful 

judgments proposed byinquirers,go through a process of adjustments and result into a 

balanced theory which is justifiable.  

In theEncyclopedia of Philosophyedited by Donald M. Borchert, 2008, 

‘reflective equilibrium’ has been explained as coherent method of philosophical 

justification or  inquiry1. Nelson Goodman in his workFact, Fiction, and Forecast 

(1995) in a context, introduced the term ‘reflective equilibrium’ not under ethical 

discussion but related to deductive and inductive logic2. According to him the process 

of justification is to make mutual adjustment between rules and accepted inferences. 

In fact, the term reflective equilibrium has been introduced by John Rawls in a 

context of moral inquiry in his work A Theory of Justice (1971), which is of our 

concern here. I would therefore, like to attend forthwith Rawls’ position and bring out 

its originality and strengths and weaknesses. 

Rawls has developed the reflective equilibrial method with regard to his 

proposedmodel of justice, especially distributive justice. Generally, to evaluate acts as 
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just or unjust, there are some basic features substantive to almost every theory of 

justice, namely ‘equality’ , ‘fairness’ and ‘lawfulness’ . In this regard Rawls’ model 

proposes the concepts of ‘veil of ignorance’and the ‘original position’3 that,removes 

the possibility of individual prejudices, and provides a strong base for fairness of 

agreement or consensus. But one important question is still unanswered, that is, in the 

original position, in the process of establishing a theory of justice, how does he come 

to balance between different individual claims or judgments? It needs a logical 

justification. In case of stiff disagreement among individual claims and general 

principles, how is it ethically possible to determine which decision will be acceptable 

to us and in order to reach this end, what should be the desirable way? For this, Rawls 

proposes the method of ‘reflective equilibrium’. In Rawls’ word: “It is the intellectual 

technique which ensures coincidence of reasonable philosophical condition on 

principles with considered judgments”.4 

According to this method, the inquirer starts with a lot of initial moral beliefs 

and by the process of elimination he comes to the ‘considered moral judgments’, 

those judgments in which the inquirer has highest degree of initial trust.Then she 

attempts to find a moral theory that best fits with these judgments. Further, one makes 

revision of both, the considered judgments and the moral theory, without giving 

advantage to any one of them. One tries to contrive a coherent system of moral 

beliefs by resolving their mutual conflicts and continue the process of adjustment 

until it comes to anequilibrium. Rawlssays, “[I]…it is necessary to the justification of 

a moral conception that it ‘fit’ with our considered moral convictions,at all levels of 

generality,and after consideration of alternative moral views”.5 To conclude 

thatRawls did not merely use the ‘term’ or gave another name to Goodman’s method 

but he presented it in a form by applying it to moral decision making. 

Going back with the tradition Rawls says, “This is the conception of the 

subject of the classical writers at least down through Sidgwick. I see no reason to 

depart from it.”6 Rawls makes a connection of this method with the method used by 

Sidgwick for justification of moral judgments, and for this, he makes reference of 

Schneewind’swork: “First principle and common sense morality in Sidgwick’s 

ethics” in his bookA theory of justice.7 We need to give a brief account of Sidgwick’s 

method and also a comparison with that of Rawls.It is also important to note that in 
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his paper,“Sidgwick and Reflective Equilibrium” Peter Singer has discussed 

Sidgwick’s method and referred to J.B.Schneewind.8 According to 

Schneewind,Sidgwick holds that a two stage argument in moral philosophy is in use. 

At the first stage of themethod,Sidgwick tries to present that the principle of truth, 

justice etc. have only a dependent or conditional validity. These primary principles of 

truth, justice etc. are the criteria for resolving conflict among dependent principles. 

According to Sidgwick these primary principles are the subjects of rational intuition. 

This is why his theory is known as ‘philosophical intuitionism’. This is also known as 

‘foundationalism’ because there are some basic principles which act as foundation to 

other moral deductions. It is to note that here we use the terms ‘intuitionism’ and 

‘foundationalism’ to be synonymous. In this regard we get the point that Rawls’ 

method seems linking somewhere with this foundationalist method of justification. 

But before justifying this, I would like to deal with another method, which is a rival 

of the above mentioned method, which is ‘coherentism’ because some thinkers argue 

that Rawls’ method is concerned with coherentist theory of justification too. This will 

be considered at a proper place. Giving a brief account of this coherentist method, we 

can say: 

“Coherence is a matter of how the beliefs in a system of beliefs fit together or 

dovetail with each other, so as to constitute one unified, organized, and tightly 

structured whole. And it is clear that this fitting together depends on a wide variety of 

logical, inferential and explanatory relations among the components of the system.”9 

Now the moot issue is to consider whether or not the Rawlsian vision of 

reflective method for ethical decision making is either foundationalist or coherentist 

or both and in any case, are there more problems for a ready acceptance of the 

method proposed by him?  Given the first stage of Sidgwick’s method and Rawls’ 

position of discourse among individual moral convictions and general principles to 

formulate a set of principles of justice that is acceptable to all,we find that Rawls is 

also an intuitionist but only to the extent that he gives importance to considered 

convictions and moral reasoning, which are purely individual. But Sidgwick takes 

some primary ethical principles such as, egoism, altruism and intuitionism and then 

attempts to make a consensus among other dependent principles10 However, in 

Rawls’ analysis, he tries to make a consensus among the individual judgments first by 
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moral reasoning without having any dependence on primary principles and then tries 

to find a  coherence between considered convictions and moral theories. So he is not 

propounding any intuitive principle as such. In this sense Rawls is not a 

foundationalist in the same way Sidgwick is. Rawls goes on:  

“A conception of justice cannot be deduced from self-evident premises or 

conditions on principles; instead, its justification is matter of mutual support of many 

considerations of everything fitting together into one coherent view.”11 

Further, Sidgwick relies on objectivity of primary principles which are 

uniformly applicable to all, while Rawls’ method applies to a system of two different 

agents, living in different societies and have different moral values. Nevertheless, no 

one’s judgment is condemned to be true or false, but only expected to be in 

coherence. This point suggests that moral values are particular to different societies 

and therefore cannot be objective in nature rather these are human constructs. Again 

in the process of reflective equilibrium,when Rawls authorizes a party for discourse, 

the values on which they are giving judgments, are internalized in case of the 

members because their considered judgments of values are not constructed by virtue 

of external factors, rather they are intrinsic to the‘rational agents’ as Rawls calls 

them. The final judgment, then, is the result of their internal values. For this, Rawls 

appears to be sympathetic to intuitionism in any case.Now we can say that though 

Rawls has a place for intuitionism in his theory, he is nevertheless, not a typical 

intuitionist as Sidgwick is. He refers to another concept to support his method and 

also to disassociate himself from a full fledged intuitionism that is constructivist in 

nature.For that matter, according to which moral beliefs are human constructs. In this 

regard Rawls presents a Kantian view. To justify the original position, in his work A 

Theory of Justice, Rawls discusses Kant’s notion of autonomy of persons. 

“A person is acting autonomously when the principles of his action are 

chosen by him as the most adequate possible expression of his nature as a free and 

equal rational being.”11 Kant’s conception of a person is the one, who has moral sense 

implicit in them. This being a base, Rawls presents common moral beliefs to be latent 

in common sense while making considered moral judgments in a discourse. So moral 

truths are constituted by our moral beliefs, and are therefore human constructs. 
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To make it more clear, let us have a look on the two forms of constructivism, 

i.e. relativism and non-relativism. “Relativist constructivism is true just in case there 

are a plurality of sets of moral facts each constituted by different moral 

beliefs…nonrelativist constructivism holds that there is a single set of moral facts 

which are constituted by some function of our moral beliefs,e.g., by our moral beliefs 

in reflective equilibrium.”13This distinction categorizes Rawlsian constructivism as 

nonrelativistic because his attempt is to find a set of guiding principle and for this he 

proposes a discourse between different individual moral claims and general principle. 

Coherentism, as we know, is an alternative to foundationalism. Rawls, in his 

method, demonstrates that there should be consensus among our considered 

convictions, moral theory and background theories which all are the subject to 

revision. On this ground of systematization, we find his theory to be 

closertocoherentism. In a radical sense, his theory presents an alternative which 

strictly denies having any dualistic approach about foundational and super-structural 

theories as coherentist believes. 

Having a comparatively practical view is good enough but Rawls fails to 

present a method for ethical decision making for common people. In this regard, in 

his, ATheory of Justice,Rawls mentions that ‘original position’, wherein theories of 

morality have to be established, is not like a general assembly rather selective of 

rational people from the society by representative system of selection,called social 

engineers, who goes by the process of debate, make a consensus that creates 

minimum loss to all.14 However,  if he only includes these ‘rational members’ of the 

concerned societyfor discussion (who truly form the core group or the vital body of 

the said ‘social engineering’), we cannot claim that the resultant would be applicable 

to all. 

Now, focusing on Rawls’ engineering methodfor moral decision making, 

Rawls authorizes social engineers for the given task. The problemis, who are these 

social engineers? Does the term cover the whole society or a group merely? Which 

people should be included in this group? Rawls argues that to consider every 

member’s view is not possible so it is a group of rational people who make decisions. 

Second, persons in the original position of decision making,being rational, each of 

them will try as best he can to advance his or her interest but because they are in a 
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veil of ignorance about personal gains, they cannot make any inordinate favor to 

themselves that affects fairness of decision making.15 Justification of this ‘social 

engineering’ method is of central concern. What is the method or process by which 

engineers proceed for decision making in society?People having different 

considerations about justice, when are engaged in establishing a just way, for 

instance, distribution of goods, make a consensus, but how do they come to the 

consensus? Generally two known methods are there that are thedeductive and the 

inductive methods. When a universal principle is deduced from different specific 

instances, it is induction, and on the contrary, when some universal principle works as 

a criterion for individual decision making in specific instances, it is called a deductive 

method. In light of what Rawls has said, his method is basically discursivein nature, 

based mainly on reasoning and discussion among a specialized group of people 

concerned about social engineering. This is an inductive method because Rawls starts 

with individual moral conceptions and ends up with common principle for just 

distribution. Though this method of discourse is unsatisfactory method of just 

distribution for Rawls includes only a group of special people apt in intellectualism 

and engineering for discussion and the resultant is believed to be applicable for all. 

Thus to get a universal theory only from some individual considerations is the method 

of induction. Apart from this, Rawls uses the theory of deduction to propound a 

theory of just distribution as well. 

In A Theory of Justice Rawls favorspure procedural justice or distributive 

justice, the procedure is believed to be just itself. So far as the procedure is just, 

distribution is also just. Though the effort of Rawls was for establishing a new 

method, finally it results into a type of deductive method because it is a “theory 

churning method” by which he tries to find a set of principle, common to all, and then 

applied to particular instancesof doing justice in distribution. Therefore, according to 

me, in his claimed new method, that is, reflective equilibrium, Rawls has used both 

the inductive and deductive methods. To be clearer, by the method of induction he 

reaches a general theory for just distribution and using the deductive method, he goes 

on to justify the judgments in different references. So it is a synthesis of both 

generally known methods.  



 

 

 
                                                                                                                              114 

 

 

                                                                                                                 

Now the issue before us is to consider whether or not this synthesis of 

deduction and induction is justifiable? Is it a sufficiently desirable method for 

common decision making? In his paper “Sidgwick and reflective equilibrium” Peter 

Singer claims thatthough Rawls, in a sense like Sidgwick, attempts to perform a 

historical task of guiding our conduct by virtue of one moral theory or the other, he is 

indulged into a different activity altogether. In his words: “systematizing the 

considered moral judgments of some unspecified moral consensus” which is a 

descriptive task.16 Therefore, while systematizing considered convictions and moral 

theories, the ultimate goal is to find out a theory which can help us to understand the 

basic structure of society because this determines the rights and duties. One may 

object that Rawls’ stand is not clear but I think this misconception is due to the idea 

that deductivism and inductivism are irreconcilable.It is not a compulsion to choose 

one of them and follow it but to have a critical eye on pre- established tendencies for 

drawing any conclusion may be fruitful so as to enrich our knowledge, on the basis of 

which, we can perform much better in case of decision making on moral issue. 

As far as common decision making is concerned, Rawls supports Kantian 

notion of person that gives priority to free and rational agents as‘end inthemselves’ 

but notmeans. In this regard, he gave space to individual considerations, but not 

toeach and every member of a given society. Question is, whether or not he is dealing 

with actual ethical concerns of common people in decision making? 

 Based on the discussions above, we find that Rawls limits his discourse to a 

group of intellectual agents, though the resultant is thought to be applicable to all the 

members of a concerned society. At this point, in his paper “A defense of 

hermeneutic and feminist application of ethics”17Debashis Guha presents that, when 

we make a discussion among some rational ethically trained persons, who have 

enough knowledge of ethical theories, we are not dealing with value laden practical 

problems for resolution in and with concerned people for considered judgments. In 

such method we donot include concerned person’smoral perception and moral 

sensitivity18 about the problem with which they are considering. Such discourses deal 

only with superficial questions, the deeper questions emerge only when we go 

through common people’s moral opinions, their moral intuitions, disagreements, 

agreements, possible impacts on them and socio-cultural setup etc. We thus limit the 
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social net for decision making to a group thereby making itintellectualist chauvinism, 

not a moral one. Rawls seemsoverlooking Kantian perception of the person as an end 

too. Problems are subjective, historically and culturally set to each and every 

individual, and morality demands that personal sensitivity ormoralconvictions for 

resolution ought to be taken care of. For this, we have to expand the social net to the 

non-specified and non-intellectual members of the given society as well. Generally, 

we ignore this point in a democratic set-up while abiding by representative and 

intellectualistic discussion for moral decision making. This is why, a large section of 

society disagree with resultant decisions to be morally chauvinist. 

I think the reason, behind why Rawls deals with a group only, is his model 

itself because in his model, he starts with theory analysis, which demands 

intellectuals, having enough knowledge of ethical theories. A common, non-

intellectual agent cannot discuss such theoretical aspects while moral decision 

making through considered moral judgments. He is only concerned with practical 

problems based on available moral capacity.At this place, the anti-theory model looks 

more sympathetic to actual ethical concerns of common people in decision making. 

This model starts with the problem analysis not theory churning.In case of practical 

moral problems, the anti-theorist starts with the very grass root level inspection. His 

initial concern is to find the nature of problem in actuality. Then he goes through 

“party analysis”, meaning thereby identification of parties for moral decision making. 

He tries to unravel moral perceptions and sensitivity of the party for resolution by the 

process of moral debate in society among the concerned parties. Through this 

process, while we reach a consensus for a commonly accepted decision, the social 

activism can further initiate legislature to give a legal shape to find ways to distribute 

claimed rights to people. It does not mean that in this anti-theory model, “theory-

analysis” is redundant. It is important here too, but only at the post-problem 

resolution level. Ethical theorists actively analyze the real dynamics or pragmatics of 

historical ethical theories compatible to moral resolution and decisions taken not in an 

intellectual coterie. This is then return to theory as well because in post-problem 

resolution, theoretical analysis is of academic value and of some importance at 

least.In this regard Guha’s claim is that while solving practical moral questions and to 

take moral decisions, initiating from people for their moral intuition and considered 
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judgments is the best way19.This way of resolution does not demand a static base of 

one or more theory or theories among theory churning intellectuals, as Rawls’ two 

principles of justice holds to be the case. 

The question is, whether Rawls’ theory analysis is useless? In fact, Rawls’ 

theory analysis is not useless because in anti-theory model of decision making, when 

we return to theory, we find the same things which we have got from Rawls’ theory 

churning. His model is not aimless but for a concrete purpose of distributive justice, 

which is ultimately a practical problem. The real question of the debate of theory 

versus the anti-theory model is that where from we have to start? So we have to start 

from theory or the problem? Rawls’ concern for just distributionis genuine but for 

this, he starts with standard theories playing in considered judgments of moral 

intellectuals,while anti-theorist move one step ahead and try to findjustice for whom 

and how and for this, theystart with the concerned party for explicating their moral 

opinions to reach at moral consensus.  

Nevertheless, this is not without problem. The problem of “limit” to moral 

discourses in social milieu, even in democracies cannot be put aside. The problem of 

“limit” to moral debate and consensual decision making insmartest democracies 

cannot be ruled out either.However, it is only in a democratic set-up that distributive 

justice through moral consensus is in principle justifiable in an ideal atmosphere of 

cultural-revolution of public participation for moral decision making going alongside 

legislative activism having a moral or human face. 
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HUMAN RIGHTS AND DISCRIMINATION* 
SAHELI BASU 

I 

The history of human rights draws upon religious, cultural, philosophical and 

legal developments in the 20th century in Western Europe and North America labour 

unions brought about laws granting workers the right to strike and minimum work 

conditions and regulating child labour. The women’s movement gained the right to 

vote. Movement by racial and religious minorities have succeeded in many parts of 

the world; among them are the civil rights movement and recent identity politics 

movement. 

Historically three revolutionary events in the west brought out the universal 

significance of human rights. Two of these took place in the 18th century namely, The 

American war of Independence and the French Revolution. The third event however, 

the Russian Revolution of 1970 added one further dimension of the rights of man of 

human rights. As consequences of the Russian Revolution emphasis was not only laid 

on economic and social rights, but the traditional political and civil rights were 

conspicuous. But a complete transformation of the meaning of political and civil 

rights was also equally conspicuous.  

In its present form the concept of human rights is a modern development but 

the rudiments of it can be traced back to Locke. Locke spoke of the rights of men 

which were supreme. It was for the protection of these rights that the state emerged 

and it was in this function and capacity that lay the authority of the state, said Locke.  

According to Thomas Hobbes, the most fundamental human right is the right 

to self-preservation. This right is the origin of most other human rights. John Locke 

shares this view and adds that the right to liberty, health property or possessions are 

the most fundamental human rights. No philosopher or no social activist is needed to 

tell us that the right to adequate food, right to shelter, right to proper health care, 

education are inseparably related to human existence. 

                                                           

*
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The concept of human rights has taken a new turn in its modern 

developments. The modern concept of human rights as safe guarded by international 

conventions came into vogue only after the end of the Second World War. The 

barbaric and heinous destructions which took place during the Second World War 

where tens and millions of human lives were lost under Nazism led to the arousal of 

the universal conscience of human kind. It resulted in the formation of a global 

organization namely, The United Nations in the year 1945. And with it came into 

being the idea that the protection of human rights should be a matter of international 

responsibility.  

Under economic, social and cultural rights are put those rights which are 

concerned with the actual well being of the human kind in economic, social and 

cultural spheres and not only with protecting personal freedom. In this category are 

put such rights as right to social security, right to work and its minimum condition, 

right to proper standard of living, right to education, right to take part in all sorts of 

cultural activities in the society etc.  

A remarkable progress in the development of the human rights concept is its 

institutionalization. And that occurred by the emergence of several international 

treaties with monitoring bodies attached to them. The important function of these 

monitoring bodies was to examine the reports submitted by the state parties in their 

presence. In these monitoring operations not only the adverse human rights situations 

but also the success of the different state parties in implementing the conventions 

towards the protection of human rights are brought to discussion. Of these 

international treatises with monitoring bodies’ reference can be made to the 

convention of the elimination of all forms of Racial discrimination 1966, convention 

on the elimination of discrimination against torture, and the convention on the rights 

of the child 1989, and the international convent on civil and political rights 1977. 

II 

Human rights are regarded as universal in that all individuals have such 

rights. But long after these rights were proclaimed universal, they were in true 

enjoyed as ‘privileges’ by a small group of people. Gradually various equal rights, 

amendments showed the evolution of meaning through “All men like us are equal” 

into the modern egalitarian “All men are equal”. Thus historically rights were at the 
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time of their adaptation merely a ‘form’ of politically universal rights – they were not 

really rights of all citizens i.e. of all persons within the body politic. The universality 

of human rights today, i.e. to say, to what extend they are recognised, respected, 

observed and realized in various countries, faces several challenges. The challenges 

posed are the expressions of some fundamental contradictions.  

First, there is the contradiction between the humanistic aspect of the rights 

and their existence as the rights of the citizen. It is the bitter truth that in many places 

worldwide the setup of the national state and the establishment of citizenship go 

hand-in-hand with violation and intolerance against minority groups. In many states 

human rights idea co-exist with an equal treatment of people representing different 

racial, ethnic faith or other groups. Citizenship is a personal privilege, a factor of 

discrimination in contrast to the proclaimed equality and universality of human rights.  

The contradiction between the humanistic aspect of claimed rights and their 

presence under state control could be abated by taking citizenship beyond the 

boundaries of a single state. The formulation and development of national regional 

communities could serve to bridge the concept of universal rights on the global plan 

with the rights of the citizens at the national level. 

The contradiction between the formal equality of people with regard to their 

basic rights and the considerable social and economic inequalities between them 

derives from the open-market environment, from the bitter competition within which 

such rights are exercised. This growing economic and social inequality sets up a 

barrier to the attainment of universality of rights. The contradiction between the 

universalization of rights and the particularism and relativism of the rights related to 

the different traditions of the various nations and civilizations exist. The 

understanding of the values and significance of human rights is a prerequisite for their 

universal nature. 

However, that there is a universality of basic moral requirement can be seen – 

that all human societies show a concern for the value of human life – in all societies 

there is prohibition of incest, opposition to boundless promiscuity and to rapes. 

Similarly, it is generally accepted that freedom from torture, slavery, arbitrary 

execution and freedom to travel are included in the minimal and universal moral code 

of human rights.  
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It is important to note that universality does not mean uniformity, i.e. to say, 

ways of implementing, promoting and developing the rights could vary with local 

circumstances, Human rights are something more than a set of do’s and don’ts. They 

imply ethical values and attitude to human relationships. To assert adamantly the 

universality of human rights, by rejecting the claims of cultural distinctiveness that 

operate within a theoretical frame work, would be to hinder a proper analyzed of the 

dynamics of state-society relation. This would prevent any open-minded discussion 

about human rights and local cultures to evolve into a truly Universalist vision of the 

protection of human rights. 

III 

When we are concerned with enquiring into the ground of our obligation to 

human rights it becomes necessary that we make a distinction between moral and 

legal rights. The issue has been raised and referred in Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 

Vol.-7 as follows by S.I. Benn, “to ascribe a legal right to a person is ... to reach a 

conclusion of law but to ascribe a moral right is only to make a relevant claim, Thus 

A may have a right to gratitude and special consideration from B, whom he has often 

helped in the past but B’s obligation to A does not mean than his duty in every case is 

to prefer A’s interest to every other. A’s right, then is not a conclusive ground of 

claim. Indeed, one might want to say on occasion that although B has an obligation to 

A, he would do wrong to let it influence him.  Right, in short, is something to be 

taken into account, it is not a conclusion or moral duty.” (Elements of Jurisprudence, 

P-82-quoted by J.H. Moorhead in Encyclopedia of Religion and Ethics, edited by 

James Hastings. Vol- 10 Pg. – 197b, Published by T & T Clerk, 1963) 

The traditional view of natural rights is found to rest on liberal individualism. 

At present these rights, which are mere commonly referred to as human rights, are 

claimed not only as freedom from inference of an indefinite kind but they do also 

involved certain positive benefits like education, augmented standard of life, medical 

treatment  and so on. On the other hand, if it is admitted that somehow mankind have 

obligation for such rights then it becomes also obligatory to find out some measure to 

realize the rights. However, like many other moral questions the question regarding 

our obligations to the right also remains unanswered. 

IV 
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Discussion on the problem of human rights and discrimination is recent 

phenomenon. Actually speaking it dates back to the 13th Century when a few barons 

approached to the king of England and prayed for the protection of their rights which 

they considered to be most fundamental. The Bill of Rights was motivated by the 

same interest. The first attempted at protection of human rights refers to Magna Carta 

and the second to the Bill in the 18th Century. We were unaware of the fact that we 

had been subjected to discrimination – discrimination in respect of race, caste and 

sex. Discrimination is supposed to be an evil which must be understood in the 

background of a very fundamental fact which claims that there are certain basic 

human rights which all human beings enjoy equally and which must not be infringed. 

It is unfortunate that we have been ignorant of our rights. But in reality discrimination 

is rampant in human society, no matter whether we realize it or not. Those were the 

ages of placid uncritical acceptance. Humiliation and suffering attend discrimination 

if people notice the presence of this evil. We will try to trace the reasons of the 

submission of the people to the evil of discrimination in the context of Indian society 

which for long is a seed of racial and caste discrimination. Discrimination was 

accepted ungrudgingly because it enjoyed religious and scriptural sanction. Human 

beings have been classified as belonging to four varņa-s and this is a division made 

by God Himself. Naturally it was thought that it was ordained by divinity that people 

belongings to different varņa-s should have different Rights.  

It took long time to convince people that caste or racial difference is false in 

the sense that it does not tell us anything about the essence of man. That a Man 

belongs to a certain race or caste is a matter of chance for which he is not responsible. 

It is just a contingent feature of man that he belongs to a certain varņa and āśrama. It 

is as contingent as the property of being in a red dress. The dress can be shed without 

thereby changing the essence of man. So is caste or race. Unfortunately classes in 

India have been treated hierarchically one class being superior to another class. 

Rights and privileges have been distributed among the classes corresponding to the 

qualitative superiority of one class to another. Such distribution of Rights and 

privileges actually amounted to discrimination – some class been deprived of the 

rights which other classes are allowed to enjoy. As we have already said man does 

not opt for the race or caste to which he belongs. 
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The basic idea is that all men are equal. If this is true then all men should 

have equal rights and privileges. Thus we come to have the notion of human rights 

‘which belongs to any person’ who is a human being. All men enjoy the right equally 

irrespective of race, creed and caste. It seems to go against deep-seated conviction of 

the people of India that difference between them has been introduced by God 

Himself, as such a divine sanction supports it. But it would be absolutely wrong to 

think that men should not have the equal right. Actually what the Gītā suggested is 

that people are born with different capabilities. Naturally they cannot complain if they 

are allowed to enjoy different rights. This is exactly what Plato said in his “Republic”. 

The Gītā or The Republic are correct from a certain point of view. But the question of 

the enjoyment of the basic human right is still relevant when there is no consideration 

of class difference. Is it not true that we have created difference between man and 

man with respect to his caste, race, colour and education and sex? But these features 

cannot be the essence of man. If whiteness be the defining mark of man then a black 

will not be considered a human being. If education and sex be the essential mark of 

man then the person who is uneducated or one having a different sex will not be a 

human being. 

The primary postulate behind the concept of human right is that, all men are 

equal. Men are found to be equal when their race, caste, creed, wealth, power, etc. are 

lifted. What is left is man. Human rights refer to the rights of this ‘man’. These are 

rights which are man’s own possession. It is not conferred on him by his society. Man 

does not require the permission of others to demand what is enjoyed by his rights. 

These rights have intrinsic value in the sense that it asserts itself independently of the 

permission of others.  It may be said that freedom is the most basis of all human 

rights, because it is the basis of all rights. Mill in his essay ‘On Liberty’ tell us that 

freedom is the liberty of holding one’s opinion regarding his religion, thoughts and 

views about his own plan of life. 

The preamble to Declaration of Human Rights says a very important thing. 

The right which cannot be established and in favour of which there is no demand is 

simply empty. These are two conditions which make human rights meaningful. In the 

first place, when we talk of human rights we do not simply think of people having 

such rights. The society must concede such rights; it must allow people to enjoy 
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them. Mere recognition of rights is not enough. Secondly, people must have the 

awareness that they have certain rights. A society which is poor, socially and 

economically weak is not aware of its rights. These impediments are removed if there 

is education. One must be aware of the meaningfulness of the concept of human right 

and this awareness follows education. 
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SOCIAL JUSTICE: A CONCEPTUAL OVERVIEW
* 

RIPTIKA DAS  

Justice is a master concept of political and socio-philosophical thought. 

Justice or social justice is a concept which has multi-dimensional aspect and it 

illustrates through the different streams from their own point of view. Social and 

political philosophy interprets social justice from the view that how the social and 

political organisations are constructed and how this formulation affects on the poor or 

deprived people. Social justice is one of the important key concepts through which it 

can be possible to improve or arrange the social order specially for the weaker 

section. Though it is a real fact that absolute equality cannot be made in this society, 

but justice gives the opportunities and resources to the people and try to establish the 

equality among the peoples. 

The word “Justice” is derived from the Latin word “Jus”, “Justus” and 

“Justitia” and connected with the word “Jungere”.  The etymological meaning of the 

term Justice according to Berker is as follows. The word ‘Jus’ reveals the idea of 

suitable convention to which anyone can appeal and which is identified and can be 

imposed by a human authority. Justice is the idea by which we can morally distribute 

any good in the society, e.g. – freedom, rights, power, wealth, leisure and so on.  

There are many disagreements among the thinkers regarding the meaning and 

nature of justice. However the notion of justice was first traced in the writings of the 

ancient Greek philosopher and scientist Pythagoras (582-507 B.C). After him, the 

theory of justice has been discussed many times in different perspectives, but yet it is 

not possible to define the exact meaning of justice or offer any universal definition of 

it. It is a dynamic concept. Due to the ever-changing nature of the society, man’s 

thought and his ideas are in flux. Naturally in the changing society, the concept of 

justice is also changing. It has been modified in terms of different places, times and 

perspectives. But this paper tries to offer a conceptual overview on social justice: 
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Ancient perspective on justice:  

Like many other ideas, the concept of Justice has been one of the greatest 

contributions of ancient Greece, especially Plato. Plato was one of the greatest 

political philosophers who have made a significant contribution to the development of 

the idea of justice. His book ‘Republic’ has been mainly devoted to the analysis of 

justice.  How the absence of justice is harmful for the society and for the control of 

human life style? How the place of justice is determined? These are the main 

questions of Republic. To develop his own theory, Plato unveils the different theories 

of justice in terms of dialogue. These are as follows: Cephalus was the first sophist 

philosopher who represents the traditional view of justice. According to him, justice 

is telling the truth and paying one’s own debt. After this, his son Polemarchus said 

that doing well to the friend and harm to the enemies is what justice is all about. 

Thrasymachus represents the critical view of radical theory of justice. He says that 

‘justice is the interest of stronger’ or ‘might is right’. Glaucon represents the 

pragmatic theory of justice. He said that justice is an artificial thing or a product of 

social convention. He upholds that justice is known as child of the fear.  

Plato criticizes all the above views and gives his own views about justice. 

Plato strikes on an analogy between the human organism and social organism. 

According to him, reason, spirit and appetite are the three elements of human 

organism. A man will be treated as just, when his or her part of soul performs its own 

function without interfering other elements. For example- reason should rule with 

wisdom, the element of spirit rule with courage and the element of appetite rule with 

temperance.  

Corresponding to these three elements in human nature, there are three 

classes in the social organism–rulers, soldiers and artisans or farmers. The ruling 

class or the philosopher classes are the representative of reason. Soldier class is the 

warriors or defenders of the country, is the representative of spirit and the lowest 

class like farmer or artisans is the representative of appetite who constitutes the 

lowest rung of the ladder.  Thus, Plato links between the human organism and the 

social organism.  

 In a society, justice can be realized if each group performs his own work 

properly which is best suited for them without interfering the others. To him, one man 
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should exercise only one thing which is best suitable for himself or herself. Thus 

justice is based on three principles- specialization, non-interference and harmonic. 

According to him, justice is one type of connection which holds a society 

collectively, in which individuals harmoniously lives together and each of them has 

found their life-work in accordance of his ability. For Plato, justice is one of the parts 

of human virtue which makes a man good and social. It is the harmonious strength 

which is effective harmony of the whole. He considered that, justice is the root of 

well-ordered society. If all the inhabitant of this society follow the idea of justice and 

perform his works fairly, then universal happiness could be achieved. 

Plato’s theory of justice is not free from defect. Firstly, his theory is based on 

moral principle, but there is lack of legal sanction. He does not discuss about why 

every group conflict with each other for their own interest. Secondly, he upholds the 

theory of one man, one work. This principle manipulates the all-round development 

of human personality. Thirdly, his three-fold division of classes is impractical. 

Fourthly, Plato’s theory is a system of division of duties; it does not give rights to the 

people. He divides the society into three classes and gives them a specific duty to 

perform properly. But he does not give equal treatment to everyone. Lastly, his theory 

gives absolute power to the philosopher king. This gives rise to totalitarianism and 

ignores humanitarian principle like liberty, equality etc. 

Utilitarian theory of justice:  

Utilitarianism holds that ‘greatest good, for the greatest number’. Utilitarian 

philosophers, specially Jeremy Bentham and John Stuart Mill see justice as the 

greatest good for the greatest number of people. They hold that an action is just if it 

increases good rather than worse for the greatest number of people and an action is 

unjust if it increases evil rather than good for the greatest number of people. 

Utilitarian stands behind the ‘welfare of the greatest number’. They consider that 

those laws are right which promote good for the greatest number and those laws are 

wrong which tend to promote worse rather than good for the greatest number.  

But the basic defect of the utilitarian theory of justice is, it holds that the 

‘welfare of the maximum number of people’. But the term ‘maximum number’ is 

indeterminate. What is meant by the term maximum number? The Utilitarian does not 

mention the specific number of the people, on the other hand ‘few number of the 
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society are deprived from the happiness. They are treated as the unfortunate members 

of the society. In fact, the utilitarian notion is called as biased theory in regards of 

social justice. Justice always treats equal for the all members of the society. So, the 

utilitarian theory is not acceptable in the sense of social justice. 

Rawls’ perspective on justice:  

After discussing the above theory of justice, now this paper highlights 

Rawls’s position regarding justice. Rawls, one of the American Political Philosophers 

is famous for his Theory of Justice.  Influenced by the traditional Social Contract 

theory of Locke, Rousseau and Hobbes Rawls redefines his theory of justice. Kant’s 

categorical imperative and the treatment of human being as an end not as means, 

draws his attention most. To the Greek philosopher (especially Plato) justice is the 

virtue of an individual, but for Rawls the first virtue of a social institution is justice. 

To construct a good society we must need several virtues, among them justice is the 

first virtue. In his book “A Theory of Justice” which was published in 1971, he 

renewed the concept of justice in a different way. It has been called the golden period 

for conceptualising the justice. 

 Rawls formulates his idea of justice for the construction of a well-ordered 

society. Though Rawls presents his concept of social justice in the American 

perspective, but his theory is applicable in all the societies in the world. For him, 

justice is “fairness”. It is not only considered the general welfare of the society, but it 

is also concerned about the welfare of each individual of the society.  Rawls clarifies 

that the basic structure of the society deals with the economic and social system and 

without this structure the social welfare are not possible. According to him, justice as 

fairness assured that each and every individual, even worst-off in society, gets the 

opportunity or benefits of the distributional shares of primary social goods, 

opportunity of income, wealth, office, self respect, liberty etc. Rawls claims that a 

society is just if the distribution is made in accordance with the veil of ignorance in 

the original position. 

            The method of original position is a hypothetical one, where parties do not 

know certain kind of particular facts. They do not know about their social status in 

the society, their abilities, physical and mental strengths, psychological framework. 

 They even do not know about their political and economic situation, culture, 
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generation, heritage etc. Here the parties are free, equal and rational person to doing 

the Justice. The parties are also strictly impartial. The veil of ignorance is the most 

striking feature of Rawls’s idea of original position. In this agreement, the parties in 

the original positions are ignorant about certain particular facts, about themselves and 

their society. The parties are placed behind a veil of ignorance for getting justice. The 

parties of the original position act autonomously and act for the universal reason or 

welfare of all.  Rawls gives two principle of justice. These are: 

1. Each person is to have an equal right to the most extensive basic liberty 

compatible with a similar liberty for others   and 

2. Social and economic inequalities are to be arranged so that they are both - (a) 

reasonably expected to be to everyone’s advantage, and (b) attached to 

position and offices open to all.  

     Rawls said that no particular liberty has a priority over the other liberties; 

these are known as a family of liberties which are equally distributable among 

citizens. By the help first principle of justice Rawls wants to develop the liberal ideal 

of free self-governing human abilities. In this connection, in his “A Theory of 

Justice” Rawls mentions five sets of basic liberties. These are: (i) Political liberty 

which includes right to vote in accordance with one’s own opinion. (ii) Freedom of 

association includes the liberty to associate with persons and to unit into groups of all 

kinds and freedom to speech and assembly. (iii) Liberty of conscience and freedom of 

thought, it not only involves the freedom to choose one’s religion but also free to 

discard or reject the religion. On the other hand, freedom of thought is more broadly 

rather than liberty of conscience. It includes freedom of belief and the expressions of 

belief on all subjects. (iv)The liberty and integrity of the person contain freedom of 

movement and free choice of occupation, it also includes the right to hold personal 

property, which is necessary for personal independence and a sense of self-respect.(v) 

The right and liberties of the rule of law include the regular and impartial 

administration of law. Without the rule of law, the boundaries of liberties are 

uncertain. 

These liberties are required for each individual in a just society. The general 

concept of justice does not give preferences to the basic liberties over the primary 

social goods. All the primary goods have equal significance and the distribution of 
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the primary goods is meant to the benefit of everyone. To reach his aim, Rawls 

suggests second principle of justice, which has two parts, i.e.-one is the difference 

principle and the other is the fair equality of opportunity. 

           Rawls tries to make a property as a term in (owning democracy) liberal 

socialism, not the capitalist welfare state. This principle demands that justice should 

be arranged in such a manner that the worst-off also enjoy the maximum benefit. 

Here a question may arise who are the “worse-off” or “least-advantaged” people? 

According to Rawls least -advantaged people are not the unhappiest or the unluckiest 

person, not the happiest, neither beggar nor the harmless people. They are the 

unemployed person. It does not mean that they are just avoiding doing their work. By 

“least-advantaged” Rawls means the least advantaged working persons as measured 

by the income, he/she obtains for gainful employment. This results for the unequal 

distribution of income and wealth. The difference principle is an alternative idea of 

distributive justice, by which it is possible to measure the social welfare. According 

to distributive justice our duty is to fairly distribute the income and wealth among 

people in the society without any discrimination, whether they are poor or not. 

According to Rawls fair equal opportunity is necessary if justice as fairness is 

to achieve its aim of making to fairly distribute the income and wealth among the 

people without any partiality. In fair equal of opportunity Rawls mainly emphasized 

on the equal opportunity of education to all. In preventing the social discrimination 

Rawls introduces his FEO principle. Rawls also says that everyone gets his job by 

their ability, talent and willingness of his work.  In FEO Rawls rejects the preferential 

treatment for the socially disadvantaged minority group and it is (gives the advantage 

for a specific group) not compatible with FEO. Preferential treatment is not fit with 

the liberalism which emphasis on individual and rights, rather than groups or group 

rights.  

 However, Rawls main thrust is to the reciprocal benefits and advantages 

where every individual contributes to society and derives benefits in the 

process.  Rawls theory of justice is often compared with Amartya Sen’s idea of 

justice. Amartya Sen is an economist. He is highly influenced by Rawls’s theory of 

justice. But he is not in total agreement with John Rawls views. Sen’s view is 

comparatively similar with Rawls, in focusing society as original position in taking 
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justice as fairness. Like Rawls, he says that, removal of poverty can be possible 

through giving equal importance in social arrangement. Rawls and Sen, formally or 

informally give acknowledgement to the individual in taking opportunities to pursue 

their goals. Let us discuss the difference between Rawls and Amartya Sen regarding 

the meaning of justice.  

Rawls theory of justice as fairness is too extreme in nature according to Sen. 

Further Rawls contradicts on the part that hunger, starvation, medical negligence are 

not important than personal liberty. Though Herbert Hert shows that Rawls himself 

gives some priority to hunger, starvation and medical negligence, but it is indeed 

possible to accept that liberty must have some kind of priority, but total unrestrained 

priority cannot be given to liberty as such. Example can be offered that different types 

of schemes are given partial priority over another. For example, sarva siksha abhijan 

and mid-day meal- these two schemes are important. But mid-day meal programme is 

more important than the other. 

According to Rawls, justice should be universal or conceptual. So, he does 

not accept the teleological theory or the consequential theory, which holds that, an 

action is good which produces greatest amount of happiness for the greatest numbers. 

He believes in welfare of all. But Sen does not accept Rawls’s theory of universalism. 

Sen says that in our practical life it is not possible to welfare individually, we welfare 

collectively or distributively. It means we welfare a part of the society. So, he says 

that we cannot measure an action without consequences which is produced by an 

action. He says that justice should be prudence. So, his idea of justice is known as 

prudence consequentialism. 

Rawls’s theory of justice mainly laid emphasis on the primary goods. He 

judges that the equal distribution of primary goods in the society gives the liberty for 

all. He says people have the means through which they are being able to convert the 

primary goods into good living. Through the primary goods people can enrich their 

life. On the contrary Sen’s idea of justice known as welfare economics and it is 

focused on the human capabilities. Equality not only demands the equal social means, 

in post-modern period it also demands the efficiency. According to him, an individual 

pursue his or her objectives not only by the primary goods but also of the relevant 

personal in-born characteristics which govern the conversion of primary goods into 
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the person’s ability to promote their ends. Sen further exemplifies it as if a disabled 

person may hold a larger basket of primary goods and yet have less chance to pursue 

his objectives than the able-bodied person with a smaller basket of primary good.39 

In this world there are different types of people. Their needs vary from each 

other. For example, a handicap and an able-bodied person’s needs are different. If I 

give them fifty rupees to enjoy horse riding, then only the able person can enjoy the 

horse riding. On the other hand, if I give them a wheel chair, then I fulfil the 

requirement of the handicap person. So, Sen upholds Rawls theory of justice cannot 

do justice to all. By this one criterion, it is not possible to offer welfare to all. Sen 

further says that focusing on conversion of primary goods actually hinder the 

movement of individual freedom and their capabilities. It will be like human, 

transforming into machine.  

          As a whole, it may be said that the idea of justice as fairness is the centre of 

focus in both Rawls and Sen’s arguments. They both somehow lay their emphasis on 

pointing out that the moral powers, the sense of justice and the concept of good are 

the prime importance  in individual’s life. But their approaches are different. 

Feminist perspective on justice:  

The feminist holds that domination of men on women is a curse for the 

society and it increases the sex inequality between men and women. Feminist thinks 

that, women are also inferior in all qualities in terms of male. But in the society 

females are treated as commodity. Men thought that, women are physically, 

intellectually weak than the male and she is not eligible to participate in different 

kinds of activities. In society her life confined within her family and nourishing her 

babies and her family members.  Long before dowry system, brides burning or torture 

etc. are started, but in modern period these cases are also seen in different places. 

Though Indian Constitution gives equal preference among the men and women, but 

today we have seen that there are discriminations between men and women. The 

feminists are fighting for the equal treatment between male and female. And they 

uphold that female is not weak in any aspect in regards of men. According to them 

justice  will be established when the society treat female as equal to the men. 
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In a way of conclusion we can say that all the theories of justice are more or 

less defective. But their contribution on the establishment of the justice is 

appreciative. Our Indian Constitution is also accepting the spirit of the different 

theories of justice.  Though there are many objections raised against Rawls theory of 

justice, but it is not possible to deny its core values. His theory of justice has the 

significant contribution in the society. His main aim was to construct a basic well-

ordered society, where everyone gets equal opportunity. Through the fair distribution 

of social goods and benefits throughout the world, he wants to make an ideal 

democratic society, where everyone feels free and equal. Rawls’s concept of social 

justice is one of the ways by which the upliftment and welfare is possible for the 

weaker section of the society. His concept of justice as fairness provides the basic 

needs of life to the last deprived person of the society. To give fair share of social 

goods, Rawls gives preference to the worst-off people of the society. It is the ideal 

society which gives to every individual full, free and most importantly fair 

opportunities for the over-all development (especially moral development) of his 

personality. Rawls’s justice is not merely general welfare of society but it is 

considered as the welfare of each individual. 

Rawls’s theory of justice reconciles the ideal of liberty of individual with 

equality of all, including the equality of the worst-off. As a pioneer of social justice, 

we are thankful to John Rawls for offering his valuable view about social justice, 

which achieves a new connotation in the context of the modern world order. To set up 

justice, our Constitution make a list of laws, but as social justice is a crucial factor to 

our social life, law is not sufficient for the justice. Beside the law, the general moral 

conscience is an aspect for justice, which plays a vital role to construct a well-ordered 

society. Because the main motive of social justice is to make a well-structured 

society. 

In a society if everyone always thinks for his own profit and ignores others, 

then the equality cannot be raised in this situation. In this country equality can be 

established when every reasonable and rational person or moral human being helps 

each other or co-operate with each other. Because we often see that a group always 

enjoy the facilities (which is given by Constitution) and the other always become 

deprived. In this way equality can never be achieved. So, our primary duty is to 



 

 

 
                                                                                                                              134 

 

 

                                                                                                                 

become a good person and help each other and give opportunity to others so that 

everyone can enjoy the facilities. Therefore, we can say that moral conscience helps 

to formulate a harmonious society where everyone lives peacefully. 

          One of the other basic things is that equality is possible if every men and 

women respect each other. And this is possible when the member of each family 

teach their child how to respect everyone, whether they are male or female. Following 

this line of approach equal treatment to all is possible. Finally, the concept of justice 

plays an important role in bringing equality. But equality is a state of mind and this 

state of mind differs from each other according to their set of mind.  This is the 

reason that this expedition for how to establish the equality in the society is an 

unending process. From the dawn of civilization, this quest towards equality brings 

different theories and the quest continues as long as the civilization will exit on this 

earth. 
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RELIGION: TRIBAL AND UNIVERSAL* 
SUMAN DAS 

 

Whenever the term “tribal religion” is uttered, a picture of fearful, emotional 

and superstitious endeavor comes to our mind, because it is usually pictured so in 

history by many scholars. For many scholars, tribal religion is merely an expression 

of the fear of mystical spirits. Tribal religion is also defined as a collective approach 

where individual preference does not enjoy a primary place.  In the case of tribal 

religion, individual aspirations are subject to the laws of a tribe. That means, in the 

case of religious endeavor, individual human beings has to follow the rules and 

regulations provided by the concerned tribe. It is supposed to be a narrow religious 

approach because in the case of a tribal religion, a particular tribe does not want to 

share their God with other tribes.  Therefore, tribal religion stands in history as a 

narrow native superstitious approach of primitive mind. These are the general 

assumptions about the nature of the religion of tribal people of modern mind.  On the 

other hand, we come to know that the religious approach of tribal people was loaded 

with the magical ideas. The presences of magical elements in the religion of tribal 

people make it unworthy in its essence.  Because most of the time it does not fulfill 

the aspirations of tribal people. The religious endeavors of tribal people were 

basically directed by a sense of fear of the dead ancestor, of loosing material goods of 

life etc. The relation of fear rather than love is found to be present between the 

worshipper and the worshipped within the domain of tribal religion. As Prof. 

Galloway says “No doubt we find various rites of an elaborated nature performed by 

uncivilized tribes – initiation ceremonies and dances, for example. But in these cases 

the significance of the ceremonies is magical much more then religious.”40 They 

worshipped the spirits or the natural objects either in order to fulfill their basic needs 

or to pacify the spirits. Therefore, it is said by many scholars throughout the world 

that the religion of tribal people never goes beyond their physical needs.  

                                                           

* I am thankful to my supervisor Dr. Koushik Joardar for valuable guidance in framing this research paper. 

40 Philosophy of Religion, George Galloway,  International Theological Library, Edinburgh,1914, p.108 
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E.B Taylor (1832-1917) defines the religion of primitive people as “…the 

belief in spiritual beings.”41 He believes that all the low races possess a belief in the 

‘spiritual beings’ with whom they feel connected. But the journey through which 

primitive minds started to believe in the mystical power of spirits is quite interesting. 

By following the scholarly works of George Galloway we come to know that 

primitive mind lacks the ability to separate animated beings from the inanimate 

objects. The moving objects and events of nature like river, rain, moon etc. and many 

more things left an impression of fear and wonder into their mind. Under such 

influence primitive mind spontaneously started to impose a kind of life power or 

breathing power within these objects of nature, as they feels within themselves. In 

this way primitive man peopled this world. In later times such projected objects and 

events of nature were worshiped by the tribal people in order to fulfill their basic 

needs. This is, in brief, a short history of the journey of the religious ideas of the 

tribal people. For Taylor and many other scholars the ignorance with regard to the 

material status of the world ultimately gave birth to the religious phenomena of tribal 

people. 

However, the great German Philologist F. Max Muller is not quite satisfied 

with the way Prof. Taylor describes the religious consciousness of the savage mind. 

Like Herbert Spencer, he disagrees with such conception that primitive minds were 

unable to separate the inanimate objects from the animate one.  He writes that “I 

cannot help calling it irrational when we are asked to believe that at any time in the 

history of the world a human being could have been so dull as not to be able to 

distinguish between inanimate and animate beings, a distinction in which higher 

animals hardly ever go wrong…Even Mr. Herbert Spencer protests against this insult 

to the human intellect.”42  However, Max Muller emphasizes upon the early man’s 

use of language.  According to Max Muller, at the earliest stage of primitive society 

the minds of primitive people understood and   conceptualized everything in terms of 

an agent. For him, the general notion of causality was not clear to the primitive 

                                                           

41 ‘Animism’ by  Edward Taylor  in Theories of Religion A Reader,(ed.) by  Seth D. Kuhin with Jonathan Miles 

Watson,  Edinburg University Press, p.104. 

42  ‘ Summary of the results of phsycical religion’ by Max Muller in  Theories of Religion: A Reader,(ed.) by  Seth 

D. Kuhin with Jonathan Miles Watson,  Edinburg University Press, p.75 
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people.  And the roots of their language were essentially expressive of agency.  

That’s why they named the events, objects of nature in terms of a human agent.  

That’s why, instead of searching for the causes of the events of nature, they searched 

for an agent who makes these actions possible. For Max Muller, such conception of 

agent was gradually transformed into the idea of a super human agent.     

There is a difference between the opinion of Max Muller and the Prof. 

Taylor. But in another sense there is also a similarity between their thought. Both of 

them put emphasis upon   certain kind of disabilities of tribal people. Like prof. 

Taylor he also points out another sort of disability of intellect of tribal people, i.e. the 

disability to differentiate between the agent and action. In the voice of these two great 

philosophers a similar tone can be heard regarding the foundational basis of the 

religion of primitive people.  Both of them hold that certain kind of physical and 

mental disability of primitive people sets the foundation of their religion. It is not 

only their opinion but it is the opinion of the many modern minds that the religion of 

the primitive people is based on the misconception about the true fact of the nature. 

Their misconceptions give rise to the spirits rather than God, it gives rise to the 

magical ideas rather than religious ideas.    

 Religious endeavor of human being made a long journey. It is believed that 

with the growing age of time we have transformed the narrow boundary of tribal 

religion and have developed a better form of religion than our ancestors. Unlike our 

ancestors, our present form of religious endeavor leaves a room for personal 

aspiration.  It is more inclusive than the religion of tribal people. 

Let us reflect upon nature of tribal religion. Is it a fact that we have 

developed a higher form of religion than that of the tribes?  Was tribal religion really 

resulted from the misconception about nature and is ours the true one? Was the tribal 

religion loaded merely with magical ideas and nothing else?  It is true that the minds 

of tribal people were basically directed by their basic needs. It may also be true that 

they tried to approach the events and objects of nature in order to secure their basic 

requirements of life. Within the uncanny and challenging environment it was rather 

practical to do so. Uncanny environment leaves very little room for spiritual 

speculation.  Tribal group of people never think their religious endeavor as separate 

phenomena from their life and society. They lived with their objects of worship.  
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Now let us reflect upon the present form of religious consciousness. Is our 

present form of religious consciousness free from the basic needs and demands of 

life? Do we not approach towards our God in order to satisfy our needs of life? 

Religions always include necessities of life of people either in past or in the present.  

It is true that with the development of consciousness our aspirations are different in 

some respects from that of the tribal people. But this change of aspiration may not 

prove the inferiority of tribal religion. Present environment and developed 

consciousness provides us with a condition for speculation. But it cannot be a 

criterion to judge the status tribal religion. Dr. Kalidas Bhattacharrya suggests us with 

the idea that this growing form of speculation should not be a criterion for religious 

divergence. He says “so, high level religions cannot, as religion, be assessed against 

one another. Each is alternatively as highest as another. Of them one may be richer 

with contents than another, but not on that ground a superior religion.”43 The same 

may be said in comparing universal and tribal religions.  

We may consider the religious approach of tribal people in a different way. 

The worship of natural objects of tribal people can be thought in terms of their 

spontaneous gratitude towards the nature, in terms of their curiosity to know the 

beyond. The problem regarding the nature of tribal religion arises because we always 

try to look at its nature through the looking glasses of evolution and due to our own 

understanding of evolution in terms of progress. The evolution of human 

consciousness may not necessarily point to progress. To identify with nature may not 

be a lower activity of primitive mind; it only points to the fact that they were 

different. It may not be the inability of the consciousness of tribal people that they felt 

identified with the nature. In a sense they felt their inability to live life without the 

help of nature. They realized the impact of natural events upon their life. So they 

spontaneously made a way to approach their life- sustaining forces of nature.   

The Upaniṣadic philosophy is the fruit of the mature age of Indian 

civilization. It maintains a belief in the existence of an eternal consciousness within 

every natural object. Upaniṣadic religion provides us with the idea that natural 

objects are nothing but the manifestation of one absolute consciousness. Therefore 

                                                           

43 Possibility of Different Types of Religion, Kalidas Bhattacharyya, The Asiatic Society 1975, 
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each and every object of this world is conscious in the true sense of the term. The one 

absolute consciousness flows through every single entity of this world. Here 

Upaniṣadic philosophy somehow reminds us the tribal animistic conception of the 

world, where tribal people spontaneously felt a life breathing power in every objects 

of nature as they felt within themselves. No doubt the basic theme of Upanisadic 

philosophy is not similar with this religious endeavor. Therefore, difficulty lies in 

applying Upaniṣadic terminology to understand the religious approach of tribal 

people. But let us think our own religious attitude. What do we do actually in 

worshiping something? We believe in a sort of life power in the idol. Otherwise we 

will not worship it at all. From our own activity, it is not difficult to assume the 

activities of tribal mind. In a sense, religiously speaking, we do not practice 

completely a separate thing from our ancestor. The difference is that they have done it 

a spontaneously, whereas we do it consciously.       

The journey of human religious consciousness is not a separate and flawless 

journey. It is a gradual and contentious process of our conscious mind, which takes 

no rest since the time of its beginning. It is gradual but constant. If the endeavor of 

the tribal people started to flourish on the basis of the misconception of the natural 

facts then it can be said that our present approach is also grounded on the same pillar.  

Prof Galloway himself says that our present form of religion bears the traces of much 

tribal religious conception. In his view many of the today’s religious concept or 

ideology develops from the same tribal conception. As he says: the conception of 

spiritual brotherhood in modern religions comes from the tribal conception of blood-

bond unity. He writes “More over the tribal blood-bond uniting all the members of 

the primitive group, there appears the rudimentary basis out of which was to develop 

the idea of spiritual brother hood society of religious society.” Therefore it can be 

said that the religion of tribal people is not just a belief in superstitious power of 

sprits or natural objects.   

Here, in this paper I am not denying altogether the evolutional theory of 

religious consciousness.  I am just trying to say that it is not always justified to judge 

the religious endeavor of tribal people through the glass of modernity. It may be 

possible that our modern glass is unable to grasp the true colors of tribal religion. Our 

modern glass of reason may make us unable to see the emotional connection between 
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the tribal people and nature. Somehow if we may encounter with the tribal people 

then they may say that it is we who fail to see the truth.  
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IN DEFENCE OF METAPHYSICS* 

BISHNUPRIYA SAHA 

Western philosophy began with metaphysics. The term “metaphysics” is 

derived from a collective title of the fourteen books of Aristotle. In its original use, 

the term “metaphysics” means no more than ‘after-physics’. Aristotle characterized 

metaphysics as the study of ‘being qua being’ or ‘of being as such’. Aristotle equates 

philosophy with metaphysics. Metaphysics for him was “First Philosophy”. His “First 

Philosophy” is the study of causes and principles of being qua being. Like Aristotle 

ancient and medieval philosophers also hold that philosophy and metaphysics are 

equal. According to them metaphysics means what exist ultimately or what could be 

the ultimate explanation of everything. The early Greek philosophers were on a quest 

for the underlying natures of things. Some said everything is ultimately water, others 

said everything is fire, and still there is other group of philosopher who said 

everything is air. Heraclitus observed the world is all in flux, so it is impossible to 

step into the same river twice. Other hand Parmenides said ultimate reality had to 

consist only of unchanging things. Actually ancient philosophers of Greece were 

always in a search, they thinks,   whenever we search, we search the things that exist 

ultimately and this is metaphysics.  

At the beginning of the movement of Logical positivism Rudolf Carnap, A. J. 

Ayer and other dismissed metaphysics as non-sense. As metaphysics means any 

theory of reality beyond what could be grasped by sense experience, it was declared 

‘out’ by the positivist philosophers. The reasons given by the positivists against 

metaphysics were: (i) they were empirically convinced that all knowledge ultimately 

depended on sense experience; and (ii) their logical analysis of language revealed that 

even compound linguistic statements could be resolved into simple ones so as to 

convey some reports of immediate sense-experience. Following Wittgenstein’s 

Tractatus Logico-Philosophycus Logical positivists like Schlick held that the 

structure of all meaningful language represented the structure of the facts of 
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experience. Whether a sentence likes: “that was green” was true; we had to refer to 

the experience to the state of affairs that made the sentence true. To understand 

whether it was true or false, it could be said that the method of ascertaining the 

significance of a sentence was the same as that of its verification. A.J. Ayer clarified 

the principle of verification as ‘a sentence is factually significant to any given person 

if, and only if, he knows how to verify the proposition which it purports to express - 

that is, if he knows what observations would lead him, under certain conditions, to 

accept it as being true or reject it as being false’44 The Logical positivists maintained 

that the meaning of a sentence was the method of its verification. Thus, when the 

method of verification was applied to metaphysical doctrines regarding the concept of 

‘ultimate truth’, ‘the Idea’, ‘the Absolute’, the doctrine became meaningless as these 

entities could not be verified by any sense-experience. 

The fact that metaphysics is concerns itself with non-empirical questions about 

the character and makeup of the world that made any philosopher uneasy with the 

whole enterprise. The sciences enjoy a great deal of respect as fields of inquiry, and 

many think that the methods of science alone are the tools by which we ought to build 

our theories about the world. Sharing a similar view Rudlof Carnap said that 

metaphysicians are like musicians without musical ability. His point was that 

metaphysical theories are devoid of cognitive content and not even endowed with 

aesthetic value. On his view, the questions discussed by metaphysicians do not rise to 

the level of being meaningful. Underlying this view is the idea that a question is 

meaningful only if it can be answered somehow by appeal to observation, empirical 

theory, or the meanings of the words in the question. In other words, the meaningful 

questions are ones that science can be answered by appeal to analytic truths—

sentences like “bachelors are unmarried”, which are commonly said to be purely 

conceptual truths, expressible by sentences that are “true by definition”, or such that 

their truth is grounded solely in the meanings of the terms involved. If the questions 

can’t be answered in one of these ways, then they are meaningless; and if they can be 

then they are meaningful. 

For Logical positivists, each of the special sciences deals only with a fragment of 

the world. Metaphysics goes beyond them in being concerned with reality as a whole. 

                                                           

  44 Language Truth and Logic (1936), A.J.Ayer, p.16. 
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There is one way of attacking a metaphysician who claimed to have knowledge of a 

reality which transcended the phenomenal world would be to inquire from what 

premises his propositions were deduced. He must not begin with the evidence of his 

senses. But if so, then what valid process of reasoning can possibly lead him to the 

conception of a transcendent realty?  To answer this question a metaphysician may 

say that he was endowed with a faculty of intellectual intuition which enabled him to 

know the facts that could not be known through sense-experience. If it could be 

shown that he was relying on empirical premises then his venture into a non-

empirical world was therefore unjustified. The metaphysician whose theories are not 

similarly testable by observation would have nothing to contribute.   

So, from the previous discussion it is clear that Logical positivists view 

regarding the meaninglessness of metaphysics is based mainly on same assumptions, 

that - (i) metaphysics deals with the things beyond our sense-experience so 

metaphysical entities are not verifiable through any empirical method and,(ii) 

metaphysical-sentences violate the rules of syntax. But metaphysics is not just about 

what is ‘really’ or ‘ultimately’ exists. Historically, the following questions have been 

almost universally acknowledged as falling within the domain of metaphysics:  

 Is change really possible? If so, what does it mean to say that something has 

changed? 

 Is the passage of time possible?  

 Are human beings free? Is free will even possible? 

 What is the meaning of life? 

 Is it possible to live after death? 
 

There are many such questions that can be enlisted, but I think the above 

mentioned are sufficient to represent the kind of issues dealt with by metaphysics. 

What do these questions have in common? One can say that what they have in 

common is that they are nonscientific questions about what exists. It also could be 

said that it is a kind of hodge-podge or meaningless discipline? Let us see. In this 

regard we can consider the question about human free will. 

Sometimes we say, whatever will be, will be. Most often, these famous words 

simply express a carefree attitude towards the future: let things unfold as they will; 

whatever will be, will be! Nothing I do can make any difference to what happens; the 

future is set, and there is nothing I can do about it. I can do about it. I cannot do 

anything except sit and wait to see what happens. There are some people who believe 
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that the laws of nature are deterministic. They think that the universe is like a 

machine that has to unfold in one very specific way. But there are some other people 

who reject this view. Regarding the questions of human freedom we find mainly two 

theories- (i) determinism and (ii) indeterminism. Determinism is commonly defined 

as “the doctrine of universal causation: it says only that every event has a cause. It 

does not say whether the cause is mental or physical, whether it is inorganic nature or 

organisms or people or God”45. Whereas Indeterminism is the thesis that determinism 

is false. “Indeterminism denies that every event has a cause”. 

The question about the free-will is a deliberately asked question by the 

philosophers. The problem of determinism arises because many have thought that our 

acts are determined in various ways, and these forms of determination all seem to 

preclude our having genuine control over our actions. Some people believe that the 

laws of nature are deterministic, that the universe is like a machine that has to unfold 

in one very specific way. Others reject this view.  If determinism is true then there is 

no room for human freedom. But that does not mean that opposite is true. Then what 

is about the will. What does it mean to be free, or to act freely? In this regard we can 

offer three other concepts with which it is closely connected. Firstly, the concept of 

freedom is connected with the idea of control: To be free is to have a certain kind of 

control over one’s acts. Secondly, the concept of freedom is connected with the 

notion of responsibility: Our free acts seem just to be those acts for which we can be 

held responsible. Thirdly, the concept of freedom is connected with the idea of being 

able to choose among incompatible courses of action. Together, these claims give us 

a pretty good idea of what we mean when we say that an agent acts freely. However, 

each of them is problematic. Here we can take a look on John Locke’s view of free 

will. According to Locke, the will is nothing but a power, a power to choose. For 

Locke, freedom is also a power: a power to act as one chooses. Thus, on his view, to 

say that a person’s will is free is to say that his/her power to choose has a certain 

power to act. So, for Locke it is simply confused to ask whether the will is free or not. 

The problem of determinism arises because our actions are subject to various kinds of 
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                                                                                                                              146 

 

 

                                                                                                                 

local determination. If we admit, everything is determined then I am not an agent of 

my action and so, my action could not be judged as moral or immoral.  But moral 

philosophy recognizes the freedom of will as a postulate of morality. Because, if we 

do not admit free will then we will be not in a position to judge one’s action as moral 

or immoral. 

So we can see that the questions regarding the free-will, the causation are 

occupying much space in the mind of philosophers. These questions are not 

meaningful in Logical positivists desired way. Actually Logical positivists view about 

metaphysics is a one sided view. Generally, they characterized metaphysics as the 

idea that it is the study of what ‘really exists’ or it is ‘the study of things, which are 

beyond our sense-experience’. But metaphysics is also deals about human beings and 

the fundamental features of reality. It is not so much easy to define human beings in 

terms of truth or false, because human beings are full of emotions, contradictions.  
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AMBEDKAR’S CRITIQUE ON CATURVARṆA AS AN IDEAL OF SOCIETY* 

HAREKRISHNA BARMAN 

The principal aim of each and every social reformer is to construct an ideal 

society. But the question is: how can an ideal society be constructed? What should be 

the ideal of an ideal society? In reply to these questions different views have been 

proposed by different social reformers. Ambedkar, for example, holds that an ideal 

society must be based on the three principles, viz. namely the principle of liberty, the 

principle of equality and the principle of fraternity. Dr. B.R. Ambedkar in his book 

‘Annihilation of caste’ says that there is a set of reformers who holds out a different 

ideal. They go by the name of Ārya Samājists. The Ārya Samājists in order to 

construct an ideal society propose to bring the four thousands caste of Hindu society 

under the banner of four classes called as Caturvarṇa. One point is important to note 

here that they advise to make this four-fold division of Varṇa on the basis of guṇa 

(worth) but not on birth. Most of the people, I think, will certify this idea. No social 

reformer in true sense of the term accepts caste system which gives birth to a number 

of social evils. Ārya Samājists through the introduction of Caturvarṇa suggest to 

annihilate the caste system. So the idea is excellent. But Ambedkar does not agree 

with the Ārya Samājists. In this paper an attempt has been made to show why 

Ambedkar does not agree with the Ārya Samājists? On this issue the whole paper has 

been classified into three units. The first unit deals with the probable merits of the 

society suggested by the Ārya Samājists. The second unit deals with the arguments 

which have been raised by Ambedkar against the view of Ārya Samājists. In the third 

unit my personal views have been discussed. 

I 

In the ‘Annihilation of Caste’, Ambedkar says nothing about the merits of the 

view proposed by the Ārya Samājists. Even he does not mention any name of any 

person belonging to the Ārya Samājists. I think the name of Mahatma Gandhi can be 

brought under the umbrella of the Ārya Samājists. Because, Gandhiji repeatedly 

argues for the restoration of the Varṇa Vyavasthā in our society as it is advised by the 
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different Ṥastras of Hindu religion. Gandhiji says of the merits of the Varṇa 

Vyavasthā in different occasions. So I think the merits of the view of the Ārya 

Samājists can be shown following what is said by Gandhiji in this regard. Gandhiji 

says that caste system can’t be accepted. It is harmful both to spiritual and national 

growth. Varṇa and  Āsrama are institutions but caste is a custom. Varṇa and 

Āsrama have nothing to do with caste. The division of caste is based on birth but the 

division of Varṇa is based on worth. So the question of confusing one for the other 

does not arise. There is nothing wrong in the Varṇa system, it is full of merits. The 

law of Varṇa teaches us to follow the calling of our ancestors which is conducive to 

the welfare of the humanity as a whole. It defines our duties but not our rights. He 

further says that no calling is high and low. All of them are good, lawful and 

absolutely equal in status. The calling of a Brāhmin and the calling of a scavenger are 

equal and their due performance carries equal merit before God. Both are entitle to 

their livelihood and no more. Ascription of superior status by and of the Varṇa over 

another is a violation of the law. Gandhiji categorically says that law of Varṇa does 

warrant a belief in untouchability. 

II 

The view of the Ārya Samājists has been vehemently criticized by Ambedkar. 

He produces a number of arguments against their views.  

Firstly: Ambedkar says that there is no justification behind labeling man as Brāhmin, 

Kṣatriya, Vaisya and Śudra. A learned man would be honored without his being 

labeled a Brāhmin. Likewise a soldier would be respected for his devotion to the 

country without his being designated a Kṣatriya. In European society, he says soldiers 

and other servants are being honored properly without giving them permanent labels. 

It should be equally true in our society. So it is useless to distinguish the people into 

four-folds by labeling as Brāhmin, Kṣatriya etc. 

Secondly: The names like Brāhmin, Kṣatriya etc pose so many problems because 

they are associated with the notions of hierarchy. Therefore as long as these names 

will be associated with the different classes, Hindus will continue to think of them as 

hierarchical division of high and low based on birth and behave with them 

accordingly. So the attempt to reform the Hindu society following the way prescribed 

by the Ārya Samājists must be futile. 
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Thirdly: Caturvarṇa, Ambedkar opines, is highly impracticable, harmful and has 

turned to be a miserable failure. It is quite impossible to compel people who have 

gained a higher status based on birth without reference to their worth to vacate that 

status. It is equally impossible to compel people to recognize the status due to a man 

in accordance with his worth, who is getting a lower status based on his birth. 

Fourthly: Ambedkar holds that to establish the Varṇa system in our society what is 

necessary first is to break up the caste system and subsequently to reduce all the 

people of four thousand castes based on birth to the four varṇas based on worth. Both 

of them are highly problematic. What is said by Ambedkar is confirmed by the fact 

that the original four classes introduced in the Vedic period have now turned into four 

thousand castes. 

Fifthly: Ambedkar points out of another problem in the way of the establishment of 

the system Caturvarṇa. If it is taken for granted for the sake of argument that 

Caturvarṇa is established then positively problems will crop up regarding the 

maintenance of the system. This system must face the problem of the transgressor. 

That is why in order cheek this problem, penalty system of the death may be induced 

in our society. The supporter of Caturvarṇa does not think of it. 

Sixthly: Ambedkar says of another problem the protagonist of Caturvarṇa must 

grapple with. In this system a problem will arise regarding the status of women. Are 

the women to be brought under the banner of four-fold classes? Or are they to be 

allowed to take the status of their husbands? In either case the problem inevitably 

crops up. In the former case we have to accept women priest and women soldiers. In 

the later case the low of Varṇa be violated as the division is not based on the worth of 

the women. 

Seventhly: Assuming that Caturvarṇa is practicable another important problem 

arises. In the system of Caturvarṇa, Śudra is looked upon as the ward and the three 

varṇas as his guardians. But who is to safe guard the interests of the Śudras if they 

are cheated by their guardians. Ambedkar says that inter-dependants of one class an 

another is inevitable in the system of Caturvarṇa. He further maintains that in some 

cases inter-dependence may be allowed. But inter-dependence of one class upon 

another in the case of vital needs like education, defense and foods is not fair and 

good. 
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Eightly: Ambedkar says that the society proposed by the Ārya Samājists can’t be 

ideal has already been proved. Caturvarṇa is not new. It is as old as the Vedas. From 

the past it is seen that the clash among the different Varṇas had been a common 

phenomena. Several times Brāhmins annihilated the seed of the Kṣatriyas and vice 

versa. The Mahābhārata and the Purāṇas are full of incidence of the strived between 

the Brāhmins and Kṣatriyas. So keeping everything in view to propose to for 

establishing Caturvarṇa is no doubt a foolish choice. 

III 

As far as my observation goes some arguments may be produced in favour of 

the views of Ārya Samājists if a hairsplitting analysis is made then it can be 

understood that Caturvarṇa actually is nothing but the division of labour. Division of 

labour in the name of Caturvarṇa helps to increase the production in each and every 

aspect of society and thereby it helps to develop and enrich a society. This division of 

labour through the exercise of Caturvarṇa ensures the development and wellbeing of 

the society because the division is made on the basis of worth i.e. the natural aptitude 

and capacity of the person concerned. If, for example, a person is highly intelligent 

then it is very natural that he will make a grand success in the field of education. 

Likewise if a man is stout and strong in the physical side and brave in mental side 

then it is quite natural that he will be a good soldier. In that case society will get back 

a healthy return from both of them. Thus it is shown that the idea of Ārya Samājists is 

praise-worthy. 

But if a careful scrutiny is made on the Caturvarṇa prevailing in our society 

then it can be seen that the case is not as it appears to be. So far as the division of the 

labour in the name of Caturvarṇa in the Hindu society is concerned the division, 

infact, is based on birth but not on worth as it is claimed. As a result that division is 

not as per the capacity and the natural aptitude. But the division of the labour seen in 

European countries is based on worth in the true sense of the term but not on birth. So 

I think that the observation of Ambedkar is right. The concept of Caturvarṇa makes a 

hindrance in the way of its objective. Our observation can be substantiated by what is 

said by Gandhiji. Gandhiji says that Varṇa Vyāvasthā teaches us to follow the 

callings of our forefathers for our livelihood. What does it mean? It means that the 

profession of us is not determined by our choice and worth rather it determined by 
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our birth. If one follows the calling of one’s forefathers then thereby he does not 

follow the calling determined by his worth. Thus it is seen that the concept of 

Caturvarṇa is self defeating and therefore dangerous. This self defeating nature of 

Caturvarṇa has been well understood by Ambedkar and most of the objections raised 

by Ambedkar against Caturvarṇa are unanswerable. 
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BHARTṚHARI ON LANGUAGE AND REALITY: SOME PHILOSOPHICAL 

OBSERVATIONS 

ABIR DAS 

It is a well known fact that the concept of language is one of the important 

issues with which philosophy deals. Language reveals reality to us. There is a serious 

philosophical debate among the linguistic philosophers regarding the nature of 

language and reality, and also about the relationship between them. Different views 

have been proposed by different philosophers on these issues. Most of the linguistic 

philosophers maintain that language and reality are purely different. One is expresser 

and another is expressed. But interestingly enough, Bhartṛhari, one of the greatest 

linguistic philosophers and also a monist, claims that language and reality are same.  

They are like the two sides of one and the same coin. Consequently, one cannot be 

separated from another. Even though language reveals reality but Reality for him, is 

Brahman and language is Śabda.  Language is reality and reality is language. Reality 

is not independent of language and vice-versa. As reality and language are 

intertwined both of the terms Śabda and Brahman have been coined and called as 

Śabdabrahman to designate both of them. For him, Śabdabrahman, on the one hand, 

is the ultimate reality and on the other hand, this Śabdabrahman itself is the inner 

meaning revealing language. Bhartṛhari claims that Śabdabrahman is the ultimate 

reality out of which knowing souls, known objects and knowledge come into being.  

Bhartṛhari is known as monist as he believes in one ultimate reality i.e the 

Śabdabrahman. The Śabdabrahman, according to him, is without beginning and end 

and it is also beyond all sorts of change and modifications though the whole world is 

manifested from it through the process called evolution.1 Śabdabrahman creates the 

root sound Aum, which is modified into the manifold world. It is modified into the 

world of objects with the aid of time. Śabdabrahman is one but it appears as many. 

This manyness or plurality is false. Plurality is simply imaginary. In fact, everything 

in this world is actually the manifestation of one and the same Śabdabrahman and the 

manifold differences of the manifested worldly objects are due to our ignorance. 

Sabdabrahman is one but plurality is imposed upon it due to our avidyā (ignorance). 
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One has to transcend it through the process of self realisation. An analysis and 

reflection on the nature of the self is a means of knowing Śabdabrahman which is 

known as the ultimate reality in Bhartṛhari’s philosophy. 

Bhartṛhari holds that reality is one and he interprets the creation of this world 

in terms of time (kāla). But it is important to note that the Kālaśakti is the inseparable 

power of Śabdabrahman. Bhartṛhari says that Śabdabrahman(Reality) is revealed 

through language and it is manifested into speech without affecting the true essence 

of reality. Reality and Śabda both are intertwined each other and that is why the 

object is not different from the word, as it is the word which has turned into the object 

.2 But it is important to point out here that Bhartṛhari technically uses the term Śabda 

or language. He has given emphasise on the internal aspect of language, i.e. the 

essence of language and following Bhartṛhari it can be said that the essence of 

language is all about of reality. This is the reason why he says that the reality i.e. the 

Śabdabrahman and language are inseparably related. In fact, language itself is reality. 

It is language through which reality is revealed and it is revealed not as a separate 

entity but as an integral part of language. In this sense Bhartṛhari claims that language 

is reality. 

According to Bhartṛhari there are five kinds of Pramāna i.e. Pratyakṣa, 

Anumāna, Śabda, Adṛṣta, and Abhyāsa.3Among them Śabda pramāna is most 

important. Bhartṛhari observes that if knowledge does not assume the form of word 

then it cannot be claimed as a knowledge.4 In this world no comprehension is possible 

in isolation of speech. No knowledge will shine in the form of a recollection without 

speech.  It is a speech i.e. the word which makes recollection possible.5 According to 

Bhartṛhari language is not just a conveyor rather it constitutes a vital part of thought, 

because the cognitive faculty operates necessarily with the verbal faculty. For him, all 

knowledge must culminate in verbal knowledge. So, language is the only window to 

the world. The usage of language shapes our knowledge of reality.  It is worthy to 

note that the Vākyapadiya begins with a declaration that there is no world beyond 

language and it ends up with a note that reality transcends language. In the second 

kānda of Vākyapadiya Bhartṛhari refers to the keen relationship between language 

and reality.6 He claims that a word is mere indicator like a lamp which reveals an 

object. In the third kānda of Vākyapadiya Bhartṛhari shows how our analytical minds 
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sees diverse properties in a single object and accordingly manifest them in language.7 

So, although language is just the one window to manifest the world, yet it is too small 

to give us a complete picture of reality. The reality transcends or goes beyond the 

range of language.  Reality is never understood by an ordinary person; only Ŗsis are 

capable of knowing it. Whatever the sages understand or perceive, they do it with 

their senses and mind and use words according to figures existent in their mind.8 

Language  has thus no power enough to hold reality.  

In the third kānda of Vākyapadiya, Bhartṛhari describes the vital role of 

intellect in creating and shaping this reality. Thought at this buddhi or differentiated 

stage of word sequences, perhaps is best understood as internal speaking. Madhyamā 

vāk is chiefly associated with that intellect. Bhartṛhari claims that cognition of a 

complete reality is not possible. So, it can be said that words based on such cognition 

present objects different from their own form.9 There is no difference between a wise 

person and an ignorant person as far as the cognition and the expression are 

concerned. 

  Bhartṛhari says that due to the inherent incompetence of language and limited 

nature of cognition language fails to reflect in its own form. Reality is so higher in 

level that cannot be described by language. Thus language can never reach reality, 

because when it ends, reality starts. So, it can be said that when Bhartṛhari claims that 

language itself is a reality i.e. Śabdabrahman then by the term ‘language’ he means 

the inner meaning revealing language and when our ignorance goes away after 

exercising grammar then that inner meaning revealing language reveals as a reality 

i.e. Śabdabrahman. 

As far as our observation of Bhartṛhari’s philosophy is concerned we think 

that Bhartṛhari’s philosophy suffers from some serious problems. There is no scope to 

deal with all the problems in this paper. We are citing only the three problems out of 

them. Bhartṛhari claims that the reality transcends the range of language. But he also 

holds that language and reality are one and the same. Both of the statements cannot 

be true at the same time. If reality and language are identical i.e. one and the same 

then how one can transcend another and again if one transcend another then how one 

can be identical with another? Secondly, if reality transcends language and both of 
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them are true then monism, the metaphysical position of Bhartṛhari cannot be 

maintained.  

Both of these problems appear to be serious. But we think these problems can 

be resolved through the careful analysis of the Philosophy of Bhartṛhari. The 

language as it is understood by Bhartṛhari, has altogether three layers- paśyanti, 

madhyamā and vaikhari. Sometimes, Bhartṛhari distinguishes his language into two 

halfs- internal and external. Internal language which is called by him as inner 

meaning revealing language consists of two layers- paśyanti and madhyamā. The 

external language which is described by him as verbal language is nothing but the 

vaikhari level of language. Problems crop up only because he uses the term 

‘language’ in different contexts in different senses. Sometimes he means inner-

meaning revealing language, sometimes verbal language and again sometimes both of 

them taken together by using the same term ‘language’. When he says that language 

and reality are identical then he uses the term language in the third sense mentioned. 

But when he says that reality transcends language then he uses the term ‘language’ in 

the second sense i.e. verbal noise. The moment we understand the different senses of 

language in which it is used in the Philosophy of Bhartṛhari the problems resolve. 

In the first śloka of Vākyapadiya one of the terms called akṣaram has been 

used. A controversy is seen among the scholars exactly in which sense that term has 

been used. According to some, the term akṣaram has been used to mean that 

Śabdabrahman is something which is beyond destruction. But some of the thinkers 

do not agree with them. They argue that the term anādinidhanaṁ already used in this 

śloka states that Śabdabrahman is beyond both the creation and destruction. 

Therefore, the term akṣaram cannot be used in the same sense. They hold that here 

the term akṣaram has been used in the sense of alphabet. But it is important to point 

out that here the alphabet (varna) stands for both the word and sentence. I think the 

first alternative answer is more consistent and acceptable than the second one. The 

term śabdatattva used in the first śloka clearly implies that the Brahman, the ultimate 

reality, stands for śabda designating word, sentence, language etc. So, if the term 

akṣaram is used in the same sense then it would be a mere repetition. But if the term 

akṣaram is used to designate something beyond change and modification then it 

would be more consistent and rational. I think the term anādinidhanaṁ and akṣaram 
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are not synonymous. Anādinidhanaṁ means something without having creation as 

well as destruction. But the term akṣaram means something which is beyond the 

change and modification. Though it is true that a thing which is without having the 

creation and destruction must be beyond change and modification yet the two terms 

are not synonymous. It is true that a father must be married yet the term father cannot 

be synonymous with the term married. The same is true in the case of the two terms 

anādinidhanaṁ and akṣaram used in that śloka. Actually, the two terms refer to one 

and the same thing but their meanings are different. Thus it is proved that the first 

alternative is more rational and consistent than the second one.   
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THE RELEVANCE OF THE PHILOSOPHY OF SWAMI VIVEKANANDA 
TARAK NATH NANDI 

 

In the nineteenth century, we came across a galaxy of enlightened minds. 

Among them Rabindranath Tagore (1861-1941), Swami Vivekananda (1863-1902), 

Mahatma Gandhi (1869-1948) and Sri Aurobindo (1872-1950) have devoted 

themselves for removal of profanity, impurity, evil, dishonesty from society. The 

service, they have rendered for our society is not forgettable. That’s why, till today 

also, we are looking back and remembering them as legendary souls. 

The present paper deals with how Vivekananda understands Vedānta 

philosophy and how according to him, the social evils can be removed through the 

application of the concept of Vedānta. He has shown the applicability of Vedānta in 

our everyday thought and action and he teaches to serve Jīva as Śiva following the 

ideology of Vedānta. Somebody may say that the philosophy of Vivekananda is out 

of date. So, it is nothing but the waste of time to discuss on his philosophy. However, 

I cannot agree with them. Sun is equally useful in all ages. The thinking of all great 

men is as useful as Sun in all ages. The relevance of their thinking cannot be time-

bound. It transcends the boundary of a particular time and space. 

It is important to note that, Vedānta philosophy has been understood by 

Vivekananda in broader sense. Generally by Vedānta school one understands 

‘Brahma-sūtra’ and the different commentaries on it. But, according to Vivekananda, 

the term ‘Vedānta’ refers not only to ‘Brahma-sūtra’, but also to ‘Upaniṣada’ and 

‘Śrīmadbhagavadgītā’. Literally, the term ‘Vedānta’ means ‘the end of the Veda’, but 

Vedānta (Upaniṣada) is not only the end of Veda, it is ‘the final aim of the Veda’ or 

‘the essence of the Vedas’46 . The knowledge of Brahman is called Upaniṣada, which 

is belonging to the jňāna-kānda or knowledge portion of Veda. There are three 

sources of entire Vedānta (Prasthān-trayī) viz. Śṛuti-Prasthāna, Nyāya-Prasthāna 

and Smṛti-Prasthāna. The Śṛuti-Prasthāna is Upaniṣada, the Nyāya-Prasthāna is 

Brahma-sūtra and the Smṛti-Prasthāna is Śrīmadbhagavadgītā. These three 
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Prasthānas taken together are called Vedānta. Vivekananda also accepts Prasthān-

traya as Vedānta. In his own word: 

“The Upanishads, the Vyâsa-Sutras, and the Gita [Gītā], therefore, have 

been taken up by every sect in India that wants to claim authority for 

orthodoxy, whether dualist, or Vishishtādvaitist [Viśiṣtādvaitin], or Advaitist 

[Advaitin]; the authorities of each of these are the three Prasthānas. 

…Therefore, it would be wrong to confine the word Vedanta only to one 

system which has arisen out of the Upanishads. All these are covered by the 

word Vedanta.”47 

Mostly, there are three commentators of Vedānta philosophy (Nyāya-

Prasthāna), one is the dualistic (Dvaita), second is the qualified non-dualistic 

(Viśiṣtādvaita) and third is the non-dualistic (Advaita). According to Vivekananda, 

one beginning with the dualistic, stay with the qualified non-dualistic and ending with 

the non-dualistic. He accepts dualistic accompanied by qualified non-dualistic as a 

means and non-dualistic as the aim of our life. He writes: 

“… the dualistic, qualified monistic, and advaitic theories, and 

reconciled them by saying that each one of these was like a step by 

which one passed before the other was reached; the final evolution to 

Advaitism was the natural outcome, and the last step was 

‘Tattvamasi’.”48 

Swami Vivekananda observes that apparently one may think that one sect of 

Vedānta school contradicts the other sects, but in fact this is not true. Our close and 

careful analysis shows that one sect is complementary to the other sects to reach for 

the ultimate truth. If the dualistic view is the initial step, then the Advaitin view is the 

final and last step towards the ultimate truth ‘Tattvamasi’ (That thou art). 

Vivekananda says,  

“All the sects of India — Dualists, Qualified-Monists, Monists. … Each one 

that dares to come within the fold of Hinduism — must acknowledge the 

Upanishads of the Vedas. They can have their own interpretations and can 

interpret them in their own way, but they must obey the authority. That is 

why we want to use the word Vedantist instead of Hindu.”49 

The main verse of Advaita Vedānta is “Brahman Satyaṁ jaganmithyā jīvaḥ 

Brahmaiva nāparḥ” i.e. Brahman is only true, Jagat (world) is false and jīva is 

nothing but Brahman. Vivekananda agrees with the view of Śaṁkarācārya to a great 

extent. He believes like Śaṁkarācārya that there is no difference between the jīva and 
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Brahman, but unlike him, he does not believe that the world is false. The explanation 

of māyā rendered by Śaṁkarācārya is not acceptable to Vivekananda. Śaṁkarācārya 

says that māyā is indescribable (anirvacanīya) and māyā is the power of Brahman 

which creates the illusory knowledge. But, Vivekananda did not accept this view. For 

him, māyā is as real as Brahman. As māyā is real the world, the creation of māyā, 

must be real. Jīva is the part of the Brahman. Regarding Māyā, he writes:   

“… Māyā is not a theory for the explanation of the world; it is simply a 

statement of facts as they exist, that the very basis of our being is 

contradiction, that everywhere we have to move through this tremendous 

contradiction, that wherever there is good, there must also be evil, and 

wherever there is evil, there must be some good, wherever there is life, death 

must follow as its shadow, and everyone who smiles will have to weep, and 

vice-versa.”50 

Another important issue should be highlighted. One may say that, there are 

two aspects of Vedānta philosophy, i.e. theoretical and practical. The former is 

associated with the name of Śaṁkara, Rāmānuja, Madhva and so on, whereas the 

latter is associated with the name of Swami Vivekananda. But, I think, this is not the 

case. Each and every school of Indian philosophy by the nature is very much 

practical. All other schools of Indian philosophy, excepting Cārvāka philosophy, have 

an aim to attain liberation. But, attainment of liberation is not practical? The schools 

which help us to find the path of liberation and thereby makes our life completely free 

from suffering must be practical. This is equally true in the philosophy of 

Śaṁkarācārya. But, it is well known to us that the philosophy of Vivekananda is 

known as ‘Practical Vedānta’. So, the question comes – what is the significance of 

it? The Vedānta of Vivekananda is practical in the sense that he made home the 

Vedānta philosophy to common people. In this context, it is very important to note 

the comment made by P. K. Sengupta. He says, 

“The distinctive character of the Practical Vedanta of Swami Vivekananda 

lies in his tremendous effort to bring the philosophically sophisticated 

ideas and doctrines of Advaita Vedanta to the understanding or it may be 

said, to the conviction of common man in a simple but triumphant way. If 

Vedanta provides a ‘house’ for the millions of Indians, Practical Vedanta 

of Vivekananda gives them their ‘home’.”51 
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The main intention of Vivekananda’s practical Vedānta is to make possible a 

development of a ‘universal attitude’ towards the common people. The ‘universal 

attitude’, as understood by Vivekananda means to see one’s own-self into others, and 

other creatures in one’s own-self. I think the philosophy of Vivekananda is highly 

relevant for the turmoil situation we are running through. Today we are being 

affected by the sense of alienation because of communalism and racism. To restrain 

the force of alienation we need to realize the essence of one being with others. 

According to Vivekananda, if it is realized that as a being one is identical with others, 

then there cannot be any sense of alienation among them. That is the only essence of 

‘Practical Vedānta’ which is also known as ‘neo-Vedānta’. One can use the word 

‘neo’ in two different senses, one is as ‘new’ and another is as ‘something which was 

existed before in the perverted form but now it manifests in the proper form’. The 

philosophy of Vivekananda is called ‘neo’ in the second sense, because, previously 

the Vedāntins view was misinterpreted, but Vivekananda interprets it properly and 

shows how this view can be applied in our day to day life. Śaṁkarācārya holds that a 

sannyāsin is a right person to follow Vedānta philosophy, but Vivekananda does not 

agree with him. He thinks that Vedānta philosophy can be followed by a sannyāsin 

and gṛhī as well. I think, we can cite the following lines of Tagore in order to 

substantiate this view of Swami Vivekananda, 

“Vairāgya sādhane se mukti āmār noi, 

Asaṁkhya bandhan mājhe laviba muktir swād.”52 

Vivekananda believes each and every human being potentially is Brahman 

and the aim of us is to realize this truth. Practical Vedānta advises one to perform any 

activity, keeping in mind that he himself is God, and then no doubt our activities will 

be better and perfect. Thus, he writes: 

“All power is within you; you can do anything and everything. Believe in 

that, do not believe that you are weak; do not believe that you are half-

crazy lunatics, as most of us do nowadays. You can do anything and 

everything without even the guidance of any one. All power is there. 

Stand up and express the divinity within you.”53 
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In this regard, Vivekananda says that if one follows the ideology of Vedānta 

philosophy properly in one’s life, then the potentiality in him be manifested and he 

becomes more perfect. If one considers oneself to be Brahman, then thereby one 

regains one’s greater self-confidence and energy. Thus, a fisherman will turn into a 

better fisherman through the application to the Vedānta in his life as far as possible of 

his potentiality, if a student thinks himself as ātmā (a part of Brahman), then he will 

also be a better student and so on. So, Vivekananda advises us to think ourselves as a 

part of Brahman and perform our duties in each and every state of our life. Thus, he 

says, 

“One defect which lay in the Advaita was its being worked out so long on the 

spiritual plane only, and nowhere else; now the time has come when you have 

to make it practical. It shall no more be a Rahasya, a secret, it shall no more 

live with monks in caves and forests, and in the Himalayas; it must come 

down to the daily, everyday life of the people.”54 

The Philosophy of Vivekananda plays an important role both in the life of 

common and uncommon people. It is important to note that though Vivekananda was 

sannyāsin, he was not a sannyāsin like others. Most of the sannyāsins have devoted 

their lives to attain liberation for themselves, but Vivekananda never thought to attain 

the same for his own, rather he tries his best to restore the salvation for the whole 

society. In this regard he says, “Those of you who are sannyasins must try to do good 

to others, for sannyasa means that”.55 

The eroding human values in every aspect of our life become a matter of high 

concern for our society. He observes that by the proper application of Vedānta we can 

remove social evil, i.e. lying, cheating, stealing, murdering, suicide, raping and so on. 

If the ideology of Advaita Vedānta is practiced and implemented properly, then no 

doubt, man gains self confidence, courage, vigor, strength and broader outlook. He 

says, man is actually much higher and greater than what he is. We are the part of 

Brahman, so we are infinite and unlimited like Brahman, though we do not know it. 

Vivekananda says that, the ultimate goal of each and every human being is to 

manifest this divine potentiality within. If an individual realizes Brahman in the sense 

that he himself is Brahman (Tattvamasi), then thereby he himself becomes Brahman 

(Brahmavid brahmaivaḥ bhavatiḥ). This is a spiritual force that elevates man from his 
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limitations. He advises us first to believe in ourselves and then in God, it is said, 

‘Self-help is the best help’. In this regard, he says, 

“The help comes from yourself. … There is no help for you outside of 

yourself; you are the creator of the universe. … Ever tell yourself, ‘I am 

He’. These are the words that will burn up the dross that is in the mind, 

words that will bring out the tremendous energy which is within you 

already, the infinite power which is sleeping in your heart.”56 

Swamiji advises us to sacrifice for others. A mother can sacrifice for 

her child, because she loves her child. She loves her child as she identifies 

herself with her child. But, day by day we are going to be highly selfish; we 

forget to sacrifice for others. Advaita Vedānta teaches us that essentially all 

souls are identical as all of them are ultimately nothing but one. Keeping in 

mind the essence of Vedānta, Swamiji has started his lecture in Chicago by 

saying that ‘My sisters and brothers of America’ and ‘the whole world is my 

family’. For this reason he resorted to ‘Niṣkāma Karma’ in his own 

terminology as ‘sevā’ throughout his life for ensuring the welfare and 

happiness of all (bahujana-hitāya bahujana-sukhāya). He enjoyed through 

sacrifice as a mother enjoys through sacrifice for her child. In the Īśopaniṣad 

mentioned:  

“Īśāvāsyamidaṁ sarvaṁ yat kiňca jagatyāṁ jagat. 

Tena tyaktena bhunjīthā mā gṛdhaḥ kasyasvīddhanaṁ”57 

The life of man becomes meaningful due to his sacrifice. Here, Kabir rightly 

says, 

“Vaḍā huyā to kayā huyā yaisā baḍī khejur, 

Pānthoko chāyā nāhi phal lāgi atidūr”.58 

The meaning of this statement is expressed beautifully by Raghunath Ghosh 

as ‘what is the use of being born in a high family? Just as big date-palm tree has no 

significance to the society in as much as it does not provide the travelers with shadow 

and as the fruits exist in a such a high altitude that they cannot be collected by the 
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social beings, a person born in a high society or having higher education is 

insignificant to the society if he does not perform social welfare etc. It is known to us 

that a man proves his real existence by way of doing auspicious works like social 

welfare etc., but not through his birth in the high family or race etc’.59 

Sri Ramakrishna also advices Vivekananda to be as great as a banyan tree 

under the shade of which millions of poor and destitute can take their shelter.  It is 

important to note here that in the philosophy of Vivekananda there is no place of 

showing kindness (karunā) to others, simply because all of the individuals are 

Brahman or God. He says, ‘Yatra jīva tatra Śiva’, ‘naro rūpe Nārāyaṇa’. So, 

rendering sevā to jīva amounts to rendering sevā to God himself, ‘Bahurupe 

samyukhe tomār chārī kothā khuňjicha Īṣvar, / Jīve prem kare jei jan sei jan seviche 

Īṣvar’. I think this idea is excellent mainly for two reasons. First, if we render our 

sevā to jīva in the sense of Śiva or God then it must be perfect. Secondly, here our 

ego does not find any role to play. 

 Thus, it is seen that Vivekananda applies the Vedānta philosophy in our life 

properly. In this regard, it is important to note what is said by S.C. Chatterjee, 

“Such is Vivekananda’s practical Vedanta [Vedānta], a living Vedanta and 

not a dry and dead theory of the Vedanta. It is the Vedanta of the forests 

come back to our homes, our city and our society; it is the Vedanta entering 

into our ordinary life and conduct, it is the Vedanta that may inspire our 

individual life, social life, national and international life. Swami 

Vivekananda wants us to carry the eternal message of the Vedanta to every 

door and to every corner of the world”.60 
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GANDHI’S RAMARAJYA: THE IDEA OF AN IDEAL
 

SOUMITRA CHAKRABORTY 
 

I mean by Ramarajya-Divine Raj, the kingdom of God. Ramarajya of my 

dream ensures equal rights alike of Prince and Pauper…. Ramarajya is 

undoubtedly one of true democracy…. (Young India, 19-9-1929, p.305) 

Ramarajya is an ideal for transformation in Gandhi’s political philosophy. It 

is considered the goal for humanity. Ramarajya literally means rajya or reign of 

Rama, the seventh avatar of Lord Vishnu and the hero of Ramayana. But 

metaphorically Ramarajya means ‘reign of ideal justice,’ ‘perfect democracy’ or 

‘reign of righteousness’. In unfolding Ramarajya, first the concept of state (i.e. rajya 

from Ramarajya) demands focus.    

 According to Gandhi, state is an institution for the realization of the relation 

between government and its citizens. A state gives a community political unity. 

Without it, there would be chaos. From colonial experience, India and its people 

realized the necessity of a political unity in the name of nation. The concept of 

nationalism inspired people to bind into a single tag in the name of nation. Gandhi 

was against the modern concept of state. He mentions that modern state ‘represents 

violence in a concentrated and organized form. The individual has a soul, but state is 

a soulless machine; it can never be weaned from violence to which it owes its very 

existence.’61From these comments one may be inclined to conclude that Gandhi was 

against the idea of state. But that will be wrong because Gandhi mentions in Hind 

Swaraj that he is only against the idea of an absolute and aggressive state. He said ‘I 

look upon an increase in the power of the state with greatest fear….’62 Gandhi 

admitted that state would consider the national interest. However, Gandhi was against 

the theory of ‘reason of state’, which holds that the interest of a state is morally 

superior to human interest. Gandhi gave more importance to the individuals. That’s 

why he believed that for human development or well-being, state is not sufficient. It 

needs ethics and spirituality. Anthony Parel rightly mentions that ‘An adequate theory 

of the state therefore should be mindful of the contributions that ethics and spirituality 
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make’.63Gandhi was in favour of a state where law will be guided by morality, power 

will be decentralized, everyone will be his own ruler and everything will be done with 

justice. It would then be Ramarajya.  

From childhood Ramanama made its impression on Gandhi. Gandhi’s family 

was very religious and a traditional one. They were worshipers of Lord Vishnu 

(Rama is the seventh avatar of Vishnu). His mother was a religious lady and left a 

deep impression on Gandhi. Gandhi mentions in his autobiography that ‘the 

outstanding impression my mother has left on my memory is that of saintliness’.64 His 

mother was so religious that she would never take her meal without doing her prayer 

and also did many fasting.  Gandhi was very close to his mother. This religious 

discipline made an impact on him. Gandhi’s domestic culture and tradition influenced 

him to be a devotee of Rama. Gandhi practiced Ramanama to withstand his 

childhood fears. During his father’s illness Gandhi regularly listened to Ramayana. 

Gandhi and his brother recited Rama Raksha under their cousin’s guidance. This 

shows how Gandhi was brought up and how Ramanama was part of his daily life.  

Now automatically question arises- what is Ramarajya? The best answer can 

be found in Valmiki’s Ramayana. Valmiki describes the conditions obtaining in the 

society during the reign of King Rama a Widows lamented not, fear from wild beasts 

there was none; nor was there fear of disease when Rama ruled the kingdom. The 

world was bereft of robbers, none faced a calamity; the aged performed not obsequies 

of the young. All was happiness and all pursued their duties; looking up to Rama, 

they indulged not in mutual violence.65 

This depiction shows Ramarajya as one in which everyone was happy and 

conscious about their duties. People practiced non-violence and worshiped truth. 

There was perfect harmony amongst citizens. In Ramarajya people aspired towards 

the ideal of King Rama- the man of truth. We can find that there were some basic 

elements in Valmiki’s depiction of Ramarajya, they are- respect for women, basic 

needs for existence being met, health awareness, responsibility to perform one’s own 
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duty or dharma, and inculcation of virtue. In Ramarajya of Valmiki’s Ramayana, 

King Rama was the man of virtue and morality. He inspired everyone to cultivate 

virtues and be a man of truth. 

Rama is part of Hinduism and Gandhi called himself a sanatani Hindu. Now 

question arises-does Ramarajya refer to a Hindu state? Gandhi says that ‘by 

Ramarajya I do not mean Hindu Raj. I mean by Ramarajya Divine Raj, the kingdom 

of God.’66Gandhi was in favour of secularism. He was against the idea of a state 

based on a particular religion. He said ‘the state should undoubtedly be secular. 

Everyone living in it should be entitled to profess his religion without let or 

hindrance….’67 Gandhi was conscious and also afraid of the term Ramarajya being 

misunderstood. So he says that to the Muslim audience, he would refer to it as 

‘Khudai Raj’ and to the Christians as ‘the kingdom of God’. To earn support from 

Muslims he not only translates Ramarajya into ‘Khudai Raj’, but also proclaims that 

‘…the first Caliphs may be said to have established Ramarajya.’68 He also mentioned 

that ‘for me Rama and Rahim are one and the same deity.’69Ramarajya, according to 

Gandhi, is a state of morality and righteousness rather than a religious state. Ashis 

Nandy mentions in his article ‘Final Encounter: The Politics of the Assassination of 

Gandhi’ how Gandhi was depressed during his last days thinking about the partition 

of India. He writes that Gandhi had said that ‘I can never be willing party to the 

vivisection. I would employ non-violent means to prevent it…. My whole soul rebels 

against the idea that Hinduism and Islam represent two antagonistic culture and 

doctrines. To assent to such doctrine is for me denial of God….if the congress wishes 

to accept partition; it will be over my dead body.’70 

To understand Gandhi’s image of Rama we have to understand Gandhi’s 

concept of religion. Gandhi understands religion as that ‘which transcends Hinduism, 

which changes one’s very nature, which binds one indissolubly to the truth within and 
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which, ever purifies.’71 A. J. Parel characterizes Gandhi’s religion as that which 

transcends all historical religions. His idea of religion was against any sectarian bias. 

Gandhi says in Hind Swaraj that there is a religion that underlies all religions and he 

also says ‘there is no religion higher than Truth and Righteousness.’72 Gandhi’s 

religion is inseparable from morality. Emphasizing on morality he says ‘as soon as 

we lose the moral basis, we cease to be religious’.73 In talking of Rama, Gandhi is 

referring to the ideal of truth and justice and not to a specific deity. Gandhi’s Rama 

was not bounded only to Hinduism but to the universal principle of truth. According 

to Gandhi, ‘Truth is God’. He valued truth more than God. Gandhi believes in God as 

truth. He mentions in his autobiography that he worships God as truth. 

Gandhi’s idolized Rama was a man of truth. According to Gandhi, Rama is 

the image of virtue and Ramayana is an epic of perfect fidelity to vows. Gandhi said 

‘the Ramarajya drives from the Ramayana’s classic depiction of the victory of Rama, 

symbolizing the force of good over Ravana symbolizing the force of evil’.74Gandhi 

realized from Ramayana that ‘truth is the foundation of all merits and virtues’.75 

Gandhi wanted to use the powerful image of Rama and Ramarajya as 

standing for truth and justice. Describing Ramarajya, A.J. Parel says in his book 

Gandhi’s philosophy and the Quest for Harmony that ‘Rama is not of history but to 

an imagined, spiritual Rama, the symbol of perfection.’76Gandhi said ‘to think of God 

as “God’’ does not fire me as the name of Rama does…’77In order to understand the 

background of the image of Ramarajya, I want to move towards the role of Indian 

mythology. S. Balaram in his article ‘Product Symbolism of Gandhi and its 

Connection with Indian Mythology’ emphatically mentions that Gandhi used many 

symbols which have linkage with mythologies. Balaram says that ‘mythology is 

probably the most important cultural treasure of a people. It occupies the people’s 
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collective dreams, aspirations and visions.’78 We know that mythologies have great 

impact on people. It can help people to be disciplined, moral and virtuous. 

Mythologies are known to everyone whether educated or uneducated, from a town or 

village. Gandhi realized the importance of mythologies. Gandhi might have used the 

concept of Ramarajya because of its mythological power. India being a multi-cultural 

country, particularly before freedom, it was a challenge for Gandhi to unify the whole 

country. Hence Gandhi used mythologies as a tag to bind people. So irrespective of 

whether Ramarajya, the Kingdom of Rama, really existed or not, Gandhi accepted 

and projected it as ‘true democracy’. Gandhi says in Young India ‘whether Rama of 

my imagination ever lived or not on this earth, the ancient ideal of Ramarajya is 

undoubtedly one of true democracy.’79 Gandhi mentions that Ramarajya is 

sovereignty of the people which is based on pure moral authority. Ramarajya requires 

that people be guided by virtues. Gandhi introduced Ramarajya as his ideal goal so 

that people are inspired to cultivate the virtues connected with the image of Rama 

within themselves. 

Gandhi was aware of the value of the individual. He was against any social 

discrimination. He fought his whole life against social ills like untouchability, 

Brahmanism, etc. Gandhi wanted equal rights for everyone and that’s why he wanted 

to establish Ramarajya. He says ‘Ramarajya of my dream ensures equal rights alike 

of prince and pauper.’80Gandhi was a shrewd politician. He knew that Rama has 

devotee from every caste within Hinduism, even from ‘untouchables’ and Rama 

could be used as a symbol of inclusivity. Gandhi’s main aim was to use Ramanama 

as a force to build and upgrade social character and cohesion. Then the society will be 

one based on moral authority and it will be the kingdom of righteousness.    

 The concept of Ramarajya does not lead to a monarchy but rather it supports 

self-rule. Gandhi mentioned ‘my conception of Ramarajya excludes the replacement 

of the British army by a national army of occupation. A country that is governed by 
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even its national army can never be morally free and, therefore, it is so called weakest 

member can never rise to his fullest moral height.’81 

Gandhi’s Ramarajya was a secular one rather than a religious one. By 

integrating Ramarajya with several concepts Gandhi tries to make the concept of 

Ramarajya appeal to everyone. Gandhi was conscious that India is a heterogeneous 

country and has inter-caste and inter-religious problems. Gandhi believed that 

solution can be possible by practicing morality and virtues. To wipe out inter-caste 

problem in Hinduism, Gandhi coined Ramarajya so that people are inspired by the 

virtues of Rama. According to Gandhi, ‘Truth is God’ and every religion worships 

‘Truth’. The end was same for every religion. Problem was in the means. To appeal 

to other religions Gandhi used several terms to refer to Ramarajya. For Muslims he 

used ‘Khudai Raj’, for Christians ‘Kingdom of God’ and also beyond all religions he 

used the term ‘Dharmarajya’. He mentions ‘if the word Ramarajya offends any one, 

then I shall call it “Dharmarajya”.’82 Gandhi’s concept of Hinduism is totally 

different from the traditional one. He wants to remould Hinduism through “de-

Brahminization” and “de-intellectualization”. According to Ashis Nandy ‘to Gandhi 

Hinduism was a life style and an open ended system of universal ethics which could 

continuously integrate new inputs.’83 

Gandhi’s Ramarajya involves independence in political, economic and moral 

spheres. Parel mentions, ‘the history of the alienation of the soul from the modern 

state goes back to Machiavelli’.84 In Hobbesian state, people were alienated from 

soul. Bhikhu Parekh says in his Gandhi’s Political Philosophy that state and human 

nature became non-co-extensive - one being soulless and another with soul. In 

Gandhi’s philosophy means is as important as the ends; he says as the mean so will 

be the end. The ends of the state totally depend on its means i.e. citizens. Parekh 

suggests humans should find ’an alternative way of structuring their organized life.’85 
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Further Parekh says that ’the vital task today was to explore alternatives not just to 

the contemporary forms of government but to the very institution of the state.’86 The 

alternative may be Ramarajya. According to Gandhi, ‘…the ancient ideal of 

Ramarajya is undoubtedly one of true democracy in which the meanest citizen could 

be sure of swift justice without an elaborate and costly procedure.’87 

 Gandhi believes that the state should run by moral law or Dharma. 

According to Parel, ‘for …a state of cooperation to flourish between the state and 

civil society, the average citizenry would have to reach an optimal level of material 

and moral development’.88 He further says, ‘the more vibrant the civil society the less 

violent the state would be’.89B. N. Srikrishna emphatically mentions the important 

role of the state and its citizens in realizing the concept of Ramarajya. He says‘… as 

a state where there was perfect harmony amongst the citizen with happiness and 

contentment all around, citizen contributing to the economy with honest toil and the 

state giving succour to the needy, poor and destitute-a state of affairs during the reign 

of King Rama.’90Gandhi mentions that the civil society and the state need to be in 

right balance for there to be a good state or su-rajya.  Gandhi has firm belief that 

Ramarajya can be established through inculcating civic virtues in the citizenry. He 

believed that both the state and the civil society have a joint role in the ideal society. 

It is imperative for the citizens to cultivate adequate virtues for there to be an ideal 

society.  So his appeal to humanity is- 

It should be remembered that in order to establish Ramarajya…. Cannot 

every one of us, if we want, today give proof of qualities such as truth, non-violence, 

propriety of conduct, bravery, forbearance, courage, etc.?91 Speculation regarding the 

nature of an ideal state has always been there.  Plato talked in Republic about his 

‘Ideal State’, with a “philosopher king’’.  He further said that ‘this Ideal State is, 

therefore, not unreal, but the only real State, and its reality is the ground of existence 
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of all actually existent States.’92 Karl Marx also talked about ideal society. Political 

practice ultimately rests on moral principle which cannot be relinquished. Gandhi 

emphatically talked about Ramarajya as an ‘ideal society’ and shows how this ideal 

could be a pole star and a guiding vision to strive for. If we continue towards the 

building such a society, to some extent it is bound to be realized and to that extant 

people will benefit by it. Euclid has defined a straight line as having no breadth, but 

no one has yet succeeded in drawing such a line and no one ever will. Still we can 

progress in geometry only by postulating such a line. This is true of every ideal. 93 
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BOOK REVIEW 

Book Review of Sanjay Kumar Shukla: Modernity and Post Modernity 

Debate: Related Issues and Challenges, Satyam Publishing House, 

New Delhi, 2014, Pages 198. 

 

Sanjay Kumar Shukla's 'reflections and deliberations over recent trends of 

Western Philosophy', as he writes in the Introduction of his book Modernity 

and Post Modernity Debate: Related Issues and Challenges, unfolds some 

worthy features of western philosophy that attracts readers of philosophy. The 

author and the publisher have to be commended for their painstaking efforts 

to present the philosophy enthusiasts, a much needed insight into the said 

debate and issues, so much so needed and relevant. The book should be 

evaluated for its merit based on the following issues that the author has 

considered in detail. 

The Modernity and Post-Modernity Debate 

In the First Chapter of his book the author “Re-examines the project of 

modernity", that is, he first of all outlines the basic feature of the modernity 

trends in western philosophy a la its metanarratives within the horizon of 

reason, advocating individualism, universalism, egalitarianism, meliorism as 

well as epistemological foundationalism and coherentism. Thorough going 

critique of these presents us postmodern philosophical perceptions of fantasy 

of thought, pluralism, discontinuity, irrationality and fragmentism. 

Shukla argues in the five sections of this chapter that among some 

worth noting factors for seismic shift to postmodern philosophy are cultural 

identity crisis; ill-conceived dualities of mind-body and fact-value; negation 

of emotions, dehumanization and technological nihilism. In the face of the 

outfall of modernity, the author comes up in the first place with a secure 

"critical theory of society" (p. 5), which he says, is a "revised critical theory". 

However, this revisionary vision has not been well developed except for 

author's 'firm conviction' (p.5) that race and ethnicity 'make up the historically 

mediated structural features of lebenswelt and uniform lived experience'. The 

author commendably moves on to Habermas and Heidegger to save the case 
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and to show how well 'communicative reason' can cure the modernist malady 

of 'subject centered reason' so that a proper 'decentered' understanding of the 

world is possible [J. Habermas : The Philosophical Discourse, *undated and 

Martin Heidegger : Being and Time, 1962]. The modernist malady is 

evaluated notwithstanding the great value that rationality has; still better, it 

has to be perceived for various role it plays in the broader cultural contexts 

where validity claims are inter-subjectively recognized than subjectively 

narrated. In many other ways, the author shapes up an engrossing modernity-

postmodernity debate showing us factors responsible for postmodern 

philosophical transmutation at the metaphysical, epistemological and ethical 

levels. 

Shukla carries on explicating the nuances of modern and postmodern 

understanding of key issues in metaphysics. He is no doubt, extremely efficient at 

inducing philosophical heat of the debate at critical best, showing why postmodern 

metaphysics have greater points to score in the seven sections of chapter two. The 

crux of the chapter is to show the demise of an otherwise glossy metaphysics 

searching for objective truth through three routes: French postmodernism, vision of 

pluralism and critique of grand metaphysical narratives of Kant, Hegel (Hegal at two 

places in p. 17), Marx and Nietzsche. Shukla gives a cryptic account of how a careful 

reading of Kierkegaard and Nietzsche in particular focuses subjectivity, multiplicity, 

identity and of course, individuality. Further based on these the author shows how 

postmodern nominalism backed conception of universals, particularism and moral 

pluralism scores heavily on modernist agendas of realism, transcendentalism, 

objectivism and objective moral values. 

Coming to the postmodern philosophical conception of reality, the 

author brings out the "de-realization" of subject and object of experience as a 

reaction to the modernist agenda of reality as something transcending, 

objective, and basic and the really real. This is supported by his analysis of 

Kierkegaardian 'network of phantoms'; Marxian conception of 

dehumanization and alienation, Nietzschean conception of "I" as a 

"grammatical necessity” and Baudrillard’s conception of “simulacrum”. 
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After twenty-three pages the author tells us that "postmodern" in 

philosophical lexicon was introduced by Lyotard (Objectivity, Relativism and 

Truth, 1991) and shows us the most important factor in postmodernist 

transmutation by virtue of his analysis of impacts of Wittgenstenian language 

game theory and Austin's theory of speech acts. We could come to realize 

why modernist agendas of universalizing and homogenizing meta-

prescriptive are not amenable to the heterogeneous language games and that 

de-realization of the world is just the disintegration of grand narratives of 

reality into "clouds of colliding linguistic combinations and language games". 

Truly, for Austin and the author, postmodern performative criterion does not 

have space for speculative metaphysics so popular in grand narratives. The 

author does not lose sight of Foucault's contribution in breaking up the 

universalist, foundationalism, dialectical and normative stand points 

regarding reality and establishing contingency, differences and discontinuity. 

Shukla tries to compound postmodernist metaphysics by arguing why 

postmodernists are right in refuting the idea of an objective mind dependant 

reality because it has to be understood individually or culturally. Similar truth 

reverberates when the author refers to a number of cultural factors in 

understanding personal identity. The a-historic narrative metaphysics is 

responsible, says the author, in understanding totally reduced being of entities 

of calculative order and objects to "standing reserve" as resources of 

exploitation. 

Further the author brings in Jacques Derrida. Derrida's work 

epitomizes critique of western metaphysics and ontology. The author 

particularly presses on us the account of "something" on which meaning, 

language and essence of objects are grounded, which is what both Husserl's 

phenomenology and early Wittgenstein's 'logocentrism' failed to notice - 

"deconstruction" or "inter- linguistic free play of signs". For Derrida, there is 

no immediate access to reality, no "transcendental signified" that is not 

obtained through culturally constituted language. 

Then there is not Richard Rorty for us who concludes that language 

does not reflect "reality", nor do we have any access to presupposition-less 
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neutral or universal truth. The author now feels the heat on placating his 

thinking mind over the given repository of the said. He shows signs of 

moving out of over caressing post-modern metaphysics by mentioning what 

Habermas has to say regarding the presupposition backed postmodern theses 

as a futile exercise and the way "horizon of possibility" opens up owing to a 

shift from subjectivity to inter-subjectivity. Shukla concludes that postmodern 

conception of reality is not a 'denial' but 'reconstruction' or giving a new 

meaning to modernity (he owes it to Lyotard though). 

Shukla attends to the same debate focusing on epistemological issues. 

He makes it amply clear that no omnibus approach for this is available rather, 

considers the nature of knower, role of reason, mode of knowing and use of 

language in producing and disseminating knowledge. 

In the five well written sections Shukla brings out at the outset the 

reasons behind Habermasian opposition to subject centered reason vis-a-vis 

communicative reason, which is to come out of the holy-grail of rationality to 

a liberal assessment of reason in terms of capacity of participants in knowing 

process and inter-subjectivity. This way, he thinks, postmodern epistemology 

has come out from an otherwise culturally callous attitude of modern 

epistemology and rightly embraces a negation of totalitarian thinking. Shukla 

reaches forty odd pages, to provide solid reasons for the anti-foundational 

postmodern stance taken particularly by Calvin and Schrag to provide 

perception of knowledge and truth de novo - a pluralistic narrative of the 

known a la knower. Postmodern epistemology's inching towards 

contextualism compounded by Thomas Kuhn's support for paradigm 

dependent evidence for our beliefs is really absorbing. The author then wisely 

turns his attention to postmodern critique of coherentism because it goes right 

against the contextualist postmodern position. The situational context 

determines the epistemic merit of beliefs and for that reason, rational logical 

arguments do not, enjoy a distinctive force in belief justification. It appears 

that these are Shukla's views as well. But we are presented interesting 

criticism of the said positions because Shukla thinks that both coherentism 

and contextualism are flawed theories of epistemic justification as they stretch 
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far towards self evidence and lacks in what he thinks, an "objective epistemic 

warrant". The author is at his critical best in the final section to come up with 

an appreciation that growth of postmodern epistemology is owing to its 

uncanny critique of critiques. The author has reasons to show that despite that 

merit, postmodern contextualist justification ends up in some sort of 

undesirable solipsism. But he ends up with a queer 'this is good but that is also 

good' argument (p. 47). For him, foundationalism, coherentism and 

contextualism are sound and unsound. And such appreciation can comes only 

from postmodernists, not others! 

The stiff debate now centres around ethical issues in chapter four 

consisting six well written sections having far reaching impact on what he 

shapes up in eight chapters to follow. In fact the rest of the chapters gives us 

impact - account of what has been construed thus for. A little awkwardly, the 

author in p. 50, lines 1 to 4, remarks that 'ethical perspectives' of any 

philosophical trend is "determined by" metaphysical and epistemological 

orientations. He argues that postmodern ethics has to justify the possibility of 

an aporetic ethics, but this is a hard nut to crack for two reasons: postmodern 

ethics begs some foundational epistemological, metaphysical, social, political 

and cultural claims and that bereft of any foundational claim, there is bland 

immorality and social dissolution. The author resolves the crisis aptly by 

showing how anti-foundational ethics is possible particularly in the age-long 

onslaught of the sacrosanct reason-obsessed universal normative ethics. The 

second problem is resolved by taking refuge to Rorty's conception of "truth is 

not out there in the world" and Zizek's context dependent ethical truth theory 

and a strong back up by Laclau why such ethics does not fall in an immorality 

limbo. 

Naturally the author turns to the anti-foundational ethics of 

deconstruction championed by both Derrida and Levinas which does not 

threaten ethics itself, rather constructive to guide our beliefs and actions. 

Shukla brings out the truth of an aporetic but not psychopathic postmodern 

ethics hinged on the maladies of modern universal principlistic ethics (of 

reason) in view of Kant (pp. 58-63) and Hegel (pp. 63-68). He then clarifies 
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how Heideggerian (pp. 68-73) and Foucaltian (pp. 73-78) ethical rumblings 

post a firm postmodern aporetic ethics. Author's support to aporetic ethics in 

view of Heidegger and Foucault in the particular is owing to their shunning of 

a-historical and non-contextual ethics. Equally efficient is he while dealing in 

a similar tone Foucault's observation in The Government of Self and Other: 

Lectures at the College de France (2010). The author emphasizes on 'caring 

for unblemished truth' through critique of self–one's own self and another to 

constitute one's subjectivity than subjugation and to bring out the finer points 

of "frank speech" in great details (Foucault : Fearless Speech, 2007). 

It is commendable that Shukla has given us an account of postmodern 

epistemology, metaphysics and ethics as paradigm shifts from modern 

accounts of the same. He now backs it up with his deep interest in showing 

that the post modern perceptions deciphered thus far have far and wide 

ramifications - social, economic, political, religious, gender and other 

extremely important issues calling for philosophical care. Chapter five to 

twelve is a testimony to show postmodernist rumblings has some merit in 

dealing with globalization, terrorism, multiculturalism and many other issues. 

These chapters in are fact author's genuine contributions to philosophy. 

The Impact Account 

In the first place, Shukla considers not a social scientific postmodern 

account of globalization. Rather, what a postmodern account of ethic of 

globalization would be like. It is not awkward with the advent of applied 

ethics to consider questions of ethical value with regard to some human 

interventions like globalizing economy, free trade and things like that. Even 

as simple as a worldwide process of change by which people across the world 

are put in a single fabric, globalization, rake important questions of ethical 

right, good, just and so on. Shukla is also concerned about such questions but 

more fundamentally he considers the antithesis of globalization and cultural 

pluralism the latter holding its ground on available philosophical arguments. 

The author presents his own solution to this stiff problem. He then considers 

what the nature of global ethics should be like if "moral tolerance" is 

preferable in case of globalization. He has reasons (in this regard) to favor 
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globalization with an ethical face sans egotism and bland utilitarianism. He is 

also not in favour of toeing a populist propagandist agenda of "vasudheiva 

kutumbakaṃ” either. 

Shukla then considers numerous follies of a globalized world; most 

notoriously famous is "terrorism" of many shades because it is marked in our 

times for monopolist cultural hegemony, a kind of imperialism and social, 

political and economic exploitations. He researches on postmodern terrorism 

or new terrorism (W. Laqueur: Postmodern Terrorism, 1997) which is 

anchored to filthy religious hegemony and most astonishingly supported with 

élan by technological advances, the godfather of world globalization. 

Gradually Shukla enters into a well deserving but stiff challenge of 

multiculturalism in the perspective of globalization because truthfully a 

number of modern democratic nations are multinational in nature and enjoys 

that stature. But the moot point is, in a globalized world, concepts of identity 

and difference are trouble shooters as they downplay 'equal citizenship'. He 

has for solution an interesting analysis backed up by Bhikhu Parekh 

(Rethinking Multiculturalism, 2000), which is a middle stance of naturalism 

and pluralism and a strong support for "inter-cultural dialogue". The author 

unambiguously (given his postmodern leanings), argue in favor of an 

ethically charged multicultural ethos in our societies because for him a la 

Robertson, it is "universalization of particularism and the particularization of 

universalism" (R. Robertson: Social Theory, Cultural Relativity and the 

Problem of Globality, 1997). 

Once the discussion centres at multiculturalism, who can avoid issues 

in cultural diversity? Not Shukla, for sure. So he takes it up in chapter eight. 

An engrossing debate of tension between modernizing globalization and 

ethnic pluralism follows. The tension is deep seated because there are 

innumerable cultural conflicts owing to the overreaching modernizing 

globalization - it fathers cultural hegemony, inequalities, cultural terrorism 

and ethico-spiritual imbalance. In multicultural societies it is all the more 

problematic as recognition and respect for cultural diversity are ethically 

desirable. Shukla has discussed how this problem can be faced cogently given 
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the wisdom of assimilationists, differentialists and multiculturalists. He is in 

view of democratic multiculturalism because it soundly tackles the tension 

between identities, belonging and individual autonomy to knit a public policy 

that works, and is value based. Most importantly, in this chapter (eight), and 

again in the chapters ten and twelve, there are no References (!) However, the 

chapters are replete with what Amartya Sen, Oswald Spengler, Arnold 

Toynbee, Ashis Nandy, Vandana Shiva, Holyoake and others have 

maintained. Even we do not find end-of-the-book Suggested Readings that 

helps us in further enriching our minds. 

Nevertheless, Shukla takes us to another important discussion about 

identity formation and clash of identities after so much has been said about 

culture, cultural clashes in a fast globalized modern world. His discussion of 

identity centers around what Erik Erikson and Amelie Rorty has to say in 

terms of interaction between self and society as well as politics of difference. 

When it boils down to identity clash, identity in difference and the politics of 

difference, how can Shukla leave aside our own toasted secularism? (He is 

very careful about adding 'Indian' to secularism for clarity). Then he goes on 

giving us a schematic presentation of secular state involving three distinct, yet 

interrelated sets of relationship covering states, religion and individual 

through Jacobian, Bradlaughian and Indian model championed by Nehru and 

Gandhi. He shows how Indian Secularism as per "Indian model" of 

"sarvadharmasamabhāva” wins the case (even in this globalized modern 

world). The constitutional detailing apart, the author brings the case of Indian 

Secularism in its true ethical spirit. 

All these chapters (five to ten) are closely intertwined. The rest of the 

two chapters consider the issues of ecological crisis in globalized world that 

firmly adheres to its 'technological holy grail' and the case of justice to 

women through empowering them. These are really not 'oh! I forgot' type of 

chapters. A careful reading reveals that Shukla has in mind the globalization 

happy masses and the black hole staring case of environmental catastrophe 

which is what Tom and Dick are speaking about. The entire world of 

environmental ethics is making great impact. What can we reasonably resolve 
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given the grave environmental crisis that is a double trouble given its ethical 

maladies? Shukla discusses well researched (but vastly discussed) theories 

and through the rumblings of the ancients mantras and sūtras reach the 

expected what may be called, ecosophy-T, (the suffix 'T' unfurling an Indian 

Theory). It is however interesting to listen to Shukla how he renders, this 

ecosophy-T despite the glossy approach of postmodern ethics. Is ecosophy-T 

all the more domestic postmodern ethics? Finally, the author reaches gender 

and women related issues all very well discussed among the postmodern 

ethicists. Here again he glides comfortably through conceptual 

disambiguation and through big name feminists, including the postmodern 

feminists regarding ethical questions that crop up with regard to gender 

justice and woman empowerment. There is a lot of constitutional celebration 

again and some preaching and persuasion that goes without much logical 

debate and smart referencing (I said before). 

The publisher needs to be more careful and pressing about the book 

design - Contents come after a long introduction at the left of the reader and 

right at the face of chapter one. We will be thankful if this wonderfully 

written and so much so needed book on postmodern philosophy gives us a 

List of Readings for the beginners and other serious readers. 
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NOTES TO THE CONTRIBUTORS 

This journal is a yearly philosophical journal published by the Dept. of Philosophy, 

University of North Bengal. “Philosophical Papers: Journal of the Department of 

Philosophy”, welcomes contributions from all fields of philosophy. The editorial policy 

of the journal is to promote the study of philosophy, Eastern and Western in all its 

branches: Epistemology, Metaphysics, Logic, Ethics, Social and Political Philosophy, 

Philosophy of Science, Mind, Religion Language and contemporary philosophy. 

However, it would like its contributors to focus on what they consider to be 

significantly new and important. The contributions should, as far as possible, avoid 

jargon and the authour’s contention should be stated in as simple a language as 

possible.  

 

“Philosophical Papers: Journal of the Department of Philosophy” is thus, devoted to the 

publication of original papers in any of these fields. We hope followers and seekers of 

philosophy will receive much light and guidance in the field of philosophical research 

from these discussions. It is also hoped that the papers in this journal will spark fruitful 

philosophical discussion of the vital issues raised in them. Please note that we are 

currently publishing behind schedule due to time-constraints and other engagements 

relating to our SAP, DRS- III (2015-2020) of UGC and Centre for Buddhist Studies 

associated with our department. We plead an apology to all for the unintentional delay. 

SUBMISSION 

Contributions to the journal are invited in the form of articles, book reviews, and 

comments on articles published in any area of philosophy. Contributions should be 

typed in double space on one side of A-4 size paper and to be sent in CD or as an 

attachment to the e-mail of Editor-in-Chief/Head of the Department of Philosophy at 

koushik_jrjd@yahoo.co.in or laxmikantnbu@gmail.com. Contributors should submit 

papers as Microsoft Word documents or in rich text format, not in PDF or other 

formats unless specifically asked. If email is not possible, please send two hard copies 

of the paper and other materials, along with a disk. To allow blind refereeing, please 

ensure that the manuscript is anonymous by including name, institutional address, 

contact details and self-identifying references in a separate file. A full postal address 

for editorial correspondence should also be given. A summary of around 200 words, 
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and some ‘key words’ should be provided for the use of abstracting services. Footnotes, 

which will be printed at the end of the article, should be numbered consecutively 

through the text, and presented on a separate sheet of paper, typed with double spacing. 

Bibliographic citations in the text or notes should include the author’s name and the 

title, year and place of publication, and include a page of reference.  

 

The Registrar and the Department of Philosophy, University of North Bengal shall be 

the copyright owner of this published material. Apart from the fair dealing for the 

purposes of research, private study and criticism, no part of the journal may be copied, 

adapted, abridged, translated, stored in any retrieval system, computer system, 

photographic or other system or reproduced in any form by any means whether 

electronic, mechanical, digital, optical, photographic, or otherwise prior written 

permissions from the publisher and editors. 

 

The editors, publishers, and printers do not own any responsibilities for the views 

expressed by the contributors and for the errors, if any, in the information contained in 

the journal. 
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