
LANGUAGE AND ACTION 

By 

QUERANG Z. LUNQALANQ 

PHILOSOPHY DEPARTMENT 

SUBMITTED IN PARTIAL FULFILMENT OF THE REQUIREMENT OF 

THE DEGREE, QF 

D O C T D R O F PH-ILC)SOPHY 

7-4 , , 
'ti: 

• • • « » ; 

To 

NORTH-EASTERN HILL UNIVERSITY 

SHILLONG-793 014 

INDIA 

1986 



, ^ 
\ ^ 

LuH 

i .''V ' 

""ISB 

UW H..4.MI W 



C E R T I F I C A T E 

C e r t i f i e d t h a t t h e s u b j e c t m a t t e r of t h i s 

d i s s e r t a t i o n i s the r eco rd of work done by Querang 

Z .Lunga lang , t h a t t he c o n t e n t s of t h i s t h e s i s 

d i d n o t form a b a s i s of t he award of any prev ious 

d e g r e e to him, o r t o the b e s t of my knowledge, t o 

anybody e l s e , and t h a t the d i s s e r t a t i o n had no t 

been s u b m i t t e d by him f o r any r e s e a r c h degree in 

any o t h e r U n i v e r s i t y . 

In h a b i t and c h a r a c t e r Querang Z. Lungalang 

i s a f i t and pro per _ person f o r the degree of Ph.D. 

i^^J-^ 
^ S u p e r v i s o r 

The D e p t t . o f Ph i l o sophy 
Wor th-Eas te rn H i l l U n i v e r s i t y 



(1) 

ACWJOWLErOEl-ffiNT 

I am overwhelmingly beholden t o P r o f e s s o r M, M i r i , 

my Superv i so r , no t only fo r having enabled me t o produce 

t h i s t h e s i s , but a l s o fo r h i s concern in the non-academic 

a r e a s of my l i f e as w e l l . During t he se many yea r s of 

a s s o c i a t i o n I have , most i n e v i t a b l y , p r o f i t e d tremendously 

under h i s guidance , and w i l l now endeavour t o bear h i s 

mark on me. Life i s meaningful t h i s way. 

I am ob l iged t o Mr. Joseph F . Khongbuh f o r having 

typed out my manuscr ip t s with remarkable e f f i c i e n c y . 
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LANGUAGE, VilliD A H) REALITY 
IX 

In this chapter, I would like, first, to consider 

the logical relationship between LangUc.ge and what may bo 

called external reality as such. Secondly, I take up the 

i^sue of the relationship between Language and social, or 

rather, cultural reality. Thirdly, I considered certain 

issues which arose from the view that a particular language 

gives the culture which is native to it, a sort of autono­

my which can be best described, although parodoxical, as 
I 
i 

relative autonomy, but autonomy nontheless. 

The first task at hand therefore is the attempt to 

seek an answer to the question: H'hat makes it the case 

that we are able to talk about our experiences?' Or 'What 

are the conditions of experiences that enable one to talk 

about them?' But perhaps, the more instructive approach 

to the problem of the relation between the notion of an 

experience, and that of its articulation is to ask the 

question: 'Can we conceive of experiences which in princi­

ple, we are unable to articulate?' Knd this it appears, is 

precisely the central question of Immanuel Kant's Critiĉ ue 

of Pure Reason. 

As found in tije chapter on the 'TRAI.'bCEIfflhHTAL 

DEDUCTIOIJ OF THE CATEGORIEo', llant maintains that the 

minimal notion of experience is that one muht be 'avare' 



of certain what he calls 'representations'. One cannot, 

at this juncture, call them objects, as that will prema-

turely be accepting what is required to be proved. However, 

the "I" cannot be 'aware' of anything unless I place the 

awareness under a background of a unity of consciousness. 

Now the fundamental characteristics of consciousness, the 

very condition of its existing at all, is its unity; and 

until this has been recognised, there can be no understand­

ing of the associative connection which arises under the 

conditions which consciousness supplies. To attempt to 

explain the unity of consciousness -through the mechanism 

of association is to explain an agency in terms of certain 

of its effects. It is thus to explain the fiandamental in 

terms of the derivative, the conditions in terms of what 

they have themselves made possible. Kant's argviments there­

fore, is as follows: "Representations" do not become asso­

ciated merely by co-existing. They must occur together in 

a unitary consciousness; among the conditions necessary to 

the possibility of associations are, therefore, the condi­

tions of the possibility of experience. So this 'associa­

tion' cannot be a part of experience, but 'Transcendental' 

in nature. Hence, far from accounting for the unity of 

consciousness, it pre-supposes it —as determining the 

conditions under which it alone can come into play. In 

other words, representations must exist in consciousness 
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before they can become associated; and they can exist in 

consciousness only if they are consciously apprehended. 

However, in order to be consciously apprehended they must 

conform to the transcendental conditions upon vihich all 

consciousness rests; and in being thus apprehended they 

are set in unity to one another and to the self. They are 

apprehended as belonging to an objective order which is 

the correlate of the unity of self-con-sciousness. This is 

what conditions and makes possible their associative or 
empirical connection. 

I 

In A; 121-2 of Critique of Pure Reason, Kant expres­

ses his position in a more ambiguous manner. He may seem 

to be arguing that a certain minimum of regularity is 

neceî âry in order that representations may be associated, 

and experience may be possible. But tnis sec-ion, in fact, 

reinforces the stronger and more consistent thesis: 

"This subjective and empirical grcund of 
reproduction according to rules is named 
the association of representations. If this 
unity of association did not also have an 
objective ground, which makes it impossible 
that appearances should be apprehended by 
the imagination except under ti)e condition 
of a possible synthetic unity of thi5 appre­
hension it would be entirely acciden-Jal 
that appearances should fit into a ccnnected 
whole of human knowledge. lor even though we 
had the power of associating perceptions, it 
would remain entirely undermined anda:;ciden-
tal whether they would themselves be £Ssocia-
ble; and slJould they not be asspciable, there 



might exist a multitude of pei'ceptions, and 
indeed an entire sensibility, in which more 
empirical consciousness would arise in my mind, 
Dut in a state of separation, and without 
belonging to one consciousness of myself. 
That however is impossible.'Bor only in so 
far as I ascribe all perceptions to one 
consciousness (original apperception), can 
I say in all perceptions that I am conscious 
of them. There must therefore be an objec­
tive ground (that is, one that can be reco­
gnised a priori, antecedently to all empiri­
cal laws of the imagination, upon which may 
rest the po^'sibility, nay, the necessity, 
of a law that extends to all appearances...." 

Kant is not merely asserting that the associableness 

of ideas, and the regularity of connection which that 

implies, must be postulated as a condition of experience. 

That would be meiely begging the question; the correctness 

of the postulate would not be independently proved. Kant 

is really maintaining the much more im̂ 'ortant thesis that 

the unity of experience, that is, of consciousness, is 

what makes association possible at all. And since con­

sciousness must be unitary in order to exist, there cannot 

be any empirical consciousness in which the conditions of 

association, and therefore, of reproduction are not to be 

found. 

The fundamental characteristic of consciousness is 

the verified form in which alone it can exist; only when 

this unity is. recognised as necessarj^, and therefore as 



invariably present whenever consciousness exists at all, 

can the interrelations of the contents of consciousness be 

properly defined. Now since the unity of consciousness'con­

ditions association, it cannot be explained as the outcome 

and product of the mechanism of association. 

Kant entitles the unity of apperception as original; 

let us consider how far and in what way this title is 

applicable. Self-consciousness, according to Kant is more 

fundamental and original than consciousness of objects, in 

so far as it is only from the subjective standpoint which 

it represents that the objective deduction can demonstrate 

the necessity of synthesis, and the empirical validity of 

the pure forms of understanding. It is as a condition of 

the possibility of self-consciousness that the objective 

employment of the categories is proved to be justified. 

This however, is not to mean that the self has been proved 

to be original in an ontological sense, as though it prece­

ded experience and through it rendered objective experience 

possible of achievement. Jt would then appear that the 

transcendental ego is independent, of all conditions and 

that to its synthetic activity the various forms of objec­

tive consciousness are due. Kant does not profess to prove 
I 

that i t i s self-consciousness, that i s , the ' I th ink ' , or 

the transcendental ego, that ultimately renders experience 



possible. The most that we can legitimately postiilate as 

conditioning experience is that it synthesises in accor­

dance with the^categories. For only upon the completion of 

such synthesis do consciousness of self, and consciousness 

of objects come to exist. Of course, the consciousness of 

objects does indeed involve consciousness of self, since 

self consciousness is the form of all consciousness. But 
I 

then, by the same argument, it is equally true that only 

in guid through consciousness of objects is any self con­

sciousness possible at all. We may hold therefore, that 

consciousness of self and consciousness of objects mutually 

condition one another. So it,follows that only through the 

consciousness of both simultanesouly can consciousness of 

either be obtained. Self consciousness in itself is not 

any more ultimate or orginsLL than is consciousness of 

objects. Both alike are forms of experience which are condi­

tioned in complex ways. In the Paralogisms, Kant maintains 

that the unity of apperception afust be noumenally condi­

tioned, but it cannot be shown that in itself as self con­

sciousness or apperception it represents any noumenal 

reality, 

I have so far talked about the relationship, accor-

ding to Kant, between consciousness, self consciousness 

and our experience of a world pf objects, that is, of an 



objective vorld. The three are inalienably connected, in 

the sense that, none is possible except in necessary con­

junction with the others. What determines the possibility 

of each and all of them is our ability to bring what Kant 

calls the "categories" to bear upon what he terms "the 

manifold of experiences". However, we have not yet talked 

the role of language in all these. Kant himself however 

does not discuss language it seems, in any direct fashion. 

The nearest he comes to talking about language is when he 

discusses the notion of judgement and its connection with 

concepts. But perhaps we can safely say, that for Kant, 

our ability to make judgements would be essentially the 

same as our capacity to use language. 

Now what Kant calls categories are of course concepts, 

although a special variety of them. If categories are 

essentially and necessarily involved in our experience of 

an objective world, the question for us to ask is perhaps; 

'How are concepts related to language?' or 'Is our ability 

to use concepts, in any way logically connected with our 

ability to wield language?' 

There have of course, been theories which see only a 

contingent link between a language and concept or what, in 

the Western tradition of Philosophy have been called 'ideas', 
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Locke for instance, thought there is only an associative 

link between ideas and words, and that we ourselves are 
1 

responsible for establishing this link. For him, thus, 

ideas are recognisable as such independently of this asso­

ciative link with words, just as words are recognisable 

without, or independently of, this link. We find the same 

idea recurring in a very forceful way in the Philosophy of 

G.E, Moore for instance. Thus, Moore regarded an investiga-

tion into the nature of the idea of 'good' as altogether 

independent of any linguistic consideration about the use 

of the word 'good*. He speaks as though the idea of good 

was a special sort of entity in the mind, which have 

nothing at all essaitially to do with any language in which 

the word 'good' or its equivalence might occur. 

j 

I do not intend here to embark upon the criticism of 

this, what might be called the 'idealist' tradition of 

thinking about the relationship between concepts and 

language. Wittgenstein in his later works provides the 

most brilliant and convincing criticism of this tradition. 

I will be content here to make a few points about what it 

is to have a concept at all. I 

We might think that animals, at least some of the 

higher ones, frequently exhibit the capacity to wield con-
i 

cepts, although we may at the same time be reluctant to 



ascribe to them, on this ground alone, the capacity to 

use language. There are however, great difficultl/es in 

this area of Philosophy primarily oving to the fact that 

ve have no clear conception of what it \vould he like for 

us to be, as it were, put subjectively, in the position 

of an animal — say a horse, or a dog. But we can at least 

say the following: Our inclination tq ascribe the capacity 

to wield concepts to animals arises primarily from our 

inclination to say that animals exhibit a capacity to 

classify and recognise. Thus, we might feel inclined to 

say, on the basis of the observation of a cow's behaviour 

alone that it can distinguish between say, grass and stone, 

or from a dog's behaviour that it does distinguish between 

a bone and a piece of wood. The important thing to note 

however, is thot an animal's capacity to 'classify' is 

capable of being explained in purely mechanistic terms of 

a more or less complex relationship between a stimulus 

and response. And when such an explanation is forthcoming 

our inclination to ascribe the capacity to wield concepts 

to animals would correspondingly and hence understandably, 

become weaker. This is, because, we think that our capacity 

to classify involves much more than merely, in however 

complex a way, to respond to a certain stimuli. Among other 

things it involves the capacity to respond to questions, 

to deny, to make general statements, to draw inferences, 

file:///vould
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and to connect the present with the past. Thus for 

instance, when we classify something as, say, a horse, 

it is assumed that, in principle, vie are able to respond 

to the question: 'What makes it a horse?'; to deny, if 

the occasion arose that it is a dog; to have the thought 

that 'since the animal in front of me has such and such 

properties, it is therefore, a horse'; and to make the 

judgement, for example, 'this is a cow because I was told 

what a cow looks like•. Now I think it is possible to 

make out a fairly strong case for saying that ail these 

are capacities which cannot, without some fundamental dis­

tortion to the ideas of these capacities, be explained in 

mechanistic terms (think of Chomsky's criticism of Skinner 
1 

in this context). 

Granted that the use of concepts in say, classifica­

tion, is such a complex activity,' what is its correlation 

with language? The answer seems clear enough. Asking ques­

tions and responding to them, making general statements, 

deducing conclusion from premises, denying that something 

is the case, and having thoughts about the past are activi­

ties which are inalienable from man's capacity to use 

language. 

To look at the problem from another point of view, 

consider the question: 'What is it for ^ person to have a 
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a concept?' I think it can be said without a danger of 

much controversy that the question is much the same as 

the question: 'How do I know that somebody, 'X' has a 

particular concept?'. Let us suppose we are trying to 

find out that whether 'X' has the concept of a dog, for 

instance, One thing that we do not do here is to try and 

find out whether there is a specific mental content 

(e.g. idea) in 'X's' mind. This is because (1) it is 

neither possible for us to do this from outside even if 

there were such a mental content in 'X's' mind, and, 

(2) nor is it necessary for us to do so. For 'X' to count 

as, without a doubt, having the concept of a dog is not 

for something peculiar to go on in 'X's' mind, but for 

him to do certain things. And in the normal case those 

things that 'X' must be able to do would include: (A) 'X' 

can say something which is analytically true about dogs, 

(B) 'X' can make true synthetic statements about dogs which 

are both singular and general. Thus for instance, 'X' can 

iQsiKe the analytic statement i 'e dog Is an sxiim&X^ ̂  9nd 

also true synthetic statements as the following: 'most 

dogs are domestic animals', 'some dogs have long fur while 

others have short fur', 'this is a dog although its tail 

is pissing', 'dogs vary a great deal in their size, shapa 

and colour' and so on. It seems to be clear enough^ that 

the capacity to do all these things is quite incapable of 

being alienated from one's capacity to use langi;ag«. 
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Hence, indeed I do not think it vould be an exagge­

ration to say that concepts are embedded necessarily in 

language. We come thus to the conclusion which we had been 

groping towards, that our perception of reality outside us, 

whether they be reality of objects or the reality of human 

society, is in a very important way, bound by the bounds 

of our language. This is not however to deny that there 
I 

Can be reality which is beyond language, or that there can 

be experiences which are in some sense 'ineffable'. All 

that J wish to say here is that there is a logical oddity 

in the claim that there can be such a reality and such 

experiences. 

From the foregoing arguments, we can claim, I feel, 

with some measure of confidence that man's capacity to use 

language is necessarily bound up with his capacity to be 

aware of a world. But the phenomenon of the incredibls 

variety of human languages is r&ther an awe-inspiring one. 

VJe may perhaps say, tentatively at this stage that a parti­

cular language.marks off a particular culture. And new 

think of the amazing variety of human cultures. Prima facie 

it seems to be a trite assertion that 'Man' may, from the 

point of view of physiology be the same, but yet be as 

culturally as diversified as, to put it '̂ather cryptically, 

there are differences in culture. In contrast animals appear 
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to behave In a much more definitive way, a more uniform 

pattern that is peculiar to their specjps than human beinps 

to theirs, that one can almost be certain that dogs in a 

particular region will behave in a way much similar to 

members of its species elsewhere. The choice of food, the 

seasons for mating, their fidelity to their masters, 

expressions of pain, anger and happiness and so on, may 

perhaps be quite rightly assumed to be more or less uniform. 

Against such background the expression 'this is how dogs 

behave' seems to make good sense. These may serve as a. 

rough example, but definitely not as a proof, to illustrate 

that animals do necessarily behave the way they do. Hence, 

as mentioned earlier, does the word 'instinct' connote a 

more or less mechanistic concept? Or do animals have a 

language similar to the articulated human language in 

however rudimentary a form? It may seem that the only means 

available to us to determine these questions is to really 

enter the minds of the animal in question and see what goes 

on inside there. But this, however, is clearly a logical 

impossibility. Fortunately, there is a more helpful approach 

available, £ind this is to examine certain features of our 

language to see that their explanation must not be in terms 

which are radically different from explanation available 

of features of animal behaviour which might at first sight, 

be thought to embody a language. The following features may 
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be regarded as crucial to our language; our ability to 

use vords, and combinations of them in such a way as to 

say things in a language which might never have been said, 

before; our ability to present the past and the future; to 

maike general statements and so on. With these considera­

tions it is highly probable that animals do not have 

languages but are subject to mechanistic causal laws. Now 

according to Wittgenstein, all these features of our 

language cannot be explained, in terms of the causal laws. 

It is in principle impossible. 

If we want to grant to ourselves the uniqueness in 

being the Uiiers of language, we ought to be in a position 

to explain such fundamental questions as: 

1) How do words acquire meanings? 

2) What is the relationship between language 

and reality? 

3) What are the features necessary to the very 

idea of a language? 

U-) In what way is language, as some thinkers 

believe, the embodiment of a people's culture? 

It is in reference to the last question that the Anthropo­

logists Rudolf Sapir and Benjamin Lee Whorf remarked: 

"language is not just aon element of culture which interacts 
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with other elements; it is the very forge from which cul-

tures emerge as they do". For the purpose of this chapter 

only the last two questions need to be answered. 

With regard to the question whether there are any 

necessary features to the idea of a language, Immanuel 

Kant, as we have had the occasion to mention earlier 

appeared to have supplied an answer. He maintains that our 

capacity to think at all depended necessarily upon our 

being able to bring in concepts to bear upon our 'repre­

sentations' or to be less technical -— the object of 

our Lljought. It la of coui-.je undeniably true, that all 

thinking must be through concepts," Kant however, was not 

asserting a trivial fact. What he attempted to effiphaSise 

on was the belief that the concepts through which we think 

about the world must include some other concepts without 

which no thinking — not merely about particiilar objects-

or areas of experiences — but no thinking at all would be 

possible — , They are the concepts of 'space', 'time', 

'substance', 'causality', and so on, as propounded in the 

'Transcendental Deduction of the Categories', in the 

Critique of Pure Reason, From this consideration we may 

safely arrive at the conclusion that language and thought 

1. Language, Harcourt and Brace, 1921, p. 233. 

/O^JcSf 
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are logically inseparable. Hence, language is not possible 

without thougifb and vice-versa. However, to those who might 
be-

find this theory too radical and may^ready to challenge 

its poaition, a weaker theory would have to be offered. 

This wQuid ^e tti§ thesig that, not all, thinking wQUid, be 

impossible without language, but that all conceptual think­

ing would be impossible without language. According to 

M. Miri, this thesis leaves open the possibility of their 

being a 'self conscious' experience which vas such that — 

notwithstanding Kant's arguments of the 'Transcendental 

Deduction of the Categories'— no concept is brought to 

bear upon it, and which therefore is "ineffable". As the 

argument offered by Kant is based on the ass\amption that 

all thinking is conceptual in nature, the process of think­

ing must be via a language. It follows then that any 

language must necessarily have room for concepts without 

which no conceptual thinking would ever be possible. This 

is what led Kant to remark that basic concepts in all 

languages are shared; thereby revealing that there is a 

basic conceptual framework in all human thought. All what 

this suggests is that different languages must have a 

common core, namely, an essence, which Kant calls 'catego­

ries'. Thus, this view establishes a fundamental similarity 

among all languages — a uniformity consisting in 'sharing' 
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a basic conceptual framework. There may, of course, be 

differences in detail, but the fundamental structure must, 

of ncceasity, be similar. A good example may be the con~ 

cept of time. Here, an interesting case-study reveals 
N i 

that the notion of time among the Hopi Indians is such 

that several Anthropologists believe it to be radically 

different from our understanding of that notion. Whorf, 

of course, go so far as to say that Hopi "has no general 

notion or intuition of Time as a smooth flowing continuum 

in which everything in the universe proceeds at an equal 
' 2 

rate, out of a future, through a present, into a past". 

This, to my mind, is an unwarranted exaggeration. The 

Hopi conception of time is undoubtedly different In inte-

resting eind, may be, radical ways |frem 'our' conception 

of time. But, of course, it does not follow from this that 

the Hopi does not have a conception of time at all. Or 

else, it will be meaningless to talk about, as Whorf 

frequently does the Hopi 'conveying' in his language what 

we would convey by means of the use of temporal concepts. 

The Hopi, as is frequently acknowledged can without 

difficulty, get across what we would describe as temporal 

information; but this they do so without using terms that 

have any close correspondence to English words like 'after', 

2. Language Thought and Reality: M. I.T. Press, 1969, p.57. 
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I 

'nov', 'future', 'apo', and so on. One may quite justi-

fiably ask; 'How is it then possible for thern to ftucceed 

in conveying their message at all about their experiences? 

According to Whorf, the Hopi employ two basic concepts — 

those of the 'manifested' and the 'manifesting'. This is 

"the realm of expectancy, of desire and fjurpose, of 

thought thinking itself out from an inner heart (the Hopi 

heart) into manifestation."^ 

So by employing words belonging to these categories 

the Hopi can give 'temporal' information, For instance, 

anything which we would call future will for the Hopi, 

be in the realm of manifesting — that is that which can 

be hoped for. \:hat is past for us, is for them in the 

realm of manifested - that wnich can no longer be hoped 

for. However, it must not be assumed that the Hopi talk 

of manifesting is at all similar to our talk of future. • 

They do have words which are capable of, what we would 

call temporal information, but the words they use belong 

to a different group from the one to which our temporal 

words such as 'future' oelong. The words they rely on 

belong to what might be called as the 'mental' group, 

since in conveying information about time, the Hopi therellsT 

I M ^ . i r . I . . . _ | | | - I I 

3. Ibid., p. 60. 
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reveals information about mental life — about hoping, 

and what can be hoped for and so on. Our temporal words 

however, do not belong to this group. In saying that 

îoiac tiling ij In llio future, wo uro not referring unytlJing 

to the mental life. The point gets clearer when one con­

siders anâ zJlogies employed by the Hop! in i3J.ustratirig 

their notion of time. „ ' 

It is interesting to note that our analogies of the 

notion of time are frequently spatial in character. We 

speak of 'rivers', 'stretches', 'lengths', and so on, of 

time. On the other hand, and strange to us certainly the 

Hopi talk of time in terms of 'tendencies', 'intensities', 

and so on. These terms, however, at least in the English 

equivalent are found to be more appropriate for talking 

about the mind. Roughly, therefore, the Hopi seem to con­

ceive of time not on a parallel with space, but with the 

mind, which is, as though, maturing and developing. 

Thuii, In u ijonuo, tlio Hopi ctui convey Infonuatlon 

about the past and the future in terms of the 'manifested' 

and 'manifesting' dichotomy, in a very broad sense. But 

how we may ask, do they talk about two past occurrences 

in whicii one occurred later than another? 
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For an answer to this question, one must, first of 
I 

I 

This notion, Whorf noticed, cannot exclude "that 

element of extension or. existence that we.call Time". 

They have an overall concept of distance which includes 

what we would call spatial and temporal elements. "The 

Hopi conceive time and motion in their objective realm 

in a purely operational sense — a matter of the complexi­

ty and magnitude of operations connecting events — so 

that the element of time is not separate from whatever 

elements of space enters into the operations. "-̂  

When we speak of two events being separated by 

space and time, the Hopi speak of the number and complexi­

ty of the operations and activities that take place 

between the two events. We would speak of a place, say 

a school, or a market place, for example, being a long 

distance from home. The Hopi would convey this in a diffe­

rent way. They might, for instance, say that many complex 

operations must be undertaken in order to get from, say 

one's home, to the place in question; that is, following 

the example, the school or the market place. Since such 

aui operation would take time, it follows that the Hopi do 

not speak of spatial distance except in terms that involve 

the notion of time, however remote' the referent may be. 

h. Ibid., p.57. 

5. Ibid., p. 63. 
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It is still hard, no doubt, for us to understand 

the Hopi ways of thinking and talking about space and 

time. Perhaps the following con .side ration might assist us 

to apprehend their interaction with a little more ease. 

Much of what ai;pear to be literal talk for the Hopi 

occurs to us as metaphorical. For instance, v̂ e speak of a 

generation gap, where we mean, not vhat there is actually some 

geometrical space between parents and childien, but that 

communication between them is difficult. The word 'gap' 

therefore is used metaphorically. Again the phrase, 'the 

world has become a smaller place to live in since the 

aeroplane' simply means communicatiori between long dis-

tances is much less difficult. 

These metaphorical ways of talking in English, and 

most other languages, I am sure correspond quite closely 

to what appears to be literal talk for the Hopi. Their 

word corresponding to the English tenn 'gap' seems to have, 

as part of its literal meaning, reference to difficulties 

in communication. It may be that, just as we can say cer­

tain things by metaphorical extension from our literal ways 

of talking about space and time, so that the Hopi can get 

across 'j.ure ' spatial and temporal information by metapho­

rical extension from their literal talk about manifested 

and manifesting, and about difficulties and operations. 
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It is though true, to my mind, that language embo­

dies a people's form of life, it is self-defeating to 

insist that one cannot understand the concepts of another 

society however 'radical' the difference one might believe 

to be. Such judgements are uncalled for. Should the con­

cepts of another society appear to us as unintelligible, 

this is not something we could ever know. One has to learn 

the language in question to understand these concepts. A 

matter of serious concern arises when one, even if not 

quite derisively expresses, at least genuinely feel, out 

of ignorance notwithstanding, that certain cultures are 

vague (e.g. it is widely held by most people that tribal 

cultures are vague and also impute these vagueness to the 

people about their own culture) interestingly and self-

defeatingly expose their own unimaginative self-handicap­

ping intolerance, or at best, reveal their own vagueness 

about their understanding of the culture under study. V.'hile 

dwelling on this topic, let us briefly and hurriedly 

examine under what conditions a notion or a concept can 

be considered vague: (1) An idea my be vague for someone 

without being vague in itself. An idea may be vague for me 

in that I cannot spell out the conditions of its applica­

tions; but it need not follow from this that these cannot 

be spelt out at all. My idea of an electron may be vague 

in this sense. 
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(2) On tliG other hand, there are'concepts such that, 

from the nuture of the case, the conditions of their 
1 

application cannot be spelt out exhaustively. These are 

the concepts to which Wittgenstein's idea of 'family 

resemblance' has an application. Wittgenstein's multiple 

use of the concept of 'game' as an illustration here is 

instructive. Hovever, it aoes not follov. at all from the 

family-resemblance idea that the concepts to which it 

applies are vague. There is no vagueness about the concept 

of game. It is clear as it can possibly be. 

(3) A concept may be vague in itself in that any attempt 

to spell out the conditions of its application in detail 

inevitably leads to confusion of incoherence of one sort 

or another. From this illustration it is often seen that 

criticising or condeipning a culture, as being vague usually 

stems from the reasons given in (l; above, and hence no 

criticism at all in the true sense of the term. To make 

a disdainful remark thus, for reasons expressed in (l) is 

a self-ex posing Ignorance. Similarly, ta..ing the ideas 

from (2) and (3) the ideas of vilifying a culture from 

without must be really consiaered impertinent, since with 
i 

or without one's subjective approval a 'form of life' is 

considered complete in itself, und hence vaguenes^ within 

it cannot be an integral part of it. 
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It is interesting to note that in the Reconstruction 

of Khasi Religion, P.R.T. Gourdon claimed that "the Khasis 

have a vague belief in God". It is perhaps very likely that 

by the term 'vague belief, Gourdon is describing his own 

state of unclarity about U Blei (God), While it is perfec­

tly understandable, this is of course, not what he meant. 

The vagueness that he talked about is supposed to be part 

of the Khasis's idea of bis God, This is without doubt, 

both misleading and potentially dangerous. It may of course, 

be thought that the notion of U Blel is vague in the sense of 

(3) above, indeed much criticism of religious ideas whether 

of Christianity, Buddhism or any other major religion of 

the world rests on the belief that they involve logical 

confusion of one sort or another. The philosophical debate 

concerning this I shall pass by. I wish to make, merely, the 

remark that the clarity of a concept is sometimes a matter 

of its place in the conceptual framework of a culture. When 

a concept plays a role in the life of a culture, becoming 

clearer about it coincides with the progressive exploration 

of this. 

tauch a central role is played by the concept of 

U Blel in Khasi religion. 
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Now having discussed at some length about the irre­

levant criticisms levelled usually against certain cul­

tures on the ground that they are 'vague' or 'inadequate' 

or whatever, let us refer back to the 'form of life' 

which is considered radically different by some anthro­

pologists, namely, the Hopi Indian way of life. As already 

mentioned in the foregoing paragraphs with reference to 

language in general, it has been established that the 

very basis of all human languages without which no 

language, since no thinking, is possible at all without 

them, are what Kamt, as mentioned,'calls the 'categories'. 

Tlicicloic, however 'radical' the Mopl wor±d-vlew might 

appear to be, yet, they too, despite what appears to us 

as strange, have and must necessarily have, at their 

centre of their concept of Time, such distinctions as 

'now', 'early', 'late' and so on, if they do want to make 

reports of their experiences at all. Hence, Kant proclaim­

ed that one could never talk about one's experiences in 

a language which did not make distinctions such as these. 

It follows then that basic concepts in all leinguages are 

shared. In other words, there is a fimdamental unity of 

all languages which ensures the mutual sharability of 

human experience. 
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Wittgenstein had observed two principle characte­

ristics pf l^gua^e. They are: (l) a language is essen­

tially a rule-governed activity, (2) a language embodies 

a Torm of life'. The simplest way perhaps to explain the 

first point is that, the meaning of a word in language is 

the rule which defines its use. An important point about 

such rules, at least the language of our everyday discourse 

is concerned, is that, they are in most cases 'opcnended'. 

That is, the rules for use of words are not too rigidly 

spelt out, they do not sharply define the boundaries of 

the meaningful use of a unit of language —in technical 

terminology these rxiles do not lay down the "necessary" 

and "sufficient" conditions of the correct application of 

a word. Let us take a concrete example of a word with an 

extended meaning. The word 'uncle* is generally, at least 

in the English speaking countries, applied not only to 

one's parent's brothers but also to older acquaintances. 

Indeed, sometimes children are encouraged to address any 

male adult by that term even though there might be no 

blood relation at all. Now, should an outsider conclude 

that 'uncie • does not express a blood relationship would 

be making an error — for he would be failing to distinguish 

a central, primary sense of uncle in which only a blood 

relative can be one, from an extended secondary sense. 
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Similarly, it \vould be a mistalie to say that the word 

'brother' has no specific, genealogical lole, on hearing 

members of a relit̂ ious oipanisatlon or a trade union, 

address each other by that term. Termi> such as the^e are 

often employed in extended sen^e because of analogies 

bef,̂ een how we treat our older friends and fellow-workers. 

Are ve then justified to conclude t;hat they are therefore, 
i 

terras not essentially expressive of some single blood 

relationship? It would obviously be an error to assert 

that they do not. Again, another word which has an extended 

meaning employed rather frequently, at least by the Angaml 

and Zellang Nagas, and seemingly, by other Oriental peoples 

as well, paitlcularly the Chinese is 'teacher', thereby 

revealing and graiTting tioe highest respect, not quite at 

par, but certainly with almost tijy sixni^ reverence as one's 

parents, the respect due to an elder. It is, one feels a 

suggestion of, if not cjuite a testimony to,the love of 

learning and wisdom held in such high esteem by such people. 

It is also not unco"imon to call someone, apart from one^s 

actual paients of course, by the term ^ father'' or 'mother'' 

with if I can employ the? word, solemnity, unlike the 

flij.pancy of addressing an elder by the equivalence of the 

English slang 'pop'. It is also not infrequent to pĉ dresa 

the recipient of one''s- admiration as sn 'old man', a term 

file:///vould
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I rear, UiaL will not be taiien too kindly in some societies, 

particularly the American and European societies. The 

emphasis here is not on the literal chronological age of 

the person under consideration, but on the wisdom rather 

that invariably accompanies old age. Hence, in such socie­

ties, after attaining a certain age one maintains a modest 

silence on being asked about their age. It may certainly 

amuse, if not altogether surprise, one not belonging to 

such a society as tp why this should be so, since, as it 

is quite evident in certain societies, particularly the 

Capitalist societies where a person's usefulness, indeed 

one's 'worth' depends entirely on how successful he remains 

to acquire material wealth. This usefulness, obviously gets 

progressively diminished with age, and so to accord such 

respectability to old age might seem to them as totally 

unintelligible. Hence, we may safely assume that, I feel, 

dgpenaing on ths Qontexts thsy are used in, wor^i ac^yire 

meanings. Wittgenstein remarked in section h^ of tha 

Philosophical Investigations; "for a large class of cases~ 

though not for all —in which we employ the word 'meaning', 

it can be defined thus: the meaning of a word is it5^ usfi 

in the language." j 

To get a clear picture of how the same terms or words 
t 

have acquired and continuously acquire meanings other than 
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those alrt'cidy imbued to them, let us examine some of the 

areas ol our everyday life. That iij, make a study of the 

workings of some of thfe institutions of our social life, 

whicli, as it vere, comprises our social reality and see 

hov differently thty mi^ht mean in different 'forms of 

life', or different cultures. Take for instance, the 

institution of 'marriage'. In most cases, the 'father' 

is not only the one mcmher whose responsibility is to 

pi'oviue sû atoriance to his family, hut also the one who 

carries on the lineage of his family, or clan, or v/hat 

have you. In most cases he is considered the most 'impor­

tant' member of the family, in thj sense that ho is, with­

in the bounds of rationality, obeyed ty all his immediate 

family members, such as, his wife and children. In shor"!:, 

his authority in the family is, in a way, n^vtr questioned. 

Iiov>-ver, desvite this right gionted to hi.n, the institu­

tions of 'marj'iagc ' , and 'family life • do not grant him 

carte blanche powers to behave wantonly. He may not, fcr 

instance, in most cases, prof an? the marrii-d life by being 

unlaithful to his wife, nor maltru<,t his children with 

impunity, no;- abandon them at will. Yet, his indilforence 

to his wife'fi or his children's profligacy will be consi­

dered reprehensible to society. Her.ce, in buch a society 

the notion of 'fatherhood' or 'hustandlioqd' connotes the 
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ideas of reasonable ' l i r m n e s s ' , ' g e n t l e n e s s ' , ' f a i t h f u l ­

n e s s ' , ' f a i r n e s s ' , ' a u t h o r i t y ' anij so on. The term 

' f a t h e r ' or 'husband' the re fore , besides implying the 

ideas mentioned above, also has a male-dominant ring to 

i t . On the other hand, to i l l u s t r a t e an extreme example to 

the contrary , there are s o c i e t i e s v,herG the wife assumes 

p rec i s e ly those r i gh t s usual ly conferred to a husband or 

a fa ther as mentioned. In soc i e t i e s of t h i s kind, i t i s 

usua l ly observed tha t as a husband, he has ne i the r any 

influence over h i s v i f e , in the sense of h i s decision p r e ­

va i l ing over he r s , nor claim, apart from the s t r i c t b i o l o ­

g i ca l sense, the chi ldren as h i s ( t h i s i s genera l ly , invar ia­

b ly noticed in the event of a d ivorce ) . VJhen such a form of 

l i f e i s also m a t r i l i n e a l , then, as the term suggests , the 

g i r l s carry on the fajnily l ineage . In such cases the man's 

ro le i s as of a drone in a ccmnunitv of bees , vhose main 

task and usefulness ends af te i p rocrea t ion . Now in such 

a c u l t u r e , the notion of 'falherhiood ' or 'husbandhood ' 

must qu i te obviously, i-adlcally and exj'ectedly be d i f f e ­

rent from the notion as wjderstood m the society mentioned 

e a r l i e r . We have thus obsezved, how p i j ab le the use of a 

word i s , and how the sane worci(s) can convey qui te d i f f e ­

rent meanings in d i f fe ren t con tex t s . Let us draw our a t t e n -

t ion also to a very co'Tmon i n o t i t u t j c n of soc ia l r e a l i t y , 

namely, the i n s t i t u t i o n of pol: i t ics and attempt to 
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understand the notion of, say, 'democracy' in the two, 

seemingly different senses, of which one hears so much 

about. In the Presidential form of Democracy as in the 

United States, tjouth Korea and so on, as well as the form 

of Democracy practised in the Parliamentary system of 

Governments in countries such as India, Britain etc., the 

notion (of Democracy) carries with it, as it does, the 

idea of public participation in forming a government and 

formulating policies through their elected representatives. 

One point worthy of note here in the systems mentioned is 

that the idea of Democracy and its importance lies not 

so much in the need to abide by the majority decision, 

which of course, acquires legal sanction as regards its 

application, but I feel, moie importantly, it grants the 

citizens the right to exercise their own opinions, by 

even opposing the governmental policy. This of course, 

may not be expressed through "disturbing public peace" 

and encouraging anai'chism, but thi'ough the process of 

legislation. So, in such sustems the presence of opposi­

tion political parties is not only allowed but indeed a 

necessary part of the process. And such political set-ups 

leave open to the public, the option, after the expiry of 

the term of office of their elected members, the liberty 

to choose once more, a party of their choice, which may be 
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such that the one in the opposition earlier might nov haTe 

the mandate of the majority to form a new government. 

Hence, the idea of Democracy in its most literal sense, 

•under such systems, is 'people's participation' in public 

affairs. This notion has been most lucidly and comprehen­

sively stated by Abraham Lincoln in the remark: "Democracy 

is Government of the people, by the people and for the 

people". It is not surprising therefore, to refer to coun­

tries which permit the freedom of expression to its citi­

zens as highlighted in granting them the right to dissent, 

as 'free countries'. On the other hand, the idea of Demo­

cracy prevailing in totaDltarian States, as in the Commu­

nist countries, and Dictatorial Sovereignties such as 

Pakistan, has quite a significant difference. In systems 

such as these, there exists only one political party, 

namely, the ruling party. Hence, this partyforms the 

Government and formulates all laws and policies which fil­

ters down to the masses in the form of commands, the trans­

gression of which renders one liable to penal servitude. 

From this illustration alone, one gets an idea that a 

State has the pre-eminence and the prerogative over the 

people. The right of opposing the Government in whatever 

form, is denied. A good example perhaps is the case in 

Pakistan where all the opposition parties were banned. 
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Apain another Inttractive case is the 'boliaarity' move­

ment in Poland recently, where the leaders of the organi­

sation such as Lech Waif sa, and some of his fellov vorkers 

had been jailed for allertged anti-party, anti-governmental 

activities. 

Kow fro<ii these cases, we have noted how two different 

notions of democracy emerged as practised in what is known 

as the 'free countries' and the 'closed societies'. Thus 

this is indicative of how a word might convey different 

notions depending on what 'form of life' it is making a 

reference to. Such 'open-endednoss' of words makes the 

language of which it is a part or a unit, a dynamic one. 

I would like to conclude this part of the discussion 

by citing one last exav.ple of how a word might conceptually 

vary, quite drastically, from one culture to another. Let 

us, for example, take the notion of 'shame'. I have chosen 

this idea deliberately in the hope that the clarity of the 

other related notions will depend centrally on the under­

standing of this one. Clear enough, the concept of 'shame' 

is not an independent, generic concept. The conditions 

under which this idea makes sense must be taken into con­

sideration. In this sense, it is not unlike the notion of 

'rationality', which caonot be understood out of context. 
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Take Naga society for Ins tance , from a careful ana lys is 

of the society in quest ion, i t w i l l appear that the funda­

mental value underlying Naga soc ia l l i f e i s the notion of -

•honour'. This i s most c l ea r ly manifested in the i n s t i t u ­

t ion of ' v a r ' . I t i s considered and not j u s t , merely worth­

while , but corapellingly f e l t , as one 's duty, even agains t 

extreme odds in being out numbered, to face the enemy. I t 

i s far more desirable to die in b a t t l e than to return home 

a shameful defeated man. The sense oi shame in such cases 

weighs harder on one than to i n v i t e soc ie t a l rebuke for the 

commitment of a crime such as , say, t h e f t , murder, arson, 

and so on. I t i s qui te expected tha t an outs ider wi l l 

brand such commitments to the idea of honour as f a n a t i c a l , 

s ince the mission could very well be a su ic ida l one, j u s t 

as by Western s tandards , the Japanese so ld ie rs were s imi­

l a r l y considered. To one however, who belongs to such a 

c u l t u r e , the devotion to the idea of honour i s not a t a l l 

f ana t i c a l in the sense in which i t i s understood usua l ly , 

which has, r e a l l y , a pe jora t ive sense. But r a the r , an 

extreme devotion to a most legi t imate cause. And to die in 

warfare i s the consummatory r e a l i s a t i o n of honour. 

An extension of t h i s idea of 'shame', or conversely, 

'honour ' , i s seen in the manner of t r ea t i ng guests in one 's 

home. I t i s frankly not the mere love of gues ts , but ra ther 
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the disagreeable idea of shame and eraDarrasment for a guest 

to leave one's hearth unsatisfied, that prompts a host to 

do \Nell by his guests. Hence, the idea of 'miserliness' 

is a'self-humiliating', contemptuous idea. In this regard, 

a brief mention can be made how Naga hospitality is fre­

quently misunderstood. It is not uncommon for outsiders to 

remark with unconcealed surprise that Nagas are extremely 

affluent. In the vast majority of cases, nothing is further 

from the truth. Some even sneeringly, thanklessly and 

ungratefully proclaim with open jealousy that 'they would 

do the same' if similarly placed. Nov such comments in the 

Naga form of life, particularly after having imbibed in 

someone's hospitality, is in itself, shameful to the ex­

treme. It is nut uncommon, indeed, it is frequently noticed, 

since it is expected (but nevei demanded) that the wealthy 

occasionally helps those in^need with their requirements. 

It is an uncoerced, unspoken form of responsibility. Hence, 

though there exists, so far, no class distinctions as such 

whatsoever, on grounds of wealth or religion, such obliga­

tions 'bind' the rich to practice, vjhat might roughly 

resemble the icea of Noblesse oblige. 

Another instance, where words such as say, 'employer! 

and 'employee' might mean quite differently fro;̂  what it is 

normally understood, is observed in the relationship between 

file:///Nell
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a worker and his employer, as found in, to continue in the 

culture under discussion —the Naga form of life. The pecu-

liarity lies in the fact that a worker will nerer ask for 

his wages unless extremely in need, even when it is due to 

him —let alone demand a higher salary. The employer, on 

the other hand, does not take advantage of this and violate 

the delicate mutual goodwill between them. It is not, of 

course, the case that the worker or the labourer finds his 

wages or the prospect of earning a higher salary undesira­

ble, but the pride in themselves prevent them from giving 

evidence to their existence being dependent on anyone. 

Again the employer is guided by the principle of fairness, 

which makes him feel that perhaps, he is not only under­

paying them but very likely over-working them.. Living up to 

the same spirit the wage earner claims inadequacy in Justi­

fying his wages, and thus commonly works far longer than 

mutually agreed. Thus, in such a form of life the notion 

of an employer as synonymous with the idea of 'exploitation' 

and the workers as the 'exploited' is really not felt at 

all. This does not mean of course, that theoretically and 

economically it cannot be proved thus. All I am trying to 

convey is that this form of business ethics is not unlike 

the cordiality and friendship underlying family relation­

ships, such that, the feeling of hostility and resentment, 

specially on the part of the workers, is hardly ever evoked. 
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The employer and the employee maintains their honour by 

honesty and humility. So does the warrior, the host, the 

artisan and so on, who despite their respective skills 

speak disparagingly of their own activities and achieve­

ments, giving credence to their belief that 'arrogance is 

a negation of pride'. From these considerations, one may 

now get a rough idea how the notion of 'shame' must be 

relatable to a whole complex of other notions within the 

same "language-game" for one to be able to appreciate its 

specific meaning within a given culture — a 'form o-r life'. 

Now, we have seen that there exists no unalterable 

rules which prevent words from acquiring new meanings. 

Hence, there is no specific boundary, no specific limit to 

the correct use of a word. l-Zhat would constitute as a 

correct use is precisely the usage — which depends on a 

vast network of linguistic and non-linguistic activities 

complementing each other simultaneously to evolve, as it 

were, a 'pattern' designed to formulate how words are to 

be used. This 'pattern' as I have called, is what Wittgen­

stein labelled as a 'form of life'. An incorrect use of a 

word will arise when the custom is not followed. But this 

custom, or the rules of usage as mentioned is not unalter­

ably rigid: that however is not to be taken as though rules 

can be altered, as it were, on the spur of the moment. In 
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this regard it should be hastily adaed, that the usage 

undergoes a gradual transformation. Thus the pliability 

of rules of language which allov the possibility of words 

to encompass activity hitherto excluded reflects the 

vibrancy or the dynamism of language. Hence, only the 

speakers of a language having a general idea of the 'form 

of life' can successfully and spontaneously follow the 

rules of that language and extend them* 

It is therefore understandable why a language should 

afford a bond of unity among its native speakers. It repre­

sents a unity of activities which in some undefin^^able 

sense, lays down the bounds within which the speakers of 

the language seek and find through mutual linguistic inter­

action, their collective, as well as irtdlvidual identity, 

for endowing the speakers with a sense of participation in 

a distinct 'form of life'. This aspect is frequently empha­

sised for political expediency and other social and econo­

mic programmes. But 'forms of life', distinctive as they 

may be, are again similar to the rules that govern the use 

of words; indeed, precisely because of these rules are not 

unalterably rigid but flexible and therefore, similarly, 

'open-ended'. 

A particular form of life may, and indeed does, 

undergo certain transformation without losing their original 
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general characteristics. Take for instance the English 

language as spoken now and as during the Shakespearean 

or the Victorian era. Certain words have either been added 

with more mea.nings and connotations or else, dropped from 

the present vocabulary altogether, without, however, dras­

tically affecting the language in general. Another inte­

resting aspect of language is that within its own form of 

life it can accommodate tremedous variations which in due 

course, emerges, in many cases, as a distinct language in 

its own right. Observe the form of English spoken in 

England by the majority of people and the kind spoken in 

the United States, Australia and India. The differences 

may not be such that a native of one finds it impossible 

to understand e native of another, but the fact that diffe­

rent dictionaries have been published accordingly, suggests 

a *form of life' peculiar to each, Now it is possibly true 

that languages, despite their regional differences, which 

are called English, are olf-shoots of the language spoken 

in England. This, however, should not, as it often does, 

render the English arrogant, in the belief that their 

language being tlie original, must therefore, be superior 

to the others, except of course, in a narrow and trivial 

sense of showing some pride, in that, their language had 

engendered the evolution of other more or less similar 

languages. However, the very notion of eraplo;ying evaluative 
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terms, or the attempt at a moral judgement at a l l , as 
a 

regards the \vorth of which is the 'better' one is totally 

impertinent endeavour, as that will, hy implication, lead 

to the absurd position of determining which 'form of life' 

is the better one; This however, is not to support the 

idea that 'modesty' as widely believed, is a virtue, and 

so one who brags of one's merits with such flagrancy ought 

to be censured for ludicrous self-righteousness. The absur­

dity here, is the logical error involved in the use of 

evaluative terms. I wonder if it even makes sense to show 

one's preference for a language to another except in a way 

that is suggestive of one being more at ease in one than 

another for reasons of proficiency or perhaps for scienti­

fic investigations on grounds of expediency and efficiency 

where certain words and phrases such as 'electron', 

'nuclear fission', 'inplosion' and so on, may be lacking 

in othei' languages. But merely to declare one's preference 

for a language without reference to any context is an 

irrational attitude, since the 'form of life' each language 

encompasses is, to as.sert a seemingly trivial truth, best 

suited to it (one cannot therefore, I feel, even sensibly 

wish to adopt the life of a people of a different culture 

with its associated activities devoid of say, their ling­

uistic aspect and vice versa). Mistakes such as the above. 
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what might he called linguistic chauvinism, arise out of 

a frequent case of ethnocentricism, perhaps un^^ittingly, 

or, for the very anti-thesis of it, that is, a feeling of 

inferiority. These are not in essence, different errors, 

but merely tA;o variants of the sa-'ie mistake, since rules 

that are applied to one society are, without question, 

being extended to anoth&r. The fact .that there may be 

noticed certain similarities does not v;arrant one to apply 

the same yardstick appropriate to a form of life to another. 

Such cases of similarity may, on closer analysis, reveal 

quite a difference in significance. A devout Eindu bathing 

in a river cannot be said to be performing an activity 

similar to a Christian Baptism, though on the surface there 

may be similar traits. 

Considering thaitlanguage embodies a people's culture, 

it could be a sincere and veil meant endeaivour, though 

insufficient, to learn of au alien culture -simply by 

grasping the syntax, pronunciation and so on, of the 

language of ? culture in question. VJhat results in such 

cases id frequently an inauthentic use of the language 

(this is discussed in some detail in' chapter V of this 

dissertation.)It may appear to be a little paradoxical yet 

the occurrence is often observed, that a native does not 

usually speaU his language as "corie'̂ tly" as one who has 
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l e a r n t i t —unless of course he i s teaching the language 

to someone. This i s not to mean tha t the nat ive must be 
I 

usually expected to he wrong in wielding his ovn language. 

That will be an absurd idea. Not that he cannot make mis-

takes now and then of course, but what I mean here is that, 

his manner of spealcing when conversing with a fellow native 

is in most cases not as formal and complete as he wo\ild 

in fact himself teach an outsider to observe the rules of 

his language. Of course, here one could defend the native 
i 

quite easily on the ground that thieir everyday discourse 

with its cliches and short verbal expressions in fact 

replace some otherwise lengthy expressions, and so really 

cannot be imputed the anomally of solecism. However, an 

over conscious faithfulness to syntax and accent somehow 
I 

'betrays' a person's identity. Learning a language based' 
i 

therefore only on such issues produces an artificiality of 

employment of the language. This is where most fail (e.g. 

the Christian missionaries who came to spread the Gospel 

among the tribals) for accepting as paramount, only the 

linguistic considerations at the cost of the non-linguistic 

activities which really form the basis of the rules for tha 

employment of words in a language. 

Now, how does one really understand another culture? 

This aspect of the matter has been dealt with in the 
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following chapters, so I vill not discuss the matter here 

in any serious mnnner. iSuft'lce it to say that the linguis­

tic aspect alone does not help. In other words, without 

learning the non-linguistic behaviour one's understanding 

of a language cannot be 'rich' or profound enough. Vie find 

in section 206 of the Phjisophlcal Investigations where we 

can agree vith Wittgenstein, that to have learnt a language 

with all its linguistic and non-linguistic activities is 

to be able LO continue a "pattern uniformly when told to 

do so. And also to continue proj'ressions". As long as this 

capacity is lacKing, one could not claim to have grasped the 

regularity of the behevioural and the linguistic correla­

tion, vhich together constitute a "fore of life". 



CHAPTER - I I 
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UKDERSTANDING HUI'IAN ACTION ̂  

My aim is to examine "what is involved in our Imow-

ledge of other cultures?" It may be interesting to approach 

this question via a consideration of another simpler look­

ing question^: "What is involved in my knowledge of another 

person?" 

Human relationships may involve, as Strawson pointed 

out in Freedom and Resentment (1) an objective attitude, 

and (2) a reactive or participatory attitude, V^ry often 

in day-today life one adopts deliberately or undeterminedly 

both those attidues off and on, as it were. Hence to come 

to understand another person or more broadly, a people of 

another cul-iure is to examine their bel.aviour with the 

'proper' required attitude. What the"word •proper' here 

means is the 'correct' attitude. But to emphasise this 

nation at this Juncture will be merely begging the qups-

tion. It is necessary therefore to clarify what is gene­

rally understood as 'objective' and 'reactive' or 'parti­

cipatory' as regards attitude. To quote Strawson: "to 

adopt an objective attitude to another human being, is to 

see him perhaps as an object of social policy; as a subject 

of what in a wide range of senses, might be called treat­

ment; as Something certainly to be taken-«^^ount, perhaps 
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precautionary account, of; to be managed, or handled, or 

cured, or trained, perhaps simply to be avoided — , The 

objective attitude may be emotionally toned in many vays; 

it may include repulsion or fear, it may include pity or 

even love, though not all kinds of love. But it cannot 

include the range of reactive feelings and attitudes 

vhich belong to involvement or participation with others 

in inter-personal human relationships; it cannot include 

resentment, gratitude, forgiveness, anger or the sort of 

love which two adults can sometimes be set to feel reci­

procally towards each other. If your attitude towards 

someone is wholly objective, then though you may fight 

him, you cannot reason with him. You can at most pretend 

to quarrel or reason with him," 

The objective attitude may be more or less partial 

under the following conditions: (1) Towards a particular 

action, while retaining the full range of reactive atti­

tude tovards every other activity. Such are the cases where 

statements such as, "he hadn't realised," "he had to", 

"he didn't mean to" and so on, are employed to express a 

genuine error, an ignorance of a situation, or a case where 

the agent had acted the way he did having no other options, 

(2) One may adopt this partial objective attitude towards 

an agent who may be passing through what might be sensibly 
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called quite an abnormal frame of mind —when such an 

abnormality is a more or less temporary phase of his life. 

In cases of this kind statements such as "he wasn't his 

normal self" because of abnormal stress, or acting under 

abnormal post-hypnotic suggestion, might be true of the 

agent. 

But there are cases where there are compulsions on 

the objective attitude to extend beyond any particular phase 

of the agent's life to encompass, as it were, his 'entire' 

life; and in such cases all our reactive attitudes tend, 

correspondingly, to be profoundly modified. Here, the 

agent "is himself" for all purposes since there is more or 

less a state of permanence as to his mental-state. He may 

be psychologically abnormal and hence has a "warped" per­

ception, or the agent may be a child. Quoting Strawson 

again; "seeing someone, then, as varped or deranged or 

compulsive in behaviour or particularly unfortunatein his 

formative circumstances —seeing someone so tends, at least 

to some extent, to set him apart from normal, participant 

reactive attitudes on the part of one who ao sees him, and 

tends to promote, at least in the civilised, objoctive 

attitudes" (p. 9). Thus what emerges from the Strawsonian 

distinction between the two kinds of attitudes is that the 

reactive or participatory attitudes are, as it were, consti-
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t u t i ve of nonnal human l i f e . The vord " c o n s t i t u t i v e " i s 

meant not in the stron^^ Kantian bense oT the wore], but 

in the sense of being a prac ticall}^ i r repud iab le fac t of 

human l i f e . "The human conirnitment to p a r t i c i p a t e in o r d i ­

nary in te r -pe r sona l r e l a t ionsh ip i s — too thorough-going 

and deeply rooted for- us to take se r ious ly the thought 

tha t 'our world might change in a v;ay such tha t in i t there 

vere no longer any such things as i n t e r -pe r sona l r e l a t i o n ­

ships as ve nor'nally understand then: and being involved in 

in te rpersona l r e l a t ionsh ips as vve nonnally understand them 

p rec i se ly i s being exposed to the range of reac t ive a t t i t u d e s 

and feel ings tha t i s in question" (p. 11). I t i s a l so c l e a r 

t h a t the reac t ive a t t i t u d e s are also r ad i ca l l y connected with 

the notion of mora l i ty . The ideas of resentment (or indigna­

t i o n ) , forgiveness , gratitucie and love are basic to moral i ­

ty , a t l e a s t in so far as the idea of goodwill i s bas ic 

to i t : because the a v a i l a b i l i t y of these ideas depends 

c r u c i a l l y on the p o s s i b i l i t y of genuine expressions of 

goodwill and i t s opposite,, Iiov,evei', tl-)e notion of morali ty 

and i t s r e l a t i onsh ip wi f:li language i s dea l t with in the 

following chapter . t3o for the purpose of the present 

argument, i t w i l l be conTined to merely expressing (the 

intimacy tha t ex i s t s betv/een the concepts of moral i ty and 

language or more), d e f i n i t i v e l y , the connection between 

r eac t ive /ob jec t ive a t t i t u d e s and the idea of moral i ty . 

Take the notion of forgiveness , for ins tance . To forgive 
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someone, is on the one hand, that resentment may be the 

proper attitude to take towards his behaviour to one, 

while on the other hand, to abandon, deny or repudiate 

this attitude. And precî iely as behaviour towards which 

resentment is expressive of ill-will, forgiveness is 

necessarily expressive of goodwill. 

Quoting Strawson again, to bring out the distinc­

tion between the Reactive and Objective attitudes: "the 

objective attitude is not only something that we naturally 

tend to fall into — where participant attitude are par­

tially or wholly inhibited by abnormalities or by imma­

turity. It is also something which is available as a 

resource in other cases too. VJe may look with an objective 

eye on the compulsive behaviour of a very young child, 

thinking in terms of treatment or training. But we can 

sometimes look with something like the objective eye on 

the behaviour of the normal and the mature. We have this 

resource and sometimes we can use it: as refuge, say, 

from the strains of involvement; or, as an aid to policy, 

or simply out of intellectual curiousity. Being human, 

we cannot, in the normal case, do this for long, or alto­

gether — . But what is above all interesting is the ten­

sion there is, in us, between the participant attitude and 

the objective attitude. One is tempted to say between our 
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humanity and our intelligence. But to say this would be 

to distort both notions." For it is obviously absurd to 

hold that these notions must necessarily be mutually 

exclusive. 

My contention is that my knowledge of another person, 

in so far as knowledge of a person at all, must at least, 

in part, be against the background of participant or reac­

tive attitudes. An exclusively objective attitude to 

another is incompatible with the knowledge of him qua per­

son, for the objective attitude, to put it quite bluntly, 

turns the other person into a mere object, petrifies him 

into an object as Sartre might have put it. But if this 

is true about my knowledge of another person, it is also 

true to a very large extent about my knowledge of another 

culture or 'people'. Another people is not just a collec­

tion of objects, but consist of persons. My knowledge of 

another people, as people, therefore, must involve my 

engagement with them in participatory attitudes. 

But let me at this moment, try and say something 

about the problem of understanding human actions. An 

attempt is made in the following pages to show that any 

valid gign-s of man will involve interpretations at the 

level of both the 'subjective' and 'objective' meanings. 

Before plunging into an elaborate argument into this issue, 
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it vould perhaps be enlightening to reveal some of the 

significant mistakes committed by some of the social 

scientists as regards their iinderstanding of the central 

subject of enquiry: Man. Controversies centering around 

this subject matter is, though enormous in its variety, 

have at its origin, the rigid and seemingly irreconcilia-

ble views of tvo schools of thought, namely, (1) the 

Cartesian dualistic metaphysical position vhich claims 

that there are only tvo basic categories of existence -

the mental and the physical, and the relationship betveen 

these two categories is purely a contingent one. (2) The 

scientific tradition vhich rejected the dualistic thesis 

anr tried "to establish a 'natural science' of society 

and human behaviour vhlch would match the precision and 

the explanator̂ '̂  scope of physical sciences and possess the 

same type of logical structure." 

Lescartes maintained that it v,as a logical possibi­

lity to indulge oneself to think of something mental i.e. 

of the mind, vithout implying that this mental entity 

had anything to do with something physical e.g. the living 

human body. This claim, naturally and quite obviously had 

insurmountable difficulties as regards the criteria by 

1. Satya P. Gautam: On Understanding Human Action. 
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which the 'mental' could be distinguished from the 

'physical', and also about the nature of the relationship 

bet-veen the two. Problems arose in the criteria that were 

proposed for drawing a distinction between the mental and 

the physical, namely, the dichotomies such as, 'conscious' 

and »non-conscious', 'inner' — 'outer;̂  'unextended' and 

'extended' and so on. 

It might, of course, be mentioned in passing that 

in formulating the separateness of mind and body, Descartes 

was not really speaking of an actual separation, but of a 

possibility of such, that is, of a disembodied mind. This 

doctrine had given rise to several difficult problems of 

epistemology which the scientific tradition made an attempt 

to avoid by entirely rejecting the dualistic thesis and 

instead applied the principles involved in the study of 

the physical world to the study of man. However, this 

attempt at the rejection of dualism was achieved through 

a demolition of the conceptual framework applied in every 

day life for describing and understanding human actions. 

This position owed its allegiance to a particular view of 

language, with St. Augustine probably as its chief propo­

nent. According to this view there is an isomorphism 

between the constellation of words in our language and the 

objects in the world. Thus words are names of objects, and 



52 

acquire naeaning only in so far as they refer to objects in 

the physical world. Hence, the meaning of a word, accor­

ding to this theory of language, is a kind of object, and 

its meaningfulness or meaninglessness depends on the 

presence or tte lack of an object of this kind. Taken in 

conjunction witii the Cartesian dualism, and the belief 

that mental events are 'inner', 'private', 'subjective', 

this theory implies that concepts such as 'pain', 'anger', 

and so on are meaningful only by virtue of their reference 

to something inner which is not accessible by anyone else, 

besides the one who is experiencing the 'pain', 'anger', 

'sorrow' and so on. Thus another person can never know for 

certain what I think or feel or sense. No one other than 

the person in question, can ever verify one's inferences 

about the mental states of another conclusively. The world, 

as it were, can observe only the physical behaviour, which 

is external, public, and therefore objective. Such an 

absurd conclusion led the behavioural scientists to accept 

a new approach of study — the positivistic inquiry which 

abandons the distinction between the essence and appearance 

on the ground that scientists are entitled to deal only 

with directly observable facts. Those assumptions imply 

that the concepts and the categories which are indispensa­

ble to describe the physical world are enough to describe 

and explain human actions as well. 



53 

What Is quite clear from the viev of the Cartesian 

school and that of the Positivists is that either the 

experiential realm has been denied, existence, or it has 

been declared as private and hence wholly subjective. 

Consequently, it is not directly accessible to anyone 

other than the person concerned and there is no criteria 

to verify such experience claims. The error in ignoring 

the experiential claims is hovever, enormous. It does not 

need much argument to illustrate that to accept as insi­

gnificant the experiential capacities of human beings is 

to really dehumanise them, for it follows that they are 

incapable of meaningful actions. 

The main problem as regards the behaviourists' anta­

gonism to mind could be the result of a misionderstanding 

•f the nature of the concepts that are employed in dis­

course about the mental realm. The behaviourists may be 

quite right, in rejecting introspection as a method of 

understanding human actions, but wrong in denying expe­

riences any place whatever in scientific discourse. 

The concept of action that has prevailed in socio­

logical literature following Vfeber, as against the beha­

viourist's approach in psychology, holds that action is 

to be distinguished from 'mere' behaviour by the presence 

of a 'mental' element. The view postulates that the 
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definitive feature of action, and its meaning, is con­

sciousness of sort of subjective experience in the mind 

of the actor, "In action is included all human behaviour 

in so far as the acting individual attaches a subjective 

meaning to it." The task therefore at hand, is, according 

to this view, to interpret action with reference to the 

subjective aiearing that the agent "attaches". It looks as 

though, Weber really makes a distinction between behaviour 

and subjective meaning. It is not difficult to apprehend 

that "the description of action in terras of behaviour plus 

a mental component is a consequence of Cartesian dualism 
o 

and a fallacious theory of language." Weber accepts that 

understanding of the meaning of an action is essential for 

theories on the study of Man, he however, demands that the 

interpretation of meaning must be supplanted by a causally 

adequate explanation. In order to provide a causal theory 

of social action, a sociological theory usually takes 

recourse to the reduction of human agency to internalisa-

tion of values and fails to treat social life as actively 

constituted through the doings of its members. 

It may be considered ironical that both the behaviou­

rists and their opponents, despite their disagreements on 

the methodology of social sciences share the view that 



55 

action derives i t s meaning from the subject ive experience 

of tha t agent. As mentioned e a r l i e r , the behaviour i s t s 

confined t h e i r i n t e r e s t s to observable behaviour, and 

rejected the inner s t a t e s vhich cannot be sc ien t i f ica l ly -

observed. The phenomenologists on the other hand have 

argued tha t t h i s approach precludes a proper understand­

ing of human behaviour. The solut ion to t h i s impasse per­

haps l i e s in the recognition tha t meaning i s not the 

"property" of any inner experience, and t h a t ac t ions can 

be understood only against the background of the agen t ' s 

r e l a t ionsh ip with the soc ia l context in which they are 

performed. I t i s of course a t r i v i a l i t y to emphasise tha t 

meaning requires a subject in so fa r as i t i s an individual 

who acts in accordance with h i s own percept ions , in ten­

t i o n s , and so on. However, meaning i s not subject ive since 

i t transcends indiv idual behaviour. Social r e a l i t y i s 

cons t i tu ted by the fac t tha t people not only act but euLso 

i n t e r - sub j ec t i ve ly understand each o t h e r ' s ac t ions . Some­

one who gree ts me with palms pressed toge ther , what in 

India i s usual ly known as the sign of 'Namaste' get a 

s imi lar response from me. The fac t t h a t the p a r t i c u l a r 

act ion or s ignal means what i t does e x i s t s as a soc ia l 

fac t independent of any speci f ic i n d i v i d u a l ' s understanding 

of i t . One's a b i l i t y to understand pre-supposes the fact 

tha t the agent or the actor has a common frame of reference 



56 

with the others in society without which cornmunication 

would be impoasihle. Now th i s common frame of meaning 

cannot be shown e i t h e r as a physical object or a mental 

object . Moreover, the meaning cannot be a p r iva te or a 

subjective reserve since communicability i s a p r e - r e q u i s i t e 

for meaning. Hence the condition for a successful communi­

cation i s t h a t , meaning i s avai lable both to the speaker 

and the hearer . 

The fact tha t one understands ano ther ' s point of 

view or the meaning as i t were, on hearing the o t h e r ' s 

verbal expressions of feel ings and thoughts seems to imply 

tha t exper ient ia l -s ta tements are as s ign i f i can t as expres­

sions or statements about overt behaviour. I t i s of course 

not the case tha t one genuinely confro""ts with problems 

of t h i s nature in da i ly l i f e , where one reac ts with people 

as persons and objects as non-persons. In t h i s connection 

i t might not be i r r e l evan t to mention tha t various d i s c i ­

p l ines of human knowledge deal v i th d i f fe ren t aspects of 

human a c t i v i t i e s and tha t each of these d i s c i p l i n e s formu­

l a t e s i t s problems in terms of i t s spec i f ic i n t e r e s t s , and 

not a comprehensive study of llan. 

The above argument was an exposit ion of the problems 

involved in accepting man as e i t h e r a mental e n t i t y or 
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purely as a physical being. The study of man, therefore, 

from the point of view of either of dualism or of what 

might be called physicalism has serious flaws either way, 

Man as an explanation-seeking creature is also a 

•language wielding', •symbol-creating', and therefore 

'meaning - generating' creature. It is in language that 

all explanations are necessarily embodied. Now as the pur­

pose of the chapter is about "Understanding human Action", 

let us make an attempt at illustrating the difference 

between an action and a non-action. In the analysis of 

actions the central problem is whether or not it is possi­

ble to state the criteria by which a line could be drawn 

between them. Various philosophers had answered in various 

ways the question that Wittgenstein had posed; "What is 

left over if I subtract the fact that my arm goes up from 

the fact that I raise my arm?" The \znderlying assiamptions 

in most of these answers has been that the question deman­

ded an explication of the relationship between bodily 

movements and actions. Though there' is a wide disagreement 

on the question of assimilation of the concept of action 

under the conctpt of movement (a sequence of events) or 

behaviour, a major theme of recant writing in analytical 

philosophy is that 'movements' can, under specific circum­

stances — usually where they can be linked with conventions 

file:///znderlying
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or intentions, rules or motives, etc. —be counted or be 

re-described as a movement, or as a sequence of movements, 

(except perhaps those actions which have the character of 

refraining). The implication of this is that there are 

two alternative ways of describing the same conduct —one 

in which an action is described as a mere happening and 

the other in which it is seen as a doing. 

It may be argued that these two alternative modes of 

describing actions, as the proper unit of reference for 

analysis of action has to be the agent himself, who is 

lost sight of in the mode of description in which action 

is seen as a movement. The view which regards actions to 

be a subset of events, or holds that there is no difference 

between action and behaviour, cannot be very illuminatiurf, 

for any characterisation of action merely in terras of 

changes in the physical realm fails to draw a distinction 

between what human beings do, what happens to them, and 

what they undergo. It may be pointed out that even if 

doing (i.e. an action/and undergoing were exhaustive cate­

gories, they are not mutually exclusive; the person 

committing a crime may also be feeling guilty; and the 

man who had been robbed may have resisted his assailant). 

The propounders of the assimilation of the concept of 

action within the concept of event or the concept of 
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behaviour, do not quite fully appreciate the reflective 

character of the awareness that hxunan beings have of their 

capacity to intervene (or not to) in the world with a view 

to bringing about certain consequences. Actions and events 

are unlike in the sense that actions involve the idea of 

self-awareness and therefore articulation in language by 

the agent, whereas events do not,, Human beings are language-

using creatures and therefore are capable of self-reference; 

a capacity lacking in objects and animals despite Kaffka 

in 'The Metamorphosis' and fairy-tales to the contrary. 

It is only human actions in which language is used by the 

agents involved in actions, though of course, animal beha­

viour and physical events can be discussed, described, and 

explained in language — but language is not involved in 

their occurring. Language is used not only In talking about 

actions but also for engaging in action Itself, e.g, in 

planning an action, In the process of its being executed, 

and finally in assessing and evaluating it. 

To illustrate that actions are different from events, 

it must be argued that action is not identical with its 

corresponding event or events, since the same action may 

involve different events and also the same events may be 

involved in the performance of different actions. The 

thought of every action being identical with some event 
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i s erroneous for i t i s a category mistake to think of 

events as in ten t iona l or un in ten t iona l . I t does not make 

sense to speak of an event as in ten t iona l or unintent ional 

for unless 'X' was already character ised as an action i t 

would be i r r e l evan t to ask v/hether 'X' i s in ten t iona l or 

un in ten t iona l . Having now exposed the differences between 

an Action and an Event, l e t us see how human actions are 

to be understood in more concrete terms: 

(1) P i r s t as mentioned e a r l i e r in the proceedings, man 

being ' language-using' c rea tures , i t i s in language tha t 

a l l explanations are reposed. 

(2) Secondly, the concepts in terms of which man seeks 

explanation of himself and other fellow-human beings are 

pr imari ly concepts such as : thought, motive, in ten t ion , 

wish, des i re and va r i an t s of those concepts e.g. hope, 

a sp i ra t ion , ideal and so on. Here we need to make a c l ea r 

d i s t i nc t ion between the notion of a ' cause ' and the notion 

of a ' r eason ' . This d i s t inc t ion i s perhaps, f a i r ly famil iar 

in philosophy but unfortunately i s not given the importance 

i t deserves by socia l s c i e n t i s t s . To take up the f i r s t 

not ion, i . e . of 'cause ' one can ask: "Vvhat i s i t for two 

events to be causally re la ted?" The answer would be t h a t , 

they must temporally and spa t i a l ly be re la ted to one another 

in a p a r t i c u l a r way: l e t us take an example, when I switch 
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on the electric fan, the blades start to revolve. Vfhon 

the current is svitched off, it finally stops revolving. 

Hence there is a temporal connection between the fan 

revolving and my putting on the switch. Again when the 

radio is switched on one hears the news being broadcast. 

The sounds coming from the radio are temporally related 

to things happening in the broadcasting room of say, 

Akashvani Bhavan, Delhi. In spite of the distance between 

Delhi and Shillong, it is still possible to trace (what I 

might question beggingly be allowed to call) a spatio-tem­

poral causal route between the two events or sets of 

events. 
< 

Secondly, there is a brute matter-of-factness about 

causal connections. What is meant by Vils is as follows: 

causal connections are either there or not there. It does 

not make sense to say of a causal connection that it 

ought to be there or ought not to be there, that it is 

right for it to be there or not right for it to be there, 

that it is proper or improper, that it is justified or 

unjustified, that it is ̂ ood or bad. Of course, occasionally 

we do talk about a cause being good or bad, proper or 

improper e.g. women's liberation movement is a 'bad cause' 

or workers' unity is a 'good cause'. But here quite obviously, 

the word 'cause' is used in the sense quite different from 
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the sense in which it is used to describe an event which 

is related to another as its effect. Fire is the cause of 

burning; but is it a good cause or a bad cause, a proper 

or an improper one, a right or wrong one? These questions 

do not simply arise. There is of course a host of other 

things that is important to remind oneself of vhen one is 

contemplating the concept of a cause. But for my purpose 

this might do to go on with. 

While the concept of cause is wielded in the expla­

nation of natural events, the idea of reason is employed 

specifically in the explanation of human action. Supposing 

we are seeking an explanation of the following action; 

'X is lying in bed even at 10 in the morning although he 

is normally up by 5'. A preliminary shot at answering the 

explanation - seeking question "why is X doing this?" 

maybe to say "X is depressed". Now depression, although 

undoubtedly it is a temporal notion, is not an event, not 

even a mental one, in the way in which the cause of the 

sounds coming from my radio is an event or a series of 

events. The word 'depression' here is not used in the same 

sense as the lowering of X's blood pressure, nor the 

slowing down of his bodily metabolism. Things may happen 

even though he is not depressed. 
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Is depression then the sudden, sinking feeling one 

gets? Again the same answer applies. One response at this 

point may be to say. "to say that X ii depressed is not 

an explanation indeed of X's action of lying down at 10 

in the morning, it is rather an alternative description 

of X's action". This however, introduces us to an area of 

philosophy where a controversy persists — namely, the 

controversy surrounding the distinction between "explana­

tion" and "description". Now to bring out the distinction 

between the notion of an explanation and a notion cf a 

description, let us take an example of, perhaps a simpler 

case. Take for instance, the life-style of a monk. Peter 

Winch seems to be correct in so far as he holds that the 

behaviour of the monk cannot be understood as being mea­

ningful, without our knowledge of the rules for his beha­

viour, which stems from his religious conceptions. However, 

if we accept this as a sufficient explanation of the monk's 

behaviour, it is certainly not a kind of explanation which 

goes beyond the form of life, or what we may call 'insti­

tutionalised ideology' of his behaviour. It certainly does 

not allow for the possibility of any objective theory of 

motivation. The tendency to consider these two forms of 

explanation as mutually incompatible arises from the belief 

that they constitute rival forms of explanation of the same 

phenomena. The answer seems to lie in the distinctiqa 

between a conceptual question and a causal one. 
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An example of this confusion is best illustrated by-

considering the case of psycho-analysis in connection with 

the problem of accounting for what has been called "analy­

tic experience". As M. Miri in the Philosophy of Psycho­

analysis puts it: "however apart from the conceptual ques­

tion a purely causal question, corresponding to the physio­

logist's question about experience can be asked. Such a 

question would have the form: what is it that is causally 

responsible for producing analytic experience? Let me 

explain the difference by means of an example; suppose it 

is the case that the intake of bhang produces a state of 

mind which can only be described as 'warmth and affection 

for everybody'. Now this state of mind would be recognisa­

ble as one of warmth and affection independently of our 

knowledge that the person in question had taken bhang; 

and this, even if we accept a causal analysis of the emo­

tion of warmth and affection. Its recognisability is a 

question of whether or not certain concepts can be brought 

to bear upon it. Now, I would like to say that psychoana­

lytic technique is part of the causal conditions which 

bring about analytic experience. The question of the com-

prehensibility of analytic experience is independent •— OP 

at least partly so —- of what it is that brings it about; 

and this even if we accept a causal analysis of some of 

the concepts (e.g. resistance-) the applicability of which 

makes analytic ejfperience recognisable as such," 
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It is obvious that our distinction between the 

causal condition of analytic experience and our conceptual 

account is a logical one. The account of how the drug 

alkaloid, T.H.C. entering the blood stream —finally 

affects the micro chemical process in the brain, by itself, 

is a complete account (we could extend the causal chain to 

include such phenomena as distortion in perceptual judge­

ments, and other secondary physiological effects). 

The level of sophistication of the causal schema is 

quite unlimited, but the distinction which we want to draw 

here is that, in the case of psychoanalysis, this could 

never exhaust our conceptual account of the experience. The 

condition of the intelligibility of the analytic experience, 

in this case the emotion of "warmth anr' affection" is inde­

pendent of our causal account. Its (the emotion of warmth 

and affection) recognisability is "a question of whether 

or not certain concepts can be brought to bear upon it." 

On the other hand, our causal explanation is an investiga­

tion of the condition which brings about the so called 

"analytic experience". 

Now having discussed at a fairly superficial level 

the distinction that exists between 'description' and 

'explanation', let us refer once more to the earlier example 
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of: "X lying in bed" because of depi'ession. Supposing his 

•being depressed' is & description of X's action in question, 

then it is quite justified to further ask an explanation-

seeking question: "V̂lhy is X depressed?" The answer may be 

something like; "because X has not written a vord in the 

past one year", "X thinks President Zia of Pakistan is a 

threat to India"; Here, it is not clear that the temporal 

connection between say X's feeling that President Zia is a 

threat to India and his (X's) being depressed is of the 

same kind as that between e.g., my putting the light switch 

on -- and the light going on (the latter being a causal 

connection). For one thing, it is not certain that thoughts 

can be described as events at all, even mental ones. Of 

course I can perform certain particular acts of thought 

which must, in some sense, be events, t.g. I may at this 

moment be performing the act of thought that Sociology and 

Social Anthropology are really one and the same academic 

discipline; and this is an ever.t in a fairly straightforward 

sense. However, one crucial point emerges here. The thought 

that Sociology and Social Anthropology ai'e one and the same 

academic discipline is not identical with the performance 

of this act of thought; for I can certainly count as think­

ing that Sociology and Social Anthropology etc. at time 't', 

although at that time I may not be performing any acts of 

thought at all (which will be the case, if I am, say, 

asleep at tije time). 
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But even if thoughts are treated as events, their 

relationship to action in whose explanation they may be 

invoked, is not of the brute matter of fact kind which 

holds between a cause and an effect. Take again, the expla­

nation of X's depression. Of each of these, what we might 

now call reasons, we might say, 'but X ought not to be 

depressed for a reason like this' — and this, even if one 

accepts the reason in question as giving an explcination. 

Sometimes one might even say; 'X ought to be ashamed of 

himself for being depressed for a reason like this'. How­

ever, purely causal relations, of course, cannot be made 

the subject of such evaluation. 

But 'depression' may not be a good example of human 

action. It is not, as it were, something that man does; it 

is much more like something that happens to him. Let us 

take an example of an action, which is much more of an 

action. Suppose X is standing in a queue on election day. 

The correct answer to the question: 'why is X standing in 

the queue?' maybe, 'X is waiting for his turn to cast his 

vote'. This will be an explanation in terms of X's inten­

tion to vote. The latter may be further explained in terms 

say, of X's motive of love or admiration for a particular 

candidate, or for democracy as such, or his hppe that his 

vote will make a difference, and so on. 
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Here once again, it is not clear that the intention 

and the action are related temporally in the same way as 

a cause is related to its effect or effects, for it is not 

at all clear that intentions are events of any sort. And 

more importantly, it is always possible to ask of an inten­

tion or of a motive or of a wish, or a hope whether it is 

proper or improper, right or wrong, good or bad and so on. 

An important point that perhaps emerges is that a 

human action can always be made the subject of an evalua­

tive judgement, and that this is logically connected with 

the kind of explanation that is typically given of hiaman 

action. 

Now what intentions cam a person have? The question 

may sound strange, but for the social sciences it is an 

extremely important question to ask. But before an attempt 

is made to answer this question let us dwell a little longer 

on the notion of 'intention'. And what is said about inten­

tions would also generally apply to things like, motives, 

wishes, hopes and so on. It is possible for me to act 

intentionally, and yet to be unaware of my intention, 

either at time of the action or even afterwards. For 

instance, X behaves in a certain, particular way towards 

a girl. The obvious explanation of this may be to say that 
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he is flirting vith the girl, i.e. that X's action is in 

some sense, the expression of his flirtatious intention 

towards tlie girl. But X i/ilght vehemently and quite since­

rely deny any such intention. The important point in this 

is that although one may not be aware of the intention 

of a particular action of one's it is also the case that 

given the appropriate circumstances it must be possible, 

for one to become aware of it or acknowledge it. That is 

so, follows perhaps, from the fact that as mentioned before, 

man is a self-explaining, self-understanding creature. If 

an action of mine is to be correctly understood in terms 

of a particular intention of mine, then I must be capable 

of understanding it in tencs of the very sanie intention, 

for otherwise it follow that it is impossible for me to 

understand my own action. And the least that it must be 

possible for me to do in order to be capable of understand­

ing my own action, is that I acknowledge or own up the 

Intention behind the action. 

VJe are now in a position to realise, seemingly, at 

least part of the Importance of the question: ''What inten­

tions can one have?" For if there are intentions, which for 

one reason or another, it is ifiposslble for one to Jiave, 

then, in explaining one's action these intentions cannpt Pp 

Invoked. And there are frequently, intentions which it may ' 
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be impossible for one to have. Thus, given that I am 

totally ignorant of the language of experimental physics — 

it is impossible for me to intend to carry out an experi­

ment in Physics. And my handling v;ith the equipments in 

the Physics laboratory cannot be explained in terms of any 

intention to conduct an experiment in Physics. My inabili­

ty to conduct an experiment in PJ:iysics springs from the 

folloviing logical fact that for one to have an intention 

is also for one to describe or envisage the situation in 

which the intention can be seen as having been fulfilled. 

Thus, I cannot intend to conduct an experiment in Physics, 

because I cannot envisage (i.e. articulate, describe) the 

situation which will count as the fulfilment of this inten­

tion. Hence for the same reason, someone who is completely 

unfamiliar with concepts such as 'pejple's representative', 

'majority rule', 'polling', and so on cannot possibly 

intend to vote. Of course he may indeed go through all the 

motions associated with polling but he cannot really count 

as having voted. As far as he is concerned, he has merely 

marked a paper and inserted it in a box. Another important 

point in respect of both these examples is that either of 

them is at all possible only within the framework of a par­

ticular on-going, as it were, institution — a way of life. 

Thus an experiment in Physics is possible only against the 

backgroiond of what v-e might call, the 'institution pf 
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scientific enquiry or investigation', or that is, the way 

of life of scientific enquiry. It is this that determines, 

or contains the criteria for what is to coimt as an experi­

ment at all, and for distinguishing between a proper one 

and an improper one, a vigoruous one and shoddy one, and 

so on. And for me to conduct an experiement in physics is 

for me to partake in the way of life of scientific enquiry, 

to know ray way about in the conceptual framework of what 

we call science. The up-shot of all this may be put as 

follovis: I cannot have an intention which is such that I 

am incapable of envisaging (articulating) etc. the situa­

tion which will consitute its fulfilment. And frequently 

my capacity to have an intention depends on my ability to 

participate in a certain more or less complex form of life. 

Thus, frequently, to understand an action of mine is to 

place it in the context of such a 'form of life'. 

What I have said about intentions may, with some, not 

very crucial modification be applied eqiially to concepts 

such as motives, hopes, aspirations, wishes etc. What 

motives, wishes, aspirations, hopes etc. a person can have 

depends on his capacity to envisage the situations which 

would count as their fulfilment, and frequently the latter 

capacity can be experienced only within the framework of a 

certiiin wevy of life. 
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I have so far used words such as 'institution', 

'form of life', 'vay of life' in a very loose and general 

way. An attempt is made further on about the distinction 

between an 'institution' and a 'culture' which might help 

one to understand human actions in as near as authentically 

possible. 

3. Meanwhile let us see the importance of what has been 

said for the social scientist generally, and in particular 

those engaged in research in the North Eastern part of our 

country. It seems quite clear that most social scientists 

are not able to take the sugĵ estion aeriously that explana­

tions of action's within a given context i.e. 'a way of life' 

or 'a form of life', may not be available in a different 

context. For example, is the Naga heaĉ  hunter doing the 

same sort of thing as the Mafia killer in Chicago or New 

York? Are the polyandrous women of Tibet no different from 

the film actresses of Hollywood or Bom':)ay? Is the naked 

Sadhu on the banks of the Ganga engaged in an activity 

similar to that of the nudists on an American or a European 

beach? In each of these cases the answer is "no". The Socio­

logists and the Anthropologists will of course accept this 

answer indeed; but they do not very often realise the pro­

found implication of this acceptance. For the implication 

is no less than this: the explanation of the native's action 
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must a t l e a s t be avai lable to the nat ive himself, or i t 

must be such tha t given the framework of h i s thought, i t 

i s possible for the ribCives to see i t as an authent ic 

explanation of h i s act ion; for otherwise, i t w i l l follow 

t h a t i t may be impossible for the nat ive to understand h i s 

own ac t ions . And t h i s , i s an absurd conclusion. The nat ive 

can vinderstand h i s action only in terms of h i s in ten t ions 

or hopes or wishes or asp i ra t ions tha t i t i s possible for 

him to have; and i t i s possible for him to have only those 

in ten t ions e t c . which he can envisage or a r t i c u l a t e the 

fulf i lment of; and he can do t h i s l a s t only within the 

framework of concepts which define the boundaries of sense 

and non-sense for him, the framework of a c t i v i t i e s i t i s 

impossible for him meaningfully to engage in . To understand 

a n a t i v e ' s action i s , therefore , to know one 's way about 

in t h i s framework, 

l+. I t i s Important r t t h i s point to make a fur ther d i s ­

t inc t ion between what may be cal led an i n s t i t u t i o n and a 

cu l t u r e . An I n s t i t u t i o n i s a network of p rac t i ces and a se t 

of norms of propr ie ty within a cul ture ( e .g . family, mar­

r i age , war e t c . ) ^ and a culture i s the system of symbols 

and meanings which gives a l l i n s t i t u t i o n s encompassed by i t 

t h e i r proper s ignif icance in r e l a t i o n to each other and in 

r e l a t ion to the whole. As an anthropologist puts i t : "cul ture 
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constitutes a body of definitions, premises, statements, 

postulates, presumptions, propositions and perceptions 

about tiie nature of tha Universe, and man's place in it — 

where norms tell the actor how to play the scene, culture 

tells the actor how the scene is set and what it all means. 

Where norms tell the actor how to behave in the presence 

of ghosts, gods and human beings, culture tells the actors 

what ghosts, gods and human beings are and what they are all 

about.. ,. "'̂  

It should now be clear that to understand a ncicive's 

action is to place it in the framework of the native's 

system of meanings... his bounds of sense and non-sense.... 

what is meant by the latter is ;this culture and not merely 

a particular institution within it or even a particular set 

of norms within it. Thus to linderstetua Lhe action of a Naga 

head hunter it is not sufficient that one is able to sec 

it as part of the Naga institution of war, but it must also 

be possible for one to see it as meaningful against the 

background of his total culture... the native's metaphysics, 

as it were. This is so because the fullest articulation of 

the Head hunter's hopes and aspirations is not possible 

except against the backdrop of their metaphysics, or that 

2« Meaning in Anthropology edited by Keith H. Besso and 
Henry A. Sel¥y, University of New Mexico Press, 
Albuquerque, 
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is the entire comprehensive world view of the natives.... 

In short, their philosophy. .Similarly, of course, as men­

tioned earlier, would the Mafia gangsters. It is not com­

prehensive enough, not sufficient enough, that the Mafia 

killers intentions, hopes, and aspirations are articulated 

in terms of the framework of the institution of gangsterism. 

Their full articulation is possible only against the back­

ground of total American culture or, if you like, civiliza­

tion. Also physics. It is important, one feels, to note 

this; because »f the social scientists' fondness for the 

study of institutions as though they are independent, auto­

nomous feneratoi-s of meaning. 

5. Another point that needs to be mentioned is about the 

alleged inhumanity or — a word more frequently used — 

"barbarism" or "savagery" of head hunting. Even without 

being a moral relativist, it is generally accepted that 

Killing;; is bad; and this is recognised in every human socie­

ty. And this is not because if a universal human decision, 

but because of the f'*ll awareness or knowledge that killing 

is bad. But it seems, iM almost all societies some kinds of 

killing are regarded as justifiable. The task bt-fore the 

anthropologist or the philosopher is first to see whether 

the justification of a given kind of killing in a given 

culture is consistent with the fundamental presuppositions 
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of that culture, and that to see vhether it is also con­

sistent with our knowledge that killing is, generally, 

bad. 

About head h\mting as barbaric practice, perhaps the 

following may be said: the barbarism of the practice is 

not inherent in the practice itself; but rather emanates 

from how a particular act of head hunting- has been done or 

is perceived to have been done. It depends as Wittgenstein 

says in his Remarks on Frazer's Golden Bough, on the spirit 

of the practice: what he says in effect: when I speak of 

the inner nature of the practice, I mean all those circum­

stances in which it is carried out that are not included 

in the account of the festival, because they consist not so 

much in particular actions that characterise^ it, but rather 

in what we might call the spirit of the practice: which 

would be described by, for example, describing the sort of 

people that take part, their way of behaviour at other 

times, that is, their character, and the other kinds of 

games they play. And we should then see that what is sinis­

ter lies in the character of these people themselves, 

6. The ^system of meanings' which is culture is embodied 

primarily in language,,, and if we widen the meaning of 

language a little to include things such as symbols,., on? 

might even say with .some plausibility that all meanings aye 
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deposited In language. But whether the latter is really-

true or not, it should at least be clear that if a culture 

is a system of'meanings at all, its language must be an 

inseparably significant part of it, and that its vital 

concepts must be embodied in its language. But sometimes 

this is denied.., it is indeed often remarked that th^ 

native's language is very often only an inadequate and 

confused embodiment of his concepts, that it needs a better 

language for these concepts to be clearly and adequately 

exposed. But for the moment, the linguistic aspect of the 

cultural studies vve have engaged in, will be kept in 

abeyance. The matter vill be discussed in detail in the 

last chapter of this thesis in connection with the issue 

on 'Linguistic Relatavism' under the chapter heading 

'Language and the understanding of otner cultures'. 

In conclusion, a vord about what it really means to 

have understood a culture. First, understanding a culture 

is always a matter of degree,., just as most understanding 

of meaning is a matter of degree,., ranging from the ex­

tremely superficial to the most profound. For an example, 

take the notion of love and how it admits of progressive 

refinement and depth. Take again the difference between 

Gandhi's grasp of Indian culture in all its comprehens4.ve 

wholeness and that of V.ii. Naipaul's who seems to give 

only a visual account of the matter. 
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Secondly, it will be vrong to drav the conclusion 

from the account offered, that it will be necessarily 

wron̂ f for someone belonging to a particular culture to 

make evaluative judgements about activities in another. 

Human 'self-understanding« is after all an irrepressible 

factor which underlies any possible knowledge of man in 

thB social sciences. However, it must be mentioned that 

this 'self-understanding' is not a mere methodological 

devise. Rather it determines the form of our understanding 

in the human sciences, and it is precisely this that 

because of which human sciences could not be really value-

free. The terms of adequacy and comprehension are not given 

to us through the 'independent observation' of perceivable 

phenomena, that is, of things outside us. There could not 

be any independent obsfcrvation in the sense of facts 'uncon-

taminated' by the human significance of our data. 

This, however, dc^s not mean that the social scientist, 

must not, or is incapable of shedding his prejudices, likes 

or dislikes and so on, in characterising his findings. The 

only point that needs to be clearly emphasised Is that, 

before making an evaluation, they must understand —not as 

just mentioned, in a value-neutral sense, but understanding 

in a sense of resisting the will to see only what one is 

inclined to see. 



CHAPTER - I I I 
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CONCEPT OF LOVE, rtOPALITY AI^ RELIGIOM 

VJhat appears to be clearly a characteristic feature 

of raoderti moral philosophy is its almost exclusive pre­

occupation witli the most general moral concepts such as 

'good', 'right', 'duty', and so on. This has given rise to 

theories in moral philosophy which try to define, what are 

sometimes called the purely 'formal' properties of a moral 

action or a moral judgement. This concern with the formal 

has also quite naturally led to an unfortunate neglect of 

ideas which form, as it were, the core substance of, what 

might be called, the moral life. Thus the ideas which are 

overlooked are ones such as 'love', 'humanity', 'courage', 

'self-sufficiency', 'purity of heart', 'moral discipline' 

and the role of examples in morality and so on. 

It is also apparent that the theories in modern moral 

philosophy of both the analytic arid existentialist varie-

ties are also such that chey arc quite unable to throw any 

fresh light on the special phenomenon of moral life. A truly 
i 

philosophical account of morality must at least begin with 

the consideration of the elements of the moral life and the 

special relationship between thtse elements which inevitably 

confers a sense of unity and coherence to the moral life. It 

certainly appears that the idea of 'love' is the most cru­

cial of all ideas, since the unmistakable mark of a moral 
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life seems to be the predominant and organic role that 

love plays in such a life. The accent of this chapter is 

a philosophical justification of this idea. 

Mention has also been made about the role of exam­

ples in the study of the moral life as crucial. It is 

quite obvious that in the entire history of mankind, there 

are no more than a handful of people whose lives would 

unqualifiedly deserve the title of 'moral'. The peculiar 

quality of the moral life can, therefore, best be under­

stood through an understanding of what held the moral life 

of such people together. I would like specially to consi­

der, in this connection, as examples, of the moral life, 

Christ and Gcindhi, 

The ideas expressed here are a good deal based on 

two articles, namely, 'The Availability of Gandhi', and 

'The Means-End distinction, rationality, and the moral 

life' by Mrinal Miri. 

A study of morality must necessarily take into 

account a study of the concept of man. Hence, at the root 

of the moral self-awareness of modem civilisation are 

two seemingly mutually contradictory conceptions of man 

which are powerfully peculiar to our age. There is the one 

derived from the philosophy of Immanuel Kant, according to 
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-which, man in his true being is 'autonomous'; and there 

is the other idea which seems to have been influenced by 

the essentially monistic completeness of modem science. 

According to this, man is logically reducible to 'an object 

of nature'... the very anti-thesis of the former idea. 

Interestingly, diametrically opposed as these two 

conceptions of man seem to be, ti'Jey share, the argument 

reveals, a common failure, namely, that of the inability 

to account for the traditional moral insights of man. Here, 

of course, the adherents of either school of thought, might 

be tempted, defensively, to argue that the fault lies not 

with the conception of man in question, but rather with 

the so-called moral insight^ themselves. This stand however, 

as it is explained below, is unjustified: it does not gene­

rally seem to be a point of the effort in the articulation 

of these two conceptions of man to reject what has been 

termed as the traditional moral insights of man. Rather 

it is the case that the endeavour is to incorporate these 

insights into the conceptions; but this attempt succeeds — 

and on sound logical grounds - only by distorting the moral 

insights. So paradoxically, such a success is therefore not 

a success at all. Thus the only explanation available as 

regards this situation is that there seems to be a kind of 

incoherence involved in each of the conceptions. And so, 
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"they arff in a fundamental sense, unable to do what tiiey 

would, at l e a s t , vant to he able to do." 

Let us now consider both these conceptions of uian and 

t h e i r differences in moral philosophy which thf.t e n t a i l s . 

F i r s t l y , we w i l l deal with the one tha t i s derived, as men­

t ioned, primari ly from Kant. The sa l i en t features of t h i s 

conception seems to be; (1) The c r i t e r i a for d is t inguishing 

the moral and the immoral, and the notion of moral and the 

non-moral "need make no appeal to anything e lse other than 

man himself in h i s i so la t ion from both God and na ture ' ' . 

(2) No\v vhether tiiese d i s t i nc t i ons are to be, iii Hoore's 

sense, i n t u i t i v e l y apprehended or conforming to what go )s 

by the name of "un ive r sa l l s ab i l i t y " , impl ic i t in man'.s 

capacity to think r a t i o n a l l y , or even by the c r i t e r i a of the 

" E x i s t e n t i a l i s t s " such as J , P . a a r t r e , that i s associated 

with man's exercise of h i s freedom, i t i s man alone, tha t 

i s the source and ground of these d i s t i n c t i o n s . 

2 . What motivates man to act ions i s h is 'pure ' choice. 

"Pure" here means, the absolutely ungrounded p r i s t i n e choice 

suggestive of the ul t imate exercise of freedom. 

Our concern now i s : "how would the t r a d i t i o n a l moral 

i n s igh t s be appropriated in to t h i s conception of man", or 

1. M. Miri : The Ava i l ab i l i ty of Gandhi. NEIFJ, 
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"what vould tie the place of tfeo place of the traditional 

moral insights withlh this conception of man", when one 

considers insights such as "one ought never deliberately 

to injure another human being (ahimsa)", "humility (con-

quest of egotism) is a supreme principle of morality", 

*'moral perfection and complete fearlessness are insepara­

ble?" (these moral principles, in recent times, seem to be 

embodied in the life of Gandhi with such near perfection 

that that earned him the title 'the Mahatma' or 'the Great 

one')« Take for example, the view that the condition of 

the moral character of a principle ,is its fulfilling the 

notion of •'universallsability'» 

It has been made seemingly, abundantly clear in 

recent philosophical debate thf<t the formal requirement of 

universalisabllity for a principle to qualify as a moral 

one is not a sufficient one, though a nedessary one. This 

requirement can quite easily be shown to be cappble of 

being satisfied not only by undeniably moral principles as 

the ones mentioned, but also by principlr s of action which 

are only dubiously moral or downright ^immoral. This must 

be expected as natural, since morality as traditionally 

conceived has its groundings on insights which transcends 

the merely 'formal' properties of man's capacity to reason. 

And this is precisely, what gives it its distinctive 
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charac te r . Hence, i f the t r a d i t i o n a l moral i ty were to conform 

to the formal p rope r t i e s of reason, the d i s t i n c t i v e n e s s of 

the former v;ould be compromised. 

Let us consider Kant's attempt to show why i t i s 

tha t i t i s one 's moral duty to develop one ' s na tu ra l 

t a l e n t s : someone finds in himself a t a l e n t whose c u l t i v a ­

t ion would make him a useful man for a l l so r t s of purpo­

ses . But he sees himself in comfortable circumstances and 

he prefers to give himself up to pleasure ra ther than to 

bother about increasing and improving h i s for tunate na tu­

r a l ap t i t udes . Yet he asks himself fu r the r : "does my 

maxim of neglecting my na tu ra l g i f t s , besides agreeing 

in i t s e l f with m}'' tendency to indulge, agree also with 

what i s ca l led duty?" He then sees t h a t a system of nature 

would indeed always subs i s t under such a un ive r sa l law, 

although ( l ike the South sea i s l anders ) every man should 

l e t h i s t a l e n t s rus t and should be bent on devoting h i s 

l i f e so le ly to i d l eness , indulgence, p rocrea t ion , and, 

in a word, to enjoyrnent. Only he ceuinot possibly w i l l 

t ha t t h i s should beco-ne a universa l law of nature or should 

be implanted in us as sucli a law by a n a t u r a l i n s t i n c t . 

For as a r a t i o n a l being he necessa r i ly w i l l s t h a t h i s 

power should be aevelo]:)ed, since ti-iey serve him, and are 

given him for a l l so r t s oi possible e n i s . (The Moral Law 

p• 86) . I t i s thus c lea i thiit the reason for which Kant 
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would consider the maxim" one ougtit to develop one's 

na tura l t a l e n t s " a moral maxim i s prec ise ly the ground on 

v-liich he vould, otherwise re jec t a p r inc ip le as being 

moral, the ground tha t , i t can be represented as a hypo­

t h e t i c a l imperative ( e .g . i f you want 'X' then you must 

do 'Y') A. K, Coomaraswamy proclaims in a s imilar i s sue : 

"manufacture i s for use and not for p r o f i t . The a r t i s t i s 

not a specia l kind of man, but every man who i s not an a r t i s t 

in some f i e l d , every man without a vocation i s an i d l e r . 

The kind of a r t i s t tha t a man should be, carpenter , pa in te r , 

lawyer, farmer or p r i e s t , i s determined by h i s own na tu re , 

in other words, by h is n a t i v i t y . The only man who has a 

r igh t to abstain from a l l construct ive a c t i v i t y i s the monk 

who has also surrendered a l l those uses that depend on things 

that can bo made, and i s no longer a member of socie ty . No 

man has a r ight to any social s ta tus who i s not an a r t i s t " , 

(Christ ian and Oriental Philosophy of Art , p . 2h). 

This conception of man thus induces a kind of moral 

anarchy which charac te r i ses much of modern c i v i l i z a t i o n . 

Phrases such as , "the permissive soc ie ty" , "every man's 

r ight to pursue h is own idea l" and so on, are l i n g u i s t i c 

expressions of t h i s phenomenon. One of the most prominent 

feature of th i s anarchy i s the acqu i s i t ive nature inherent 

in i t . In Eric Fiomm's word i t i s a l i f e devoted to the pur­

su i t of 'having' ra ther than to tha t of ' b e i n g ' . 
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h. Some of the important ingredients of the other con­

ception of man, which, as mentioned, derives its idea from 

the essentially monistic completeness of modern science 

are the following; 1). man is ultimately exhaustively 

describable in physical terms alone 2). that being so, man 

in his totality is reducible to an object of nature 

3). therefore, man and his cosmology can be explained in 

terns of the norms of explanation of the natural sciences. 

This conception of man has given rise to the popular notion 

of behavioural studies as evidenced in the academic disci­

pline of experimental or behaviouristic psychology. In 

philosophy this view of man finds expression, quite ambi­

guously, in what is known as the doctrine of philosophical 

behaviourism, 'ambiguous' because, as the argument goes, 

while on the on hand, it essetitially agrees with the notion 

that man is really nothing more than a special kind of 

material body, it, on the other hand, finds it, strangely 

necessary to make irreducible distinctions such as between 

"cause" and "reason", "law" and "rule", "movement" and 

"action", "utterance" and "speech", "fact" and "truth". 

While the first of each of these pairs of concepts are 

applicable to the natural world alone, the second of each 

of these pairs are supposed to be indispensible to under­

stand the reality of man. Hence this paradoxical ambiguity 

appears to be a resistence to the idea of reducing man to 



87 

an object of nature. Considering the metaphysical base of 

philosophical behaviourism, the irreducibility of the dis­

tinctions cannot be justifiably maintained. Take the notion 

of the "freedom of the will", and observe how philosophical 

behaviourism might seek to solve this problem. The explana­

tions that are offered m this regard are nothing but the 

arguments that would be typical of psychological behaviour­

ism in dealing with this problem, ?''ow the problem arises from 

the contention that if man could be exhaustively explained 

in terms of causal laws alone, then the idea of his "free 

will'' being exercised in any of his actions is clearly a 

logical impossibility. Philosophical Dehaviouris;i might 

answer to this in the following response; Human actions are 

categorially distinct from the concept of mere physical 

change. This is evident in the o.T.plo3aic;nt of concepts such 

as "motive", "intention" ajid "reason" in explanations to 

human actions. Thus, as a philosophical behaviourist would 

contend, to accept the appropriatness of such explanation 

is to reject, at the same time, the appropriateness of 

explanation in terms of causes, And so "man's possession of 

freedom of will is jusJt another name for the fact that the 

explanatory concepts appropriate for human action are what 
2 

they are," 

2. Ibid. 
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The notion of physical change is hovever, still, 

unfortunately centrally involved for tJie philosophical 

behaviourist, in the concept of human action. The problem 

of the will arises when it is maintained that the physical 

change involved in human action might quite exhaustively be 

explained in terms of causes alone. To insist at this junc­

ture, that the idea of the free will 'of man is still tenable 

because the concept of human action is a logically distinct 

concept would be merely to beg the question. 

Having gone so far, it is now quite plain to see that 

morality, if one can sensibly call it that, as maintained 

in the sense of the behaviourists is no morality at all> at 

least from the traditional point of view. If notions such as 

"pr^a;se" and "blame" etc. are used merely as means to effect 

certain desired chant:es, then, as I see it, threats of any 

kind might prove to be just as efficaceous. This.follows 

quite logically from what is implicit in the behaviourists 

idea of morality as merely illusory. So fundamental moral 

concepts such as "responsibility", "blame", "praise" etc. 

have no legitimate application at all in its metaphysic. 

This indeed is the view held by many.' Now others even withii 

the domain of the behaviourist school might prove to be 

somewhat more tolerant - not with the understanding that 

'morality as illusory' rests on a mistake, but indeed, from 
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the jjreception of morality as conceived traditionally, 

for a flagrantly imoioral reason. Hence, moral notions 

though considered illusory, are not entirely useless, and 

so might profitably be retained within our vocabulary. 

According to this thought, to praise or blame somebody 

may not literally make sense; but as long as 'praising' 

or 'blaming' b̂ Tings about desired changes in human beings 

and societies, their usefulness as means or devijfes is 

conveniently defended. 

It is all too plain to see, that this view of 

morality or rather tragically and more accurately, the 

devaluation of moral values has cleverly or unwittingly 

entered into what might be considered to be one of the most 

basic activities of human life - namely, the institution 

of politics, and has permeated all spheres of life. What 

can be more glaring an example of this phenomenon than the 

primal motivation of present day politics, which nationally 

or internationally, is "manipulotive" in nature and seeks 

to control both peoples and societies everywhere by the 

attempt to bring them under its ambit. Thus the insidious 

'moral exbrtations' required in fulfilling this motivation 

has, as the argument reveals "much the same role as bombs 

and missiles and the behavioural scientists' experiments 

with population and resources control methods'"-^ This 

3. Ibid., p. 7. 
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devaluation of moral valuos Is fovind to be a natural asso­

ciate of ti:ie moral anarchy implicit in the idea of the 

absolute "autonomy" of man. 

It vould be of relevant interest to note what Chomsky 

had remarked about the social reality, albeit principally 

that of American society, that: "what can one say about a 

country where a museum of science in a great country can 

feature an exhibit in which people fire machine guns from 

a helicopter at Vietnamese huts with a light flashing when 

a hit is scored? What can one say about a country where 

such an idea can ever be considered? You have to weep for 

this country" (Noam Chomsky: AJffiRICAN POWER AlCD THE NEW 

flANDERIN̂ D, 1967). This was said during the U.S. Military 

involvement in Vietnam but the astoundingly disturbing 

transformation of values symbolised in this one act has 

become a general feature of present political life. One has 

to weep for mankind. 

Having observed tlie failure of these conceptions of 

man to account for morality and the resulting moral confu­

sion which that expectedly entails, let us now dwell on the 

Gandhian idea of morality and its criticism of the present 

social values. Prof. A.K. Saran proclaims that: "Gandhian 

thinking strives to participate in the transcendental centre; 
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it is concerned with the destiny of man, not with the pros­

pects of a given civilisation; hence its explosive stance, 

once this is firmly grasped, it vill be easy to discover 

the essential texts and context of Gandhian thinking." 
I 

(Gandhi and the Concept of P o l i t i c s " , Gandhi Marg, 1980). 
! 

To come to grasp with what is now known simply as 

Gandhian morality, one must begin with the "Truth-God-
I 
I 

Ahlmsa" t r i o of concepts. This i s not only the bas i s on 

which a l l Gandiiian thought springs 'up from, but also t h a t , 

i t can be shown to be an inal ienable pa r t of any adequate 

conception of the moral l i f e . 

In Gandhi's use of the term, "Truth" had l i t t l e to 

do with the l og i c i an ' s sense of the term in which only pro­

pos i t ions can be " t rue" or " f a l s e " . Thus Gandhi was mere 

concerned with the t ru th of being, r a the r than a logician 

would, with the t ru th of statements ( I t has been reccrded 

tha t Russel l claimed t o t a l incomprehension when D.H. Law­

rence, remarked about the " f a l s i t y " of a person. His only 

incredulous response to the suggestion apparently vas; 

"Only preposi t ions can be true or f a l s e . How can oie speak 

of persons being so?) , VJhat Gandhi meant by "TrutJ;" v;as 

perhaps in the sense in which Wittgenstein had remarked, 

h ighl ight ing the nuance; "Wo one can speak the t r u t h , i f he 
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has still not mastered himself. He cannot speak it; —but 

not becau::ie he is not clever enough yet. "The Truth can be 

spoken only by someone who is already at home in it; not 

by someone vho still lives in falsehood and reaches out 

from falsehood tovards truth on just one occasion" (CULTURE 

MW VALUE, BLACK'.vELL, I98O). 

It can, no doubt, be said that the Gandhian sense of 

"Truth" is reducible to the other more "fundamental" sense. 

Hovever, as this exercise, like most other attempts at 

"logical reduction" will leave the core of the other out of 

consideration, the attempt may not be quite profitable here 

in this context. Suffice it to say that though the two 

senses of "Truth" are quite undoubtedly related to one ano­

ther, there is a radical and phenomenological difference 

between the two. 

What might be understood minimally from the Gandhian 

conception of truth is that of the conquest of "self decep­

tion"; which may be considered, though there are other 

things besides it^ to be the core of the concept. This being 

the case, it is implicit in the idea that once the shroud 

of self-oeception is removed, one is in touch with the TRUTH 

of one's being. But this.is no easy task. Wittgenstein 

pronounces: "nothing is so difficult as not deceiving 

oneself". Perhaps it is too radical to declare hastily that 
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for human Leirigs tielf-deception i s t o t a l l y impossible to 

overcome, but s t i l l i t can be maintained that the phenome­

non i s almost inescapabJ.e. Only God, bj the very notion in 

vhich the idea of God i s conceived i s NECESSARILY free from 

a l l self-decept ion. Thus i t i s in t h i s sense that God and 

l i f e of t ru th are one sind same. Hence, Gandhi's occasional 

equation of God v i th t ru th and vice versa . 

The most expected question now, in t h i s matter i s , 

'Why i s man almost doomed to a l i f e of self deception? ' 

What seems to be the most reasonable ansver to t h i s problem 

i s that 'man i s endowed with a powerful epo;, and i t i s the 

r e spons ib i l i t y , as i t were, of the ego of each man to show 

him oif in the best possible way under a l l circumstances. 

The "action" of the ê jo i s most c l ea r ly manifested in one 's 

r e l a t ionsh ip with other human beings. Each person 's ego i s 

perpetual ly in competition, e i t he r covert ly or over t ly 

with other egoes; and so frequently, the only way to save 

one 's own ego from being crushed by other egoes i s by d e l i ­

be ra te ly d i s to r t ing the r e a l i t y of other persons. The ego, 

has a way of i n f i l t r a t i n g over in to our most "noble" emo­

t ions which goes by the name of "al truism" such as "kindness", 

"generos i ty" , "affect ion" and so on. I t i s here tha t the 

mechanism ol' self deception linics up and operates with the 

ego. The mutual complementarity of the ego and se l f -delus ion 
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i s depicted most remarkably in some of the l i t e r a r y vorks 

of f i c t ion associated v i th the c l a s s i c a l v.r i ters such aS 

Fyodor Dostoyevsky, William Idhakespeare, Tolstoy and so on. 

Perhaps a rewarding way of t rea t ing such works i s to think 

of them primari ly as explorat ions 'of d i s t o r t i o n s in one 's 

perception of the r e a l i t y of oneself and others owing to 

the involvement of the ego. In ac tua l l i f e j u s t r e co l l ec t 

tjie times one r ea l i ze s with a s t a r t , the mistakes one 

commits in one's assessment of oneself in r e la t ion to 

o the r s , or vice versa , because of the d i s t o r t i n g influence 

of one 's ego. 

Despite the l i t e r a l difference in expression ' d i s ­

t o r t i ng anothc-r persons r e a l i t y ' and ' d i s t o r t i n g one 's own 

r e a l i t y ' are r ea l ly tvo var ian t s of the same process. Thus, 

the ego-generated i l l u s i o n s keep not only the other person 's 

r e a l i t y out of reach oT one; but they must, simultaneously 

d i s t o r t one 's r e l a i t y as well ; since the primary motive 

behind misperceiving the o t h e r ' s r e a l i t y i s "the aggrandize­

ment - no doubt in i t s multiferous v a r i e t y - of one 's own 

ego'^ and such aggrandizement can succeed only by not being 

recognized as such by oneself. The l a t t e r , as i t were, i s a 

condition of the former," 

h-. Ibid . 
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Thus, the epo, being the prime generator of i l l u ­

s ions, both about oneself and also about o thers , how does 

one overcome t h i s obsta j le? Perhaps the only solut ion l i e s 

in the prac t ice of ahimsa in Gandhi's sense of the term. 

Generally, the term ahimsa " i s taken merely to mean "non­

violence" . However, a more accurate t r ans l a t ion of the word 

seems to be "non-injury"; and non-injury includes not ju s t 

physical non-injury but moral mon-injury as wel l . I t i s 

qui te inconceivable therefore , t ha t ahimsa could be some­

how compatible with the demands of the ego. So how can one 

count as p rac t i s ing ahimsa i f in doing so, one i s merely 

serving the i n t e r e s t of one ' s , as I r i s Murdoch puts i t , 

"big fa t ego"? For in ' p rac t i s ing ahimsa' , thus , one would 

indeed make a mockery of i t . For by using the other person 

for the gain of one 's own ego; and to use another person 

t h i s way i s to do him moral in jury . An ahimsa, so ca l led 

of t h i s kind, i s no ahimsa a t a l l . The "way of ahimsa" i s 

the way of gradual overcoming of the ego, which therefore 

i s the way to the t ru th of being. As ,Gandhi defines i t : 

" I t may e n t a i l continuous suffering and the cu l t iva t ing of 

endless pat ience. Thus step by step we learn to make fr iends 

v i th the world; we r ea l i ze the greatness of God - or Truth. 

Our peace of mind increases in sp i te of suffer ing; we 

become braver and more en te rp r i s ing ; we understand more 
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clearly the difference between what is everlasting and 

what is not. Our pride melts away, and we become humble. 

Our worldly attachments diminish, and so does the evil 

within us diminish from day to day", (from YAHVADA IlAIOni 

p. 10). 

So what has been conveyed so far is the idea that 

ahimsa is the antithesis of ego-centricism, and can thus 

safely be equated with"egolesness", which is just another 

name for "selflessness". Ifow the idea of "love" in its most 

profound, absoluiist sense has, as its main characteristic 

the notion of selflessness exemplified concisely in tl-̂.e 

expression "love for mankind" as concretised in t'ie lives 

of Christ and Gandhi. This idea of love transcends all 

particularities and yet is inclusive of all of them. Con­

trast this with the kind of love associated with consumer-

ism and adolescent romantic involvements. The latter two 

are instances of the ego-generated activities, and are thus, 

in the absolute sense, no love at all. For at the basis of 

these involvements is tiie attempt to satisfy the "I" or the 

ego, which, as it were, draws everything upon itself with 

the intent to possess, and so is diametrically opposed to 

what the Bible or ahimsa exhorts. This is a clear illustra­

tion of love being the opposite of egotism. Hence, it might 

be claimed that "love" is the positive mode of _ahimga; for 



97 

to have loved someone i s to have conquered one 's ego in 

re la t ion to that person. 

We might j u s t i f i a b l y ask now, 'what i s the connection 

of a l l t h i s to moral i ty? ' The answer to t h i s i s already 

impl i c i t in what has been said so f a r . F i r s t l y , the notion 

of " se l f l e ssness" i s re la ted d i r e c t l y to the notion of the 

moral l i f e . And se l f lessness or the overcoming of the ego 

i s a pre-condition of the moral l i f e . Secondly, the idea 

of ' \ ius t ice" i5 also cen t ra l to moral i ty; not merely in the 

sense in which one 's assessments of one 's fellow human 

beings must be capable of j u s t i f i c a t i o n , but more important­

l y , in the sense in which one's own perception and the 

assessment of another must do j u s t i c e to him. To do th i s 

successful ly, what de f i n i t e l y seems to be a necessary condi­

t ion , even i f i t may not be a suf f ic ien t one, i s the removal 

of a l l t races of the ego from one 's perception and assess ­

ment. Thus i t can now be safely proclaimed tha t the idea of 

truth-of-beijng — and ahimsa are cen t ra l to an adequate 

conception of the moral l i f e , tha t i s , of the phenomenology 

of morals. VTiat, i f any, i s the role of God in a l l t h i s? 

God i s the very epitome of the moral l i f e - the very e- îbo-

diment of moral perfect ion as evident in such concepts as 

" t o t a l s e l f l e s sness" , "Omiscience" (absence of self delu­

sion) and the master of "loving j u s t i c e " . I t can be said 



98 

that in a funoaraental sense, God is beyond the life of 

morality, for an essential aspect of the moral life 

involves a continual striving towards perfection, and in 

God there is necessarily no such striving. Biis being the 

case, it is impossible to find, in real life, a totally 

indubitable example of the morally perfect person. Mention 

may be made here that for Christians, the life of Christ on 

eartlj, in human form exemplifies precisely the idea of a 

morally perfect life. Hence to them, in Christ the metaphy­

sical and the moral come together. The idea of God for 

morality is essential because it ensures that the ideal of 

perfection that the conception of the moral life involves 

is not merely a conciliatory (and therefore illusory) 

ideal. 

Perhaps another way of Illustrating the centrality 

of the Gandhian trio of concepts - God, Truth and Ahimsa, 

to a conception of the moral life is as follows: A moral 

life must be one where all the so called virtues are rea­

lized and won over, the vices, as it were. It is a life 

where all the virtues come together in a \inified whole. 

60 moral life is a life of a unity of virtues. Virtues in 

isolation, do not, by theraaelvea contribute to the moral 

life. Take for instance, the virtues of courage, intelli­

gence and temperance. Both courage and intelligence can be 

file:///inified
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put to (Tiost e f fec t ive ly immoral and ev i l uses . Jus t r e f l ec t 

the abundance of the^e qua l i t i e s in a Godse or a Sobraj. 

As for the other v i r t ue s mentioned, t ha t of "temperance'-j 

unless t h i s i s expressed in the v i t a l uni ty of the moral 

l i f e i t i s perpetual ly vulnerable to degenerate in to mecha­

n i s t i c r i tua l i sm. So v.e may qui te l eg i t ima te ly ask; what 

i s i t t ha t infuses moial l i f e in to the v i r tues? I t i s the 

a l l comprehensive uncondit ional love, embodied in the 

\vord ahimsa. I t i s only when v i r tues are rooted in a l i f e 

free from self deception tha t they r ea l ly form a par t of 

the t ru ly vi r tuous l i f e . I t ib t r u t h thus " tha t gathers 

the v i r tues in to the v i t a l uni ty of the moral l i f e , i t i s 

love that i s the sures t \vay to the t ru th" ; for love i s the 

a n t i t h e s i s of the ego; and to repeat i t , i t i s the i l l u s ions 

generated by the- ego tha t are the most jtubborn obstacles 

in the way of the knowledge of t ru th - of one 's being, 

V-'here we can asl< again, does God feature in th i s explanation 

of morality? The very idea of God embodies the uni ty of the 

moral l i f e in i t s absolute perfect ion, and thus l og i ca l l y 

ensures the r e a l i t y of th i s uni ty . One important feature 

of the conce^jt of moral i ty, or more p rec i se ly , tha t of moral 

goodness i s the inclusion of the idea of transcenience 

within i t . This perhaps i s not quite in the sense in which 

G.E, ifoore talked about "good" being a non-natural property, 

but in the sense in wnich goodneas always transcendence any 

file:///vord
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embodiment of it in space and time. This means simply that 

hô ^̂ ever perfect an exan.ple of goodness a particular person 

might be, there is something more to goodness than the 

exemplification of it. That is why,'as suggested earlier, 

it is impossible to find a human being vho embodies moral 

perfection in its absolute totality. Moral perfectability 

as an ideal must, perhaps paradoxically, for ever remain 

an ideal for a human being. As Gandhi commented that one 

can always be more perfect than one is. Hence the self-

refuting character in the expression "I have now achieved 

moral perfection" is apparent_enough. So pointing out the 

earlier dilemma that if total perfection is not an achieva­

ble ideal; is it the case then that the idea of morality 

is merely an illusory one? And if this is recognized as 

such, then does this not confirm the validity of what has 

been characterized as our modern moral self-awareness? For 

a religious person however, what saves morality from being 

an illusory pursuit is the absolute reaxity of God. 

I 
Let us now attempt an analysis of the notion of a 

moral life of whether it could be taken to mean a "rational" 

human activity. The effort might highlight whether or not, 

as it has been shown as claimed in certain quarters that the 

idea of morality is mainly an illusory concept. This task 

will involve first of all an exposition of, what is under­

stood by the concept of 'murulity'vatt o7iai ity! 
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It is perhaps rightly claimed that the concept of 

'rationality' is not a unitary or generic concept. This 

seems to be quite an in. ubitable claim as the critĉ îa of 

rationality may vary quite radically, if not quite from 

one context to another, at least from OTie "form of life" to 

another. Of course it is another matter what is actually 

meant by the expression "form of life" has not been made 

•very clear. It is claimed for instance that the "form of 

life" of scientific investigation is different from the 

"form of life" of religious rituals, and that, corresr̂ ond-

ingly, the idea of rationality informing the one is diffe­

rent from the idea of rationality informing the other. 

Understandably the entire discussion leaves one rather 

uncertain about how best to construe the concept of a "form 

of life". This vagueness is matched bv an equal unclarity 

about the difference in the "concept of rationality supposed­

ly in̂ ôlved in the different "forms of life". Although this 

idea of the non-unitariness of the concept of rationality 

is admittedly unclear there are some distinctions between 

different kinds of reasoning and therefore, presumably 

between different kinds of rationality. These distinctions 

such as that between deductive and inductive reasoning -

in spite of the unity - seeking attempts at reducing one 

kind to another, the distinctions between them is geperally 

acknowledged; and that between theoreticsal and practicnl 
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reasoning. Perhafs I t can t>e said tha t the acknowledgement 

of these d i s t i n c t i o n s does not necessa r i ly coranit one to a 

viev about the non-generic nature or the non-uni tar iness of 

the concept of r a t i o n a l i t y . 

In t h i s chapter, the question of the u n i t a r i n e s s , or 

otherwise, of the concept of r a t i o n a l i t y i s ignored. V7hat 

has "been attempted ins tead -is the explorat ion of the idea 

t ha t there may at l e a s t be d i f fe ren t l eve l s of employment 

of the notion of r a t i o n a l i t y in the sphere of what has been 

cal led p r a c t i c a l reasiong — tha t i s , reasoning which has 

to do v-ith our act ions ra ther than with theo re t i ca l thinking, 

I t i s expected that t h i s endeavour w i l l shed some l i g h t on 

the significance of the means-end d i s t inc t ion in the under­

standing of human act ion. 

I t i s usual ly f e l t tha t in t he sphere of "praxis" 

there i s a cent ra l area where the means-end d i s t i nc t i on i s 

c ruc ia l in the determination of the r a t i o n a l i t y (or o ther­

wise) of human ac t ions . Indeed i t i s frequently believed 

that the means-end d i s t inc t ion i s the only bas is there i s 

for making the d i s t i nc t ion between the idea of r a t i o n a l i t y 

and i r r a t i o n a l i t y in t h i s sphere of human behaviour. Take 

the account of IZarvey Mullane in Psychoanalytic Explanation 

and Ra t iona l i ty about the r a t i o n a l i t y of a piece of human 
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behaviour. Thus "A piece of human Dehaviour" is rational 
I 

only i f the agent i s Jus t i f i ed in bel ieving tha t what he 

does: (a) i s l i k e l y to achieve, or (b) i s one poss ib le 

vay (which in cer ta in circumstances may be a very unl ike ly 

way of achieving what he wants to achieve, and (c) i t i s 

not l i k e l y to bring about other consequences more undesi ra­

ble than the prospective d e s i r a b i l i t y of what i s intended 

to achieve. 

In th i s account of the r a t i o n a l i t y of an act ion, i t 

w i l l be noted tha t the words "means" and "ends" have not 

been ac tua l ly mentioned; however, i t i s c lear tha t the d i s ­

t inc t ion between v-hat a person "does" and what he pursues 

"to achieve" i s p rec i se ly the d i s t i n c t i o n , between a "means" 

and a corresponding "end". Thus from th i s account the d i s ­

t i nc t ion made between them i s quite inescapably l inked with 

the assesanent of the r a t i o n a l i t y of any ac t ion . From t h i s 

account of r a t i o n a l i t y one might fee l j u s t i f i e d to make 

the following comments:-

( l ) I t does not require one to tlriink tha t every action i s 

e i t h e r r a t i ona l or i r r a t i o n a l . I t can thus admit the pos s i ­

b i l i t y of act ions which are ne i the r r a t i o n a l or i r r a t i o n a l ; 

such act ions aoculd be cal led non- ra t iona l . 
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(2) It does not require one to think that the rationality/ 

irrationality.distinction must bo applied for every possible 

end for an action. The crucial point here is that, for the 

distinction to apply at all the action which is tiie means 

must be linked up with the end via the agents belief that 

his action is likely or not likely to bring about the end in 

question in a required way (these two considerations rule 

out what are ordinarily called reflex, non-voluntary and 

involuntary actions from the class of actions which may be 

either rational or irrational, or perhaps, more or less so. 

For none of these aforementioned types of actions is done 

in the belief that will achieve a particular end even if it 

indeed does so). 

(3) The account of rationality pi\'en here, seems to require 

that a rational action is consequent upon a deliberation about 

wh'ether or not the action has the right kind of relation to 

the end for which it is a means. However, it needs to be 

mentioned that actual deliberation need not be involved in 

every case, as 1 mg as the agent can enter upon a delibera­

tion when the occasion demands, in justification of his belief 

that the action has the right kind of relationship to the end 
i 

intended to be achieved by i t s means.' 



105 

(if) ^'inally, the rationality of an action Is necessarily 

deijendant upon It being conceived by tliC agent as a possi­

ble means to a particular end. That is, the rationality/ 

irrationality distinction, on this account be understood 

except by refei-ence to the means-end distinction. 

The main problem with this account of rationality 

seems to be its rigidity. That being so, it can be consi­

dered too restrictive. In the normal course of things there 

are so many actions which are not deliberated at all about 

their suitability for their achievement of particular ends; 

and yet it would be totally absurd to place them outside 

the ambit of the rationality/irrationality sphere. It can 

be mentioned that apart from most habitual actions such as 

eating, walking, playing etc. they vould also include what 

might be called "spontan=;ous" actions such as enthusiasti­

cally greeting a friend whom one has not met for a conside­

rable length of time, or helping an old person across the 

road, or giving a coin to a \jeggar by the road side, helping 

up a fallen child and so on. It can be said, of course, 

actions such as those are rational, but their being rational 

requires thc.t they are capable of being justified, and that 

their justification would require the agent to relate them 

suitably to ends either after or oefore the action in ques­

tion. Though this account of rationality might save it from 

file:///jeggar
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being too narrow and therefore r e s t r i c t i v e , there would 

s t i l l be other c lass of actions which even by t h i s l e s s 

r e s t r i c t i v e accoiint of r a t i o n a l i t y would s t i l l have to be 

t rea ted as e i the r i r r a t i o n a l or qui te outside the purview 

of the r a t i o n a l i t y / i r r a t i o n a l i t y scale a l toge ther . By t h i s 

i s meant the c lass of actions which are so uniquely d i s ­

t i nc t i ve of human beings that i t would be quite incredib le 

to t r e a t them as e i t h e r i r r a t i o n a l or non-ra t ional — act ions 

which usual ly are labled as " a r t i s t i c a c t i v i t y " . And so • 

people who enage in such a c t i v i t i e s as poe ts , scu lp to r s , 

p a i n t e r s , musicians and so on with various kinds of ends in 

view, e .g . a t t r ac t i ng other peoples ' admiration and earning 

a l ive l ihood and so on. However, frequently, they may 

engage themselves in these a c t i v i t i e s without any end in 

view a t a l l ; so t ha t the only j u s t i f i c a t i o n on the par t of 

such a r t i s t s or perhaps more technica l ly , agents of such an 

act ion may be to say that i t was done purely out of pleasure. 

The expression: " I simply f e l t l i ke doing i t , and tha t i s 

a l l there was to i t " , j u s t about siims i t up. Yet i t would be 

atisurd to think of such an action as i r r a t i o n a l a r non-

r a t i o n a l , A person recognizing h i s own poetic s k i l l might 

undettake to wri te a poem without any end in view fur ther 

then merely t ha t . And yet perhaps there cannot be anything 

more de l ibera te than writ ing a poem; only t h i s e f fo r t may 
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frequently not be that of the consideration of ends to be 

achieved by tlie act ion, "nor even of any r a t ioc ina t ive 

process as o rd ina r i ly understood. Reflect on the follov/ing 

passage from Pasternak 's Lr. Zhivago: «'After two or three 

s tanzas and several images by vhich he v<as himself a s to ­

nished, h i s vork took possession of him and he experienced 

the approach of what i s called i n sp i r a t i on . At such times 

the cor re la t ion of the forces control l ing the a r t i s t i s , as 

i t were, stood on i t s head. The ascendency i s no longer with 

the a r t i s t or the s t a t e of mind which he i s trying to 

express, but with language - h is instrument of expression. 

Language, the home and dwelling of beauty and meaning 

i t s e l f begins to think and speak for man and turns wholly 

in to music, not in the sense of outward audible sounds, but 

by v i r t ue of the power and moT^tnent of the inward flow. Then 

l i ke the current of the mighty r ive r polishing stones and 

turning wheels by i t s very movements, the flow of speech 

c rea tes in passing, by the force of i t s own laws, rhyme and 

rhythm and countless other forms and formulations, s t i l l 

more important and u n t i l now undiscovered, unconsidered and 

unnamed", (Dr. Zhivago, Tr. : Max Hayward and Manya Harare, 

London, I958j P» 105). And yet , as mentioned already writ ing 

a poem must ce r t a in ly count among the most ra t iona l of man's 

ac t ions . 
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Hence, though i t might be claimed that one v r l t e s a 

poem because of the sa t i s fac t ion tha t i t might bring to 

one, such an asser t ion unfor tunate ly renders the means-end 

d i s t i n c t i o n ra ther useless for an understanding of the con­

cept of r a t i o n a l i t y . For such a j u s t i f i c a t i o n , namely, 

of the form, "I do t h i s because i t br ings me pleasure" , 

v»ill in p r inc ip le , be sui table for any action whatever 

tha t a person might do; and thus a l l act ions would then 

be r a t iona l — which simply would render the concept of 

r a t i o n a l i t y as no longer legi t imate to d is t inguish one 

c lass of actions from another c l a s s . V/ithout t h i s function 

the concept would simply be empty. 

Perhaps a more hopeful l ine of defence for the 

account of r a t i o n a l i t y under considerat ion might be found 

in the folloving arguments; although most a r t i s t i c a c t i v i t y 

iliay not have any conscious or "pre-conscious" ends, they 

always, according to Freud, have ends tha t are deep in the 

unconscious. In'such cases t h e i r r a t i o n a l i t y gets revealed 

when the so cal led "unconscious ends" are brought to the 

surface to the l eve l of consciousness (with the help of 

psycho-analys is) . Thus think of I r e u d ' s account of some 

of the paint ings of great a r t i s t s such as Michael Angelo 

and Leonardo da. Vinci , I t i s i n t e r e s t i ng to note here tha t , 

despi te the agents apparently aimless a c t i v i t y , there 
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exists, from Freud's account pov/erfully persuasive arguments 

for the existence of motives (or ends) vhich although they 

might lie concealed in the unconscious are nonetheless 

pursued. Even though for the purpose of this paper a detail­

ed analysis of the Freudian theory may not be required, it 

may at least be mentioned by vay of illustrating, as a 

paradigm, the difficulty encountered in the previous expla­

nation of rationality with regard to artistic activity. 

Freudian theory offers an explanation, in terms of uncon­

scious motives not just of artistic activities, but indeed, 

centrally, of the activities of the neurotic. An acceptance 

of the Freudian theory of explanation of neurotic behaviour 

vould place such behaviour firmly in the class of behaviour 

that is rational. Thus according to the Freudian theory, 

not only would artistic activity conform to the criteria of 

rationality (according to the account of rationality that 

we are considering), but neurotic behaviour would also be 

considered as rational. The situation then confronting one 

is, if neurotic behaviour were just a good an example of 

rational behaviour as artistic activity, would there be any 

clear example of irrational behaviour left at all? Thus an 

appeal to unconscious ends in trying to explain the rationa­

lity of some actions which are so obviously rational, or 

even paradigmatically rational, might result in the oblite­

ration or near obliteration of the distinction between th3 



r a t i o n a l  and the  i r r a t i o n a l  and might: thus s e l f  -def e a t i n g l y  

preclude the  whole purpose of a  theory of r a t i o n a l i t y .  

Nov c ~ n t i n u i n ;  w i t h  t h i s  account of r a t i o n a l i t y  there 

i s  y e t  another  f a i r l y  l a r g e  c l a s s  of ac t ions  which w ~ l d ,  

o r  so i t  seems, have t3 be t r e a t e d  a s  e i t h e r  i r r a t i o n a l  o r  

n ~ n - r a t i o n a l .  This i s  the c l a s s  of a c t i o n s  which may 

broadly be c l a s s i f i e d  as rel-igious r i t u a l s .  Many indeed 

t r e a t  behavigur associa ted  v i t h  r e l i g i o u s  r i t u a l s  as  irra- 

t i o n a l  - supposedly a t t r i b u t i n g  such a c t i v i t i e s  t o  neuros i s ,  

s ~ ~ e r i t i t i 3 n - s  e t c .  Such views of* r e l i g i o n  are  he ld  u s u a l l y  

by those uho advocate the "cause of r a t iona l i smf t ,  I " t h e  

s c i e n t i f i c  outlooku and so on. Eespi te  hovever, c laims t o  
- - _ C _ - -  

the cont rary  such people uni l luminat ingly  shov some re luc-  
t 

tance t o  brand behaviour so  uniquely / c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  I of 

' human beings such  a s  r i t u a l s ,  a s  irrational I 6r even non- 
i 

r a t i o n a l ,  I I , 

Likewise, i f  Kant :.ere r i g h t  a b m t  t h e  n o r a l i t y  of an 

a c t i o n  ~t c ~ n s i s t i n g  i n  any c - ~ n s i d e r a t i o n s  of ends t h a t  i f  

might o r  3 i g h t  no t  achieve -and t o  be su re ,  Kan t t s  moral 

theory  i s  n o t  merely a qua in t  i n t e l l e c t u a l  exe rc i se  - a l l  

moral a c t i o n s  %a moral act ons ~ o u l d  indeed be seen a s  

non-ra t ional ,  i f  n o t  i r r a t i o n a l ,  on this account of r a t i3na -  

lity. But i t  would, h o ~ e v e r ,  be another  rnatter k h a t  Kant , 
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I 

considers actions vhich are clearly mOi-al, on his crite­

rion of morality, to be the supreme example of the exer­

cise of rationality, i 

The difficulty of this theory of rationality might 

be expressed thus: The theory totally ignores the rationa­

lity of ends. Apart, however, from the classes of cases 

that have been considered, there is also the traditional 

idea of the proper or correct end of' human life. There have 

been different approaches for such an end. In traditional 

Indian life, one notes for example, the notion of dharma 

or the virtuous life, moksa or happiness, wisdom and so on. 

The idea which is crucial here, is that in so far as the 

method for the "proper end of human life" is conceived 

merely and purely as an end, and also not as a means to a 

further end (that is, an "end-in itself" as traditionally 

expressed) its justification cannot,'quite obviously, con­

sist in citing any end to v/hich it might be a means. (With­

out some such notion of an "end-in-itself" the argument 

concerning whether or not the end justifies the means indeed 

becomes unintelligible). On the other hand, one cannot fail 

to notice that much of traditional moral philosophy consists 

in attempts at justifying, or at least advocates for the 

"proper end" of human life. Therefore, from the traditional 

point of view of morality, the idea that ends (in-themselves. 
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if one v^iehes) being excluded from the bounds of r a t iona ­

l i t y must be taken to be, i f not absolutely u n i n t e l l i g i ­

b l e , a t l e a s t strange indeed. 

In our ffloderrj philosophy in i t s l i n g u i s t i c or e x i s ­

t e n t i a l i s t mode, as the works of people such as Sa r t r e , 

who repres'ents the E x i s t e n t i a l i s t mode of thinking or as 

evidenced in the ideas of l i n g u i s t i c philosophers such as 

Hare, Hampshire and Sar t re t e s t i f y , the ' s e l f , or r a the r 

the r ea l agent s tands, as i t vere, over and against the 

world of f ac t s , t ha t i s , over the world of knowledge, botl;i 
) 

theoretical and practical. There is also the widely held 

belief that rationality in practical matters, as opposed to 

theoretical matters, is really a matter of matching of 

means to ends, which may, in their turn, be means to fur­

ther ends. Here the real agent is, as it were'', a tiny 

spark of freedom" whose very being consists in making 

choices which transcends all considerations of rationality,"* 

This idea, as has been mentioned already, in the earlier 

parts of thi:. chapter, is derived ultimately from Kant, 

But Kant made a serious attempt to show that the self in 

the exercise of-its freedom, can be either rational or 

irrational. On the other hand, in the existentialist-

linguistic mode of thinking, the noment the process of 

* The Heans-End Distinction, rationality and the 'loral Life; 
TiT~HiH"; --^ '^^ ' 
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rationality begins, the 'self, as a result of that, 
I 

enters into the veb of knowledge and of calculations vhich 

bind or ensnare its freedom. In its'original, pristine and 

unfettered state, the self simply makes choices vhich are 

as it were, uncorrupted by the calculous of rationality. 

It is this state of freedom of the self vhich, most of 

these philosophers like to claim, is the most "authentic", 

(•whatever the word might mean here); state for a human being 

to be in. Therefore, it is claimed, men's ultimate choices 

of ends, his ultimate princii)les of actions, are beyond 

the bounds of rs.tionality. However, this perhaps does not 

make them irrational, although some might say it does, but 

at least it makes them non-rational (not perhaps in the 

same way as a reflex action is non-rational). 

Let us, for a little while dwell on some speculative 

intellectual history here; this modern turn in what might 

be taken to be the central debr?,te in traditional moral 

philosophy is, interestingly, really the point where several 

currents of contemporary thought and practice converge. Here 
I 

are some of them: (1) there is the idea following Strawson, 

that the only intelligent (and, therefore, rational) atti­

tude to take towards nature as well as human action is the 

"objective" attitude (as opposed to the "reactive" or 

"participutory attitude". Now morality, which deals with the 
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p o s s i b i l i t y of goodwill or i l l - w i l l i s dependent on the 

legit imacy of the "part icipatory '" or ' ' r e a c t i v e ' a t t i t u d e " . 

(2) There i s the idea that the be l ie f that there are 

absolutes in matters of morality i s an i l l u so ry one (hence 

the notion of a "peni iss ive soc ie ty" ) . 

(3) The r a t i o n a l i t y tha t man exercises in matters of 

theory and prac t ice can, in p r i nc ip l e , be j u s t as v e i l 

exercised by machines i f not b e t t e r ; yet the machine i s 

not "free" (perhaps pi 'ecisely because i t i s so r a t i o n a l , 

or "lo£:"ical" as i t i s sometimes put) though one might 

conceive of machines going out of control and turning 

"des t ruc t ive" . 

(1+) There i s also the lurking anxiety tha t devoid of 

freedom man loses his specia l unique s t a t u s . 

All these ideas about man, in modern philosophy qui te 

na tu r a l l y , generates the debate about ul t imate ends. Man i s 

declared as , indeed, f ree ; but t h i s freedom in the sense 

i t i s meant i s thus only possible of being exercised "in an 

i n t e l l e c t u a l vacuum". Therefore paradoxical ly , man's humani­

ty might be saved only by a l l iv ing him to transcend, in h is 

most authent ic being, h is i n t e l l i gence . The tension, as 

•This has also been dea l t with in Chapter 2. 
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again Strawson puts i t , between are "humanity and our 

i n t e l l i gence" i s resolved by "freeing", as the argument 

goes, the former from the l a t t e r . Thus from the standpoint 

of modern moral philosophy, r a t i o n a l i t y i s ruled out from 

any genuine exercise of h i s freedom "by man; and consequen­

t l y ends, i f they are the r e su l t of any genuine choice, 

are not ra t iona l even if, for that reason, they might not 

be i r r a t i o n a l . 

Now, we might thus ask tha t if our ul t imate ends are 

not r a t i o n a l , or a t l e a s t , are ne i the r r a t i ona l nor i r r a ­

t iona l can they, then be moral or immoral? or are they 

indeed beyond the morality/immorality d i s t inc t ion as well? 

One common answer to t h i s - which i s qui te typ ica l ly 

modem - has been tha t the notion of the morality of ends 

i s indeed a legitimace one; but hovever, what endows the 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of morality to our ul t imate ends i s prec ise ly 

the fac ts tha t they are t o t a l l y ungrounded. That i s , they 

are the r e su l t of the unfet tered exercise of man's freedom. 

A l og ica l consequence of t h i s i s the much quoted e x i s t a t i a -

l i s t dictum "man c rea tes h i s own values" - l i t e r a l l y c r ea t e s , 

ex n i h i l o , God l i ke - i t i s quite c lear tha t morali ty and 

i r r a t i o n a l i t y - or a t l e a s t non- ra t iona l i ty from th i s 

account of man's absolute freedom, are to the modern mind, 

very close logica l assoc ia tes . 



116 

Instead of d\<elling on the c ruc ia l d i f f i c u l t i e s v i th 

t h i s modem vis ion of moral l i f e and the pursui t of ends 

l e t us , more p rof i t ab ly , a t l e a s t for the purpose of t h i s 
I 

discusiiion, look for an a l t e rna t ive vis ion of the moral 

l i f e wheî e r a t i o n a l i t y , and not non- ra t iona l i ty or i r r a ­

t i o n a l i t y , i s the ina l ienable concomittant of the moral 

l i f e and pursu i t of proper ends. 
I 

What would be considered the cen t ra l idea of t h i s 

v is ion i s that the discrimination bet\'»een ends i s not 

u l t imate ly a matter of man's ungrounded choice; i t i s 

r a the r , as the argument goes, man's general search for 

t r u t h . And an end might be a moral end, not because i t i s 

the r e su l t of "f ree" choice (in the sense of the exis ten-

t i a l i s t - l i n g u i s t i c mode of thinking) but because i t i s 
I 
I 

knovn or recognised as such. Thus the vision of morality 
^ j 

puts the moral ends firmly v<ithin tiie c lass of ends vhich 

i t i s r a t i ona l to pursue. The moral end i s j u s t i f i e d 

because i t i s the moral end quite independently of any exer-

c ise of my freedom, and i t s r a t i o n a l i t y i s guaranteed by 

the t a c t that i t i s knov<n to be moral. 

The r a t i o n a l i t y of the moral eiideavour i s , hovever, 

not j u s t a matter of one's knov,ledpe thcit the end one i s 

pur)^suing i s the moral end; i t i s a l so , much more s i g n i f i ­

cant ly , a consequence of the fact t ha t the moral pursu i t i s . 
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in i t s essence also an epistemic endeavour. One of the 

various vjays of explaining t h i s , as we have had the occa­

sion to note e a r l i e r , may be as follows: l e t us say, the 

moral end, consis ts in achieving j u s t i c e in re la t ion to 

o thers . Here the term " ju s t i c e " minimally means j u s t i c e in 

one 's evaluation of one 's fellow beings. To be j u s t in t h i s 

sense also means not only to be j u s t i f i e d in one's assessment 

of another person, but perhaps more importantly also to do 

j u s t i c e to him. This could be explained thus : one i s j u s t i ­

f ied in one 's assessment of another person in the same vay 

as one might be j u s t i f i e d in making a claim to know tha t £. 

Whatever JD might stand for . Hence, for one to be j u s t i f i e d 

here i s for one to be able to give a sound j u s t i f i c a t i o n of 

one's assessment. But to do j u s t i c e to the other person 

involves the idea which i s much more than being merely 

j u s t i f i e d in one 's assessment of him; what i s of paramount 

requirement i s t ha t one has ensured t h a t one 's ego has not , 

in i t s mult i far ious subt le ways clouded one 's assessment, 

One's ego uses these ploys to deceive oneself in r e la t ion 

to the other J and to have done j u s t i c e to the other person 

i s also to have conquered to the extent poss ib le , one ' s 

self deceiving ego. Here i t w i l l be wrong to think tha t 

whatever might lend r a t i o n a l i t y to the moral end, the 

r a t i o n a l i t y of the pursu i t of the moral end i s s t i l l a 

matter of calculated matching of the means; adopted towards 

achieving th i s end. (Iiemoval of self-decep,tion as the most 
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su i t ab le means, in the required sense, tovards achieving 

j u s t i c e to the other person). Here, from the phenoraenolo-

g i c a l point of view, "the end" i s inconceivable "a ra r t 

from t h i s means" , Ho\v can one be sure tha t one has done 

j u s t i c e to the other person, i f there i s the s l i g h t e s t 

p o s s i b i l i t y that in one 's assessment of him one has only-

sel f -deceivingly served one's own ego? In such an eventuali­

ty , i t w i l l be absurd to t a lk about the 'means' as the 

"best" or the "most su i t ab l e " , since given the "end", the 

"means" i s quite inescapable. Indeed, the very idea of a 

means-end d i s t i nc t i on i s t o t a l l y inappropriate in t h i s 

context. In the phenomenology of morals, j u s t i c e and f ree ­

dom from self-deception are re la ted to each other in a way 

in which a "means" and an "end" o rd ina r i ly do not . For 

example, doing physical exercise i s a means to good hea l th , 

but the two are not bound to each other as a "moral end" i s 

bound to i t s means. Thus, the very process of achieving 

j u s t i c e towards another person i s the vfry process of 

a t t a in ing freedom from sel f -decept ion. 

Think now of the moral end as the achievement of the 

v i r tuous l i f e . A v i r tuous person i s not merely one who 

possesses the so cal led v i r tues such as courage, i n t e l l i ­

gence, te.apeiance and so on. Though t h i s argument has been 

offered e a r l i e r , l e t me dogmatically [repeat some of the 
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central points about what constitutes a virtuous life. 

A moral lile is one v.here the virtues come together in a 

mutually enhancing unity. In isolation and taken singly, 

the virtues need not, in fact very often do not, form a 

part of the moral life at all. Mention has been made, as 

an example of Godse who has used the virtue of courage 

for a most immoral purpose: that of killing a human being, 

thereby ignoring the other virtues such as "kindness", 

"tolerance", "forgiveness", and so on. And similarly with 

the virtue of "intelligence". As to temperance, "if it is 

untempered by the vital unity of the moral life it is for 

ever in danger of degenerating into soulless ritualistic 

desciplining of oneself"*. The question now is 'vhat makes 

these so called virtues an inseparable part of the idea 

of the moral life?' It is truth and love (or more modestly, 

perhaps, ahimsa). Truth once again in the sense of freedom 

from self-deception. And here, as already mentioned earlier, 

it is never enough thct one speaks the truth only occa­

sionally; one must, indeed, live the life of truth. Once 

again, we invjke the idea of VJitlgenstein who declares that, 

for one who has not mastered himself, is in no way possible 

to speak the truth; not because such a person is not clever 

enough yet, but because the truth can be spoken only by some 

*Ibid., p. ^k, 
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one vho i s a t home in i t - not by someone vho, despite 

l iv ing in falsehood on occasion reaches out to the t r u th , 

and as \*e have been groping so far to explain, the l i f e 

of t ru th can be hoped to be achieved, only through love, 

or a t l e a s t through the pract ice of ahimsa — H'ot in a sense 

of non-violence but more cor rec t ly , in the sense of non­

injury . For the Idea of "non-injury" to others must include 

des is t ing from using the other - in hov-ever self-deceiving 

and devious a way - in the service of one 's ov;n ego. As has 

been maintained, ahimsa may occasionally f lover into love; 

and love perhaps much more than ahimsa i s the opj^osite of 

e[jotism. Gandhi declares tha t love i s the pos i t ive mode of 

ahimsa. Thus to have loved someone i s also to have conquered 

one 's ego in re la t ion to tha t person. At the hear t of the 

idea of love i s the idea of t o t a l se l f lessness - which i s 

j u s t another way of expressing Uie idea of ego-lessness . 

So, the idea of l^ve here ca r r i e s with i t the r e spons ib i l i t y 

of tiie perpetual need to suppress the ego. I t i s an ever 

gnawing consciousness of the eas i ly compromisable e f fo r t to 
i 

slacken its vigilance and defeat the whole purpose of even 

the most altruistic of our actions. What we might call love 

is therefore, no love at all, if its metaphysical truth is 

unrecognised or ignored. Thus the crucial point to remember 

here in this regard is the fact that love is reflexivity. 
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The reason -why many fail to achieve this notion of love 

is because of the fear of the challenge it poses. Hence, 

very often, our metaphysical timidity quashes our moral 

aggression. | 

Thus, the rationality of the moral end is once more 

guaranteed by the fact that the moral pursuit is at the 

same time, the pursuit of truth. So, by now, if one appre­

hends the notion of the moral life in the sense expressed 

here, it vill be vrong to think of truth, ahimsa and love 

as the "means" to the achievement of the goal of the vir­

tuous life. As it v,ere, they are at the heart of the life 

of the virtues. Hence, the virtuous life can, as conceived 

traditionally 'move and have its being' in the vital matrix 

of truth, ahimsa and love. 

From ttiis account of morality, or the vision of moral 

life, it is clear that ''freedom'' here cannot mean the free­

dom which creates, ex nlhilo, moral values, because of the 

plain fact th^t moral values are not created at all. Nor 

can the idea of freedom be a matter of completely ungrounded 

decision. Of course, decisions to act one \vay or another 

may indeed in that narrov sense, be ungrounded. But this has 

nothing to do vith the concept of morality. Thus, free 

action, vhen it is also a moral action, must on the other 

hand, have iLs legitimacy on prior knowledge. VJhen I hav3 
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unself - deceivingly known the other in love and ahimsa, 

my action towards t i i r t person springs from th is icnowledge, 

and freedom cons is t s p rec i se ly in t h i s spontaneous flov 

of action from knowledge. 

The notions of any society i s bound to generate 

i n su f f i c i en t knowledge, or vvorse s t i l l , a wrong idea of the 

workings of that i n s t i t u t i o n , i f i t s , r e l a t ionsh ip with other 
I 

i n s t i t u t i o n s i s excluded. The r e su l t would be a report based 

on a warped perception. I t i s obvious therefore , tha t 

' r e l i g i o u s ' concepts cannot be ijtudied in i s o l a t i o n . Part 

of the understanding of what may be ca l led the " s p i r i t " of 

a re l ig ion cons i s t s , i t seems to me, in one 's being able to 

r e l a t e the re l ig ion to other i n s t i t u t i o n s and spheres of 

l i f e of the society in question. Take for ins tance , the 

Christ ian notion of God as "Father". I t would na tu ra l ly be 

absurd to accept that in such anthropomorphic l i t e r a l i t y . 

But then, however, i t i s cilso more than merely metaphorical 

in i t s use. The meaning of such usage would emerge only 

agains t the background of a form of l i f e which encompasses 

much more than what may narrowly be understood as the 

" r e l i g ious" , and one 's understanding of the concept becomes 

r icher through progressive exploration of the concept in an 

indef in i t e va r i e ty of contexts and also against the background 

of an e']ually indef in i te and unpredictable v a r i e t y of 
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experiences5 or.examine the notion of the popular dictum: 

"Love thy neighbour as thyself" vhich appears to be the 
I 

central core of Christianity, It is seemingly an exhorta­

tion, to transcend one's egocentricism, and instead prac­

tice 'humility' — similar to the Gandhian 'ahimsa'. This 

ideal of total selflessness may never be attained as has 

been discussed, by anyone, considering human frailties, 

but the morality nevertheless, lies in the effort. The 

point hovever, is that this is the profound meeting point 

of the concepts of religion, morality and society. A pro­

gressive exploration of this idea is, at the same time, an 

exploration into the nature of religion, morality and, 

human society. One must not, hov.ever commit the fallacy 
i 

of ass imilat ion vhi le thinking about other r e l i g ions . 

Certainly a dialogue betv;een the rep^resentatives of d i f f e -
I 

rent re l ig ions i s poss ib le , but each' must understand the 

other in the context i t i s presented in . In a s imilar 

fashion, when one's a t t en t ion i s d i rected tov-ards the 

study of a society as a wliole, one must be cautious tha t 
1 

the various institutions form the ensemble of that society, 

and thus, to study one institution to the total exclusion 

of the others would lead the observer in acquiring an 

impressionistic view of the rituals/practices which may at 

best understandably appear to one as absurd. For the native, 
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hovever, the co-ordinated f-unctions of a l l the -various 

i n s t i t u t i o n s , such as the ' p o l i t i c a l ' , ' soc ia l r o l e s ' , 

' r e l i g i o n ' and so for th , deternine h is socia l r e a l i t y . 

The idea of God, as I supt'rested e a r l i e r , guarantees 

the non-i l lusory character of the moral pu r su i t . I t i s not 

as though a non-rel igious person cannot be convinced of 

the au then t ic i ty of the moral l i f e . Hovever, for the r e l i ­

gious person nothing can be c learer than t h i s . I t ^ now 

seems to be necessary that ve have some understanding of 

the idea of the rel igious in the context of the phenomenon 

of the p l u r a l i t y of r e l ig ion . 

We have already made the point that there i s a par­

t i c u l a r l y intimate connection between a re l ig ion or a form 

of l i f e and i t s language . Clar i ty about the concepts of a 

p a r t i c u l a r re l ig ion cannot be achieved except by re la t ing 

them to the language in which they " l i ve and have the i r 

beii.g", and the form of l i f e which th i s l i f e ernbodies. This 

however does not e n t i t l e us to draw a r e l s t i v i s t i c ccnclu-

sion about the r e l a t i onsh ip between d i f f e ren t r e l ig ions . 

Although the concepts of d i f ferent r e l ig ions may vary from 

one another according to the form of l i f e in which tney 

play t h e i r specific r o l e s , yet the suggestion tha t tne con­

cepts of one re l ig ion may frequently throw l i gh t on the 
i 

concepts of the other and v i c e - v e r s a , ! i s not a t a l l unsound. 
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but i t i s also a fac t tha t there are c lu s t e r s of concepts 

wiiich in spi te of t h e i r differences in the i r spec i f ic nor­

mal s e t t i n g s , aie ea s i l y recognizable as re l ig ious con­

cepts , tha t i s concepts v;hich, as i t v,ere, transcend the 

bounis of any p a r t i c u l a r re l ig ion and somehow enter in to 

the idea of re l ig ion as such, yucii are the concepts, for 

example, of surrender to a non-human i n t e l l i g e n t power, 

of prayer, of meditat ion, of the search for the s p i r i t u a l 

as opposed to the merely mater ia l , and the idea that there 

i s much more to t h i s world than what can be perceived mere­

ly through the senses. These ideas may be d i f fe ren t ly spel t 

out in d i f fe ren t re l ig ious languages and they may be embo­

died in a c t i v i t i e s which may be subs t an t i a l l y d i f fe ren t 

from one another. Thus think of the concept of prayer and 

worship, and imagine the enormous differences between a c t i ­

v i t i e s which are connected witl̂ i these concepts in d i f fe ren t 

r e l i g i o n s . Even within the same rel igion there are d i f f e ­

rences. But in sp i te of such d i i^s imi lar i t ies i t can hardly 

be doubted that one can ta lk about the concept of prayer 

and vorsiiip in re la t ion to re l ig ion as such, a:)d not j u s t 

as always specif ic to a p a r t i c u l a r r e l i g ion . 

Perhaps one might f r u i t f u l l y make use of tlje V.'ittgen-

steinean concept of "family resemblance". One might say tha t 

we have the concept of re l ig ion a t a l l , not because there l9 
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a net\»ork of crias-crossing similarities among all the 

activities which go by the name of religion. One must 

hovever be cautious in accex̂ ting such a position. There 

have been people vho have, for instance, talked about the 

essential unity of all religions, and when such claims are 

made it is some particular feature that they have in mind 

and not just a network of similarities. However, such 

claims are usually not purely descriptive but rather nor­

mative in chai'acter. (This might however raise the inte­

resting question as to whether philosophy when it is con­

cerned with either Keligion or morality can be completely 

value-neutial. I shall however leave this question aside 

for the purpose of this present work). One can say the 

following about the claim of the essential unity of reli­

gions. 

1. That it is not obviously odd or nonsensical. 

2. That it may Itself be tl'ie product of a profound reli­

gious insight. 

3. That there is nothing absurd in the suggestion that tiie 

claims might at some future time be taken seriously by 

all religions and be incorporated into their respective 

forms of life. In other words, an inter-religious dia­

logue is not an incoherent concept and the consequences 

of such a dialogue might well be the realization, on the 

part of all the protagonists, of the basic unity of all 

religions. 
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Given t h i s caution, however, the idea of family 
/ 

resemblance i s a useful one in thinking about the pheno­

mena of re l ig ion . I t i s useful because there are not only-

genuine differences betv/eeu re l ig ions and re l ig ious prac-
\ 

t l c e s , bu t , even the s i m i l a r i t i e s tha t they exhib i t are 

always, or almost always, s i m i l a r i t i e s - to put i t para­

doxical ly — with a difference. There are for instance 

obvious s i m i l a r i t i e s between the devout Hindu's t o t a l 

se l f -surrender to say, Krishna, and the devout C h r i s t i a n ' s 

t o t a l se l f -surrender to Chr is t . But the phenomenologies, 

as i t were, of these se l f -sur renders are d i f fe ren t , and 

an access to these d i f fe ren t phenomenologies can be afford­

ed only by a grasp of the two d i f fe ren t re l ig ious languages 

and t h e i r corresponding 'forms of l i f e ' . 



CHAPTER::_IY 
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LANGUAGE, TRADITION, MODERNITY AND CHANGE 

Let me tsegin t h i s c h a p t e r with a q u o t a t i o n from 

V e r r i e r E l w i n ' s A Phi losophy For NEF'A, where l a t e J a v a h a r -

l a l Nehru remarked: 

" I am alarmed when I see - n o t only in t h i s 
count ry bu t in o t h e r g r e a t coxrntries too -
how anxious people are to shape o t h e r s a c c o r ­
ding to t h e i r own image o r l i k e n e s s , and t o 
impose upon them t h e i r p a r t i c u l a r way of 
l i v i n g . We a re welcome to our way of l i v i n g , 
b u t why impose i t on o t h e r s ? This a p p l i e s 
equa l l y t o n a t i o n a l and i n t e r n a t i o n a l f i e l d s . 
In f a c t , t he r e would be peace in the World 
i f people were to d e s i s t from imposing t h e i r 
way of l i v i n g on o t h e r people and cox;intries." 

" I am no t a t a l l sure which i s t h e - b e t t e r way 
of l i v i n g , t h e t r i b a l or our own. In some 
r e s p e c t s I am q u i t e c e r t a i n t h e i r ' s i s b e t t e r . 
Therefore , i t i s g r o s s l y presumptuous on our 
p a r t to approach them wi th an a i r of s u p e r i o ­
r i t y , to t e l l them how to behave o r what t o 
do and what n o t t o do. There i s no p o i n t i n 
t r y i n g to make of them a s e c o n d - r a t e copy of 
o u r s e l v e s . " 

From the above remark one g e t s a f a i r l y c l e a r i dea of 

the l a t e Prime M i n i s t e r favour ing a n o n - i n t e r f e r e n c e as f a r 

as p o s s i b l e , i n what i s g e n e r a l l y known as the ' t r i b a l ' way 

of l i f e o r another 'form of l i f e ' in the hope of " re forming" 

i t . There are numerous s o c i a l s c i e n t i s t s who s u b s c r i b e t o 

t h i s view, f o r i n s t a n c e , names such as John C o l l i e r in 

America, R a t t r a y in Af r i ca and so on, a re f a m i l i a r upho lde r s 

of t h i s n o t i o n . 
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The central theme of this chapter is the question 
I 

I , 

of understanding the ideas of ' t r ad i t iona l i sm and modernity^. 

I t : s often asked as to vvhich of these two notions i s the 

more desirable one. If the enquiry i s d i rec ted towards 

weighing the merits of one over the p ther , the absurdity i s 

ce r ta in ly appax-ent. F i r s t l y , every age c a l l s i t s e l f 'modern'; 
i t can also claim to be t r a d i t i o n a l in tlrie sense of cont i -

I 
nuing with or pa r t i c ipa t ing in the observance of cer ta in 

I I 
bas ic r i t u a l s arjd moral and soc ia l norms, without which the 

j i 

expression 'being t r a d i t i o n a l ' can have!no sense. Now of 
course, i f the concept of modernity hasja h i s t o r i c a l con t i -

i I 
nu i ty with t rad i t iona l i sm, the l a t t e r must be seen as an 

evolvement of the former. I t i s pe r fec t ly i n t e l l i g i b l e to 

imagine a culture which has remained ' s ta t ic for a length of 

timp Thus, the concept of modernity'has s ignif icance only 

with reference to the pas t , and suscept ible to a l t e r a t i o n s 
i 

in fu ture . This must be so i f a cul ture i s to survive, by 

conljrming to environmental and mater ia l changes. A pro-

gressive or dynamic cultui-e always brings l ife-enhancing 

changes in a l l areas of l i f e . However, j u s t look around and 

one observes tjiat technological growth encourages, vulgar 

consumerism at the cost of e t h i c a l values and jeopardizes 

the de l ica te balance of one 's moral or s p i r i t u a l l i f e with 

the world of materialism. In every progressive c u l t u r e . 
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there i s the provision for the uniform growth of both 

these aspects of man's l i f e . V l t t eens t e in ' s remark tha t 
i 

'every language i s complete' uust surely mean tha t a cu l ­

ture or a 'form of l i f e ' i s an autonomous, se l f - sus ta in ing 

uni t with a l l the various a c t i v i t i e s within i t imbued with 

significance and no p a r t s non-sens ica l . Hence, the wel l -
i 

being of a ' fo i^ of l i f e ' depenas on the mult i far ious pa r t s 
', 

acting with each other in a mutually enhancing way. Man i s 

e s s e n t i a l l y a centre of sani ty and wisdom; h i s asp i ra t ions 

in i t s nacure cannot only be wliolly a mechanism for order­

ing iraprtissions of sensat ions which tlie human organism 

receives from outside and for s igna l l ing a va r i e ty of mes-

sages useful for surv iva l , i'-nportant though these functions 

a re . Drsides being a ' language-wielding ' , ' s e l f - enqu i r ing ' 

c ree tu re , man i s also a ' t ru th - seek ing ' c rea tu re . This 

aspect of man determines h i s a t t i t u d e and re la t ionship 

with thp physical world and ti-jp s p i r i t u a l world. I t i s per-
I 

1 

haps only through t h i s , t ha t one might, .-ealise qui:;e d i s - -

t i nc t i ve worlu-views held by man in primordial ti7.es and 

in the present modern s i tua t ion . This d i s t i nc t i on i s , very 

poss ibly , the most c ruc ia l difference between what nay be 

termed as 'Tradi t iona l thought ' and the modern view of 

the ' t ielf ' . As to the exi^osition of the t r a d i t i o n a l man and 

http://ti7.es
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his re la t ion v i t h na tu re , I have re l i ed qui te subs t an t i a l l y 
•1 

on the view held by A.K. Saran. 

I t i s bel ieved t h a t the main c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of t r a ­

d i t i ona l man i s t ha t he i d e n t i f i e s himself as an i n d i v i s i ­

ble par t of nature or the cosmos. This being so, man i s 

thus an in teg ra l pa r t of the universe . This premise p re ­

supposes therefore , a ce r ta in uni ty between ' the microcosm 

and the macrocosm'; i t may hence, be cal led e i t h e r as an 

anthropocosmic or , a l t e r n a t i v e l y , a cosmo-anthropomorphic 

v is ion of man. 

Secondly, t h i s v is ion of man. i s based on what might 

be cal led a doctr ine of s igna tures , or the c rea t ive theory 

of language. The fundamental p r inc ip le of t h i s theory i s 

based on the assumption t h a t , the v i s i b l e or what i s appre­

hended i s the manifestation of the i n v i s i b l e . The under­

lying significance of t h i s theory i s t h a t the i n v i s i b l e 

imbues s u b s t a n t i a l i t y to the v i s i b l e . I t i s not , as the 

argument goes, a d i a l e c t i c between the known and the un­

known; i t i s not the unknown t h a t c a l l s for th knowledge, 

but the i n v i s i b l e , the unknowable. Hence, i t i s the lonper-

ceived tha t lends form and legit imacy to what i s seen. 

1. Language Tradit ion and Modem C i v i l i s a t i o n . Indian 
Philosophical Quarterly Publ ica t ions , (137 Ramchandra 
Gandhi). Department of Philosophy, Poona I h i v e r s i t y , 
Pune. 
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Conversely, ther fore , "knovledfe and language are always 
p 

being l e t , as i t vere, into a sec re t " . What t h i s system 
I 

advocates is that one dravs forth jtnowledge from an Inexpli-
I 

cable, ineffable, alchemical reserve of infinite cosmos, 

which, in its endless bounty remains ever elusive to finite 

i 
man's attempt a t a h o l i s t i c grasp bf i t . 

I 

The in t e re s t ing feature of t h i s system of Imowledge 

i s i t s assumed uni ty . I t i s not the case tha t man's pursui t 

for knowledge culminates somehow contingently, advantageous-

ly or maybe, even inconveniently in an in tegra ted unif ied 

system. Nor it. i t the case that such a system i s , there-
i 

fore , qui te dispensable. The essence of the matter i s thati, 

the very system assumes a common core, tha t i s , a centre 

which i s , as mentioned, ' the unknowable' or ' the i n v i s i b l e ' . 
I ; 

Hence, t h i s t r a d i t i o n a l tl'jeory of knowledge assumes, at •she 
I I 

very ou tse t , a uni ty . In contemporary' theories of language, 

signs or symbols are thought to be! a product of languag-J 

and knoxvledge. In the t r a d i t i o n a l view of language, hov-ever, 

knowledge i s the product of given s igns . Hence, what th . s 

vis ion pos tu l a t e s , i s t h a t , knowledge i s the r e s u l t of sruth 

derived from na tu re . 

2. Ibid. 
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Tradi t ional thought maintains tha t thei^ i s no c l e a r -

cut def in i t ive d i s t i nc t i on "between un i ty and m u l t i p l i c i t y . 

The ' I ' c a r r i e s with i t the notion of a symbolic un i ty 

with the cosmos, and simultaneously, the p o s s i b i l i t y of 

the idea of manifesting i t s e l f in p l u r a l i t y . 

In the t r a d i t i o n a l view, knowledge accrues from 

deciphering the symbols tha t are manifested, and the expla­

nat ions always have a gnost ic i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , un l ike , as 

Saran contends, parochial s c i e n t i f i c thought which, because 

of i t s agnosticism, i s na ively and dogmatically impove­

r ished to tha t extent . Sc i en t i f i c thought pronounces t h a t 

2 + 2 i s merely V, while symbolic thought searches for the 

hidden meanings hidden behind the nijimber ot phenomena. 

Since these meanings are not sensuo^ly experienced, they 

remain ever a sec re t . Symbolic Hindu thought, as the 

example goes, i n t e r p r e t s the number 'i+' as symbolising the 

' un ive r se ' and not merely the aggregate of four \anits . 

Similar ly for the grammarian, the alphabets are not j u s t 

bui lding blocks, as i t were, of spoken or wr i t ten languages. 

I t i s said tha t the second l e t t e r of the DEVANAGIRI s c r i p t 

'kha ' symbolises the e the r , sky and the cosmic world. 

I t has been argued tha t the modem concept of man i s 

an aberra t ion and hence, the only va l i d question in t h i s 

file:///anits
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area i s not the anthropological question 'what i s man?' 

hut the more comprehensive t r a d i t i o n a l query: 'who am I ? ' . 

The approach to the matter in the t r a d i t i o n a l se t up forms 

a segment or a pa r t of agnostic inquiry in to the 'unknow­

able ' whose cosmosity i s given, as i t were, and in which 

i s contained the symbolic correspondences cons t i tu t ing 

the i n v i s i b l e l i f e of the cosmos. This cosmosity implies 

a imity and m u l t i p l i c i t y which e n t a i l each other . Now, 

the very notion of anthropology i s a modern not ion. 

F i r s t , the anthropological mode 'what i s man'? has 

the consequence of maJi being ob jec t i f i ed , so t h a t t h i s 

question i s on a par l og i ca l l y and substant ive ly with the 

question l i k e 'what i s a t a b l e ' ? or 'what i s a blackboard '? 

and so on. I t f a i l s to express the presupposit ion tha t man 

i s not an object and thus l e t s us lapse in to the s t a tus 

of^objects and t h i s i s c l ea r ly a paradoxical s i t u a t i o n , 

for although man i s considered as something unique, some­

thing d i f f e ren t from the r e s t of the cosmos, the anthropo­

l o g i c a l mode of questioning does no t , in any way whatsoever, 

h in t a t t h i s e i t h e r l og i ca l l y or even syn t ac t i c a l l y . 

Secondly, i f t h i s mode of enquiry i s accepted as a 

bas i s for inves t iga t ions about man, then the question s t a r t s 

with a gap between the epistemic and the ontic l e v e l s ; 
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betveen knowledge and being. This i s an irredeemable chasm 

tha t cannot, in p r i n c i p l e , ever be bridged. 

The th i rd consequence of a l l knowledge of man, 

accrued through anthropological inves t iga t ion i s bound to 

be impoverishing as the enquiry i s p r inc ipa l ly empir ical . 

Hence, the research res i i l t s in an acco\int of man of what 

he has done in the matter of c i v i l i s a t i o n and cu l tu re . The 

other aspect of man, namely the ontological aspect i s 

ignored. Hence, the form of enquiry excludes man's essence, 

from the very ou t se t . The modern view, therefore , t h a t man 

can only have a h i s t o r y and be imderstood so le ly through 

h i s accomplishments and does not find i t necessary to take 

in to account h i s nature and dest iny, i s incomplete in i t s 

inves t iga t ion . 

Fourthly, the anthropological enquiry f a i l s to offer 

a coherent account of pre-modem man e i t h e r in terms of a 

discontinuous dichotomy, or as in the works of the s t r u c ­

t u r a l i s t s , in terms of a continuum linking both pre-modein 

and modern man. The r e s u l t i s t h a t t r a d i t i o n a l man i s made 

problematic. Modem thought here faces a dilemma. If h i s ­

tory , as such, i s denied modern t imes, i t must be considered 

non -h i s t o r i c a l . Yet, i t pr ides i t s e l f on being h i s t o r i c a l . 

Now again, i f the h i s t o r y of man i s taken in to account 

before the emergence of the modern age, the consciousness 
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of t r a d i t i o n a l man may be explained in one of the following 

Mays: I t may be explained in evolutionary terms with the 

process of a continuous development from tieginning to 

modern ago, or as the difference be|tween error- ignorance 

and 'lmo\vledge-truth'. At f i r s t , a . 'discontinuity was con-

sidered and posited with i t s inev i tab le d i f f i c u l t i e s . 

Hovever, now modern thought finds i t more convenient to 

explain t r a d i t i o n a l man's consciousness by posi t ing a con­

t inui ty as lound in the v.orks of the so-cal led St ruc tura-
I 

l i s t s , among whom Levi Strauss has jeamed prominence. 

Thus, now i t i s ra ther c lear to apprehend t h a t the 

modern form of the question ^what i s man'? jeopardizes or 

d is rupts the t r a d i t i o n a l conviction of a uni ty between man 

and the ' d i v i n e ' , since man, in t h i s mode of questioning 

has been r e i f i e d . This separative'ness, though, inevi tably 

encourages unacceptable conclusions, there i s seemingly, • 

within t h i s framework, a redeeming theory which advocates 

tha t man rau;;t become, to the extent poss ib le , master of the 
' I i 

world. This i s not , on the f ina l ana lys i s , a solut ion to 
the problem, but i t explains modern] 'ijan's vision of himself, 

i 
and h i s ambitions and has indeed, drawn the a t t en t ion of 

i 

soc ia l Sc i en t i s t s as a p res t ig ious lanxiety. The conquest 
' vs. 

ol' nature by man, by i t s very log ic , i s descr ip t len of the 
j 

uni ty and i s thus responsible for the reversa l of the normal 
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relationship: vihereas, knowledge should control Its appli-
i 

cations, the possibilities of application now control 

knowledge. 

Last ly, the nature of the question 'what i s man?' 

though excludes the questioner (which could in theory be 

a non~human being) i t i s an Indubitable fact tha t i t i s 

man himself who i s asking i t . VTiile on tlrie other hand, 

the autological question 'who am I ? ' includes the ques-

t ioner both semantically and s y n t a c t i c a l l y . Thus i t might 

be ca l led a pseudo-question from a cer ta in point of view. 
I i 

In the modem scientific mode, knowledge of man is 

necessarily through his works, and since man himself is the 

enquirer, it is quite plain to admit that the object and 

subject of enquiry here is one and the;same. In the human 
! 

sciences, man is both the object and subject of enquiry, 

unlike in the natural sciences where he is only the subject 

and not the object of enquiry. However^ from the point of 

view of traditional man the subject of ̂enquiry, say the natu­

ral scientist, is not distinguished from nature. So, whether 

man is investigationg nature or himself, it is the same 

phenomenon he investigates. However, in the modern view. 
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with the loss of the iinified anthropocosraic view, which 

as we have seen, pre-modem man had elaborated, there 

i s a feel ing of ohjecthood and a l i ena t ion which modem 

man seeks to overcome, with no hope of success, by-

t ry ing to reshape the cosmos in h i s own image. I t i s the 

modem view's slogan tha t we can understand only what 

we have made, and so, since nature i s not man-made, we 

cannot u l t imate ly have va l id knowledge of i t . However, 

as h i s to ry i s made by man, he can have systematic, va l i d 

knowledge of h i s t o ry . I t i s a lso a pos tu la te of t r a d i ­

t i o n a l thought t ha t we can understand only what we our­

se lves make. The c ruc i a l difference however, in t r a d i ­

t i o n a l thought i s t h a t the world and man are not man-made, 

so a h o l i s t i c grasp of e i t h e r by man i s not poss ib le . 

Therefore the logic of modem thought leads man to pro­

nounce tha t since he cannot understand what i s not made 

by him he employs science a t h i s command and d i s tu rbs 

the normal science-technology r e l a t ionsh ip which a hea l ­

thy s c i e n t i f i c climate would requ i re . 

This modern a t t i t u d e to l i f e has ce r ta in tremendous 

adverse consequences. The f i r s t being tha t man's r e l a ­

t ionsh ip with the mate r ia l world i s inver ted. I t was 

normally the case tha t man finds h i s ear th ly l i m i t a t i o n s 

as a negation or an obs tac le , a l b e i t temporari ly, to h i s 

i d e n t i t y with the i n f i n i t e cosmos. Now t h i s , being the 
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case, the anthropological quest ion 'of making the sulDJect 

and. object of study the same, inver t s t h i s r e l a t ionsh ip . 

Ana so, given the rupture that separates man from na ture , 

there i s a ca tegor ica l division bet^^'een the na tu ra l 

sciences, where man, along \'iitt] other na tu ra l phenomena 

i s the object of study, and the human or socia l sciences, 

vhere man i s a problematic subject i- object of i n v e s t i -
I I 

gation. The moment that this need for 'the knower and the 

known to be identical arises in the context of enquiry, 

the enquirer faces the principle that you can only under-
I j 

stand fully what you have made or done yourself, and thus 

concludes since we do not understand fully what we have 
I 

not made, we will have to make our bwn universe so that 

we may come to understand it, by reshaping it under our 

control, tio man, a finite, empirical being, whose vision 

has narrowed down to the point where he sees himself as 

an object, ends up determined to play the role of an 
I 

i n f i n i t e , t ranscendenta l , environment reshaping being. 

Thud, an euujirical theory of transcenoence i s presupposed 

in th i s mode and the very en te rpr i se r e s t s on the efficacy 

of t h i s mode, \ 
I i 1 I 
I 

However, since this enterpriae rests on a misunder-
i 

standing of our own nature, as welljas that of the cosmos, 
I 

there are grave and ultimately prohibitive costs within 
I 

the modern form of investigation and its associated 
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technological adventure. These c o s t s , character ised as 

unassa i lab le ' r e s i d u e s ' , l e f t by the modem endeavour 

become indubitably pronounced v i t h i n the modem perspec­

t i v e i t s e l f ; and the costs are so high t h a t , some day, 

people w i l l have to r e t u i n , as the argument goes, to the 

t r a d i t i o n a l view of th ings . 

The residues which modem thought about man leaves 

and recognises have been expl icated in the following ways: 

they are the residues of temporal i ty , experience and ima­

g ina t ion , Iden t i ty and r a t i o n a l i t y . 

F i r s t , the residue of temporal i ty . No one has any 

memory of one 's b i r t h , nor experienced the overtaking of 

death. As opposed to the t r a d i t i o n a l world-view, where 

l i f e and death, sleeping and waking, demons and angels 

have a l l the appropriate onto logica l explanations and 

form a pa r t of the t o t a l i t y of the cosmos besides other 

phenomena, modem thought fears and so b a s i c a l l y avoids 

any theory re la ted to the idea of death. But t h i s i s 

mainly in the individual l e v e l sind so pronounced t h a t 

science as such, i s not concerned v i th the ind iv idua l . 

However, i f one looks a t p r e -h i s to ry for ins tance , or 

geology, archaeology and anthropology in the l i g h t of 

ethnography one finds t h a t a time has been pos i ted when 

nature and earth ex is ted , but man's existence had not ye t 
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evolved. But when one conceptual ises i t , i t i s done as 

i f mankind vere already the re , because the modes of per­

ception through vhich t h i s i s done are human modes. This 

i s an obvious cont rad ic t ion , since i f mankind had not 

ex is ted then, a descr ipt ion i s not poss ib le a t a l l . I t 

i s not l i k e saying today 's man i s not the Roman man or 

a Chinese and so on, because ve do pos i t some cont inui ty 

between ourselves and the people of the races mentioned. 

Similar ly ve might even pos i t a l ink between ourselves 

and p r e - h i s t o r i c man. However i t seems to be an absurdi ­

ty to t a lk of a cont inui ty between a time uninhabited by 

man and times inhabited by him. This impermissible des­

c r ip t ion of such a residue of time seem to be bas ic to 

some theor ies of the socia l sciences as regards the con­

s t ruc t ion of p re -h i s to ry . 

There i s , s imi la r ly , no r e l a t i onsh ip seemingly, in 

man's l i f e , between the past and fu tu re . One i s re la ted 

to the pas t through memory, and the future only through 

experience. However these are pure subject ive concepts 

and so, unless one can appear to a non-subjective theory 

of memory and hope, the conceptual d i scon t inu i ty between 

pas t and fu tu re , and the e x i s t e n t i a l cont inu i ty between 

them w i l l never be bridged. This i s ye t another instance 

of a residue of temporal i ty , not only palpable but actual­

ly created by modem thought, and s t i l l unfort imately 

incapable of absorbing i t . 
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Secondly, there are the residues of experience and 

imagination. What i s observed i s the unaccountable wonder 

t ha t man's energy exceeds h i s experiences, and also t ha t 

strange laws and demsinds are imposed upon him. How i s i t 

tha t man has been the subject of a language which has 

been formed without him, and within which he i s obliged 

to lodge h i s speech and thought? Is i t tha t the words he 

uses merely animates a segment of h i s varied energy to 

innumerable p o s s i b i l i t i e s ? In other words, the concepts 

we use for understanding ourselves in contemporary thought 

have as i t s bas i s in a frsane of imagination which man in 

terms of anthropological knowledge l acks . Thus, t h i s 

becomes a res idue. 

The next residue i s that of man's i d e n t i t y with 

regard to the explanation of i t in modem terms. A des­

c r ip t i on of the ' S e l f , whatever the descr ip t ion maybe, 

in whatever aspect , the implication i s that t h e ' I ' i s 

always 'n plus 1 ' . What i s meant i s t h i s ; t h a t ' I ' apar t 

from being the knowep, i s a lso the known. And the known 

must be 'n plus 1' because tlrfe i t cannot be equal to ' n ' 

which he knows. Now t h i s being a res idue, modem thought 

has no way of coping with i t , but indeed i r o n i c a l l y , i t 

has engendered i t . The problem i s not t h a t va l id human 

theor ies do not know of res idues . As mentioned and implied 
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a l l along, t r a d i t i o n a l thought has i t s bas i s on the con­

cept of res idues . So in t h i s conceptual framevork, the 

notion of residues has i t s r igh t fu l place in the Ontolo-

g i ca l scheme of th ings . 

The residue of r a t i o n a l i t y appears ra ther strongly 

as the culmination of the e a r l i e r onesc I t s cha rac t e r i s ­

t i c seems pronounced in three main aspects of l i f e . They 

are unreason or i r r a t i o n a l i t y , the unconscious and sex. 

1. Even in the modem frame of th inking , the •uncons­

c ious ' i s taken to be an autonomous concept, which means, 

i t i s not believed to be a par t of the conscious and 

whiclT, in due course of time wi l l become conscious. The 

notions of sleep and death are accepted as independent 

generic concepts. In ce r ta in ways, the unconscious as a 

concept i s the discovery of modern thought i t s e l f . Marx 

might, there fore , have been hasty in pronouncing tha t in 

some future time, man w i l l have f u l l understanding of a l l 

t ha t there are and tha t there w i l l be nothing unexplian-

ab le , for those who recognise i t , cannot honestly speak 

of i t as being abolished a t any time. 

2. On the surface, the idea of ' i r r a t i o n a l i t y ' looks 

l i k e a lower form of r a t i o n a l i t y , one might very wel l be 

tempted to brand i t as a kind of s u b - r a t i o n a l i t y . On ana­

lysing the form of i r r a t i o n a l s t r u c t u r e s , however, as 
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discovered by modem social sciences', one will not think 

of them aa a cleTogatory form of rationality -which could 

be overcome witl'j the development of human reason. Modem 
I 

• thought recognises various irrational structures of which 

religious form of life is one. The idea is also understood 

in terms either of a combination of unconscious motives 
j 

and irrationality, or purely as irrational structures of 

which there are many. Therefore, it may not be correct to 

say that religion as such, and not just certain mistakes 

inherent in it, will disappear altogether when there 

comes a day when man unders.tands everything about the 

natural world. The notion-of irrationality is as indepen­

dent and autonomous as the concept of reason, similarly 

as the idea of the unconscious which| is inborn with man 
1 

and employed as a principle of explanation and theory 
i 

construction in modern social sciences. 

3. Lastly, aox is basically a residue because it is 

usually treated as a kind of primal energy not essentially 

i ! 
a par t of human l i f e , so tha t i t s form, . transformation and 

! { 

perversions are usually recognised against the background 

of a combination of the unconscious and' sex of in terms 

of itself. This is quite evident in the modern attitude to 

life, where language, bein? a repository of a 'form of life' 
I 

reflects tlri<.-> monopoly of the scientific and industrial 
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mode of production over tî ie t r a d i t i o n a l mode of cosmic 

1 
percept ion. The language of modern society p a r t i c u l a r l y 
the i ndua t r i a l nat ions ident i fy the -worth of labour v;ith 

I 
the outputs of indust ry . The seemingly t o t a l ma te r i a l i za ­
tion of consciousness i s s e l f - r e f lee ted in every a c t i v i t y 

i 
of l i f e , Schools have, as the i r aim of production 'educa-

I 
t i o n ' , while e a r l i e r , people ask vhat children ' l e a r n ' . 

j 
''The functional sh i f t from verb to noun h igh l igh t s the 

I 
corresponding impoverishment of the jsocial imagination. 

people wno speak a nominalist language hab i tua l ly express 

propr ie tary relat ionslJips to work which they have". 

Modem people, whether they be labourers or bureaucra ts , 

t a lk about hriylng-work, vfhile persants say they do i t . 

Those wfio hava been modernized expf^ct indus t r i e s not only 

to produce more ^7ood3 bui also '"oorc work for .-nore people. 
1 

People f-.ccjuirc; kno\<led£^-e, mobility e|Ven aensitivit^^ or 

hc^alth. They have not only work or fun but even sex. 

Hence, the sexual aspect of nan which i s t rea ted t r a d i ­

t i ona l ly as a necessary adjiinct to human or aniraal l i f e 

i s t r ea tea now as something ' e x t r a ' iwhicii may or may not 

be had according to choice. The perversion of t h i s 

i n s t i n c t ii. t.)o evident , p a r t i c u l a r l y in trjs modern Ves-

tt'in soc i e t i e s where science hab c •^ttr-'nined tne eyolutiop 

of, what i s Vnown popularly as , tut- iper^issj-vp s o c i e t y ' . 
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Of oourso, t h i s la not to say, ( i t w i l l ue too wrongly-

naive to claim t h a t i t does) that even in former t imes, 

l lcent iousneys does not e x i s t , nor cel ibacy considered 

v i r tuous , but uaoh has i t s proper explanat ions, unl ike 

modern times, vhich ba s i ca l l y , t r i e s to ignore i t from 
i 

the realm of moral i ty. Problems in t h i s regard are solved 

merely j u r i sp ruden t i a l l y . Hence, t h i s i s also a residue 
I 

of r a t i o n a l i t y since reason i s regarded as the basic 

too l and a suf f ic ien t one for understanding and coping 

with them. Yet they are not suboumable by reason alone 

and regurdfd a« aovt;reign and autonomous from other areas 

of l i f e , with t he i r own p a r t i c u l a r needs and demands. 

Ve have seen some of the problems' bas ic and inev i ­

table to society which views man as an pbject , i l l u s t r a -
I 1 

ted in thj quest ion: "What i s man?" or a d i s to r t ed t r an-

s i t i on from the t r a d i t i o n a l se l f -enqui r ing , t ruth-seeking 

"who am I?" The tr.'-:dltional conci^rn by i t s very nature of 

the enquiry r e f l e c t s the very idea of self -consciousness , 

which, by implicat ion, would mean a perpetual anxiety for 
I 

the ' b e l f and i t s r e l a t ionsh ip with) the non-human world. 

The ' I ' as in speech, i s e s t ab l i shed ' a s a manifestation of 

our independence from causa l i ty in the narrow but humanity-
i 

defining area of our l i v e s where se l f -consciousntss exp l i -

c i t l y relpna, Thu«, i t seems to md t h a t , in a broad sense, 
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the- ' S e l f must h<ove precedence over 'the mater ia l world 

and not , as ia often the case, presen'tly in many socie­

t i e s , be subsumed under i t . Intemperate ponsumerism i s 

the' «Self« with the 

of perspective from 
I 

the inevi tab le resu l t of ident i fying 

world of tnaterialisrn. This inversion 

the t r a d i t i o n a l to the modern leads to an inversion of 
! ! 

values. i I 
I I 
i 

What is now quite expected to be asked is: 'What is 
I 

the idea of progress?' Does it mean technological sophis­

tication alone with the spiritual aspect relegated to a 
i 

mere continjency? The i l l s of t^-.is perspect ive i s a l l too 

evident in the i r r e l i g i o u s , unmetaphyslcal s c i e n t i f i c a l l y 
i 

— advanced covintries. The s p i r i t u a l poverty renders them 

l i a b l e to f a l l prey to a l l so r t s of meretr ic ious cu l t s 

with temporary remedies. Hence, poverty in the s p i r i t u a l 

aspect of one leads to se l f -des t ruc t ive consequences. For 

ins tance , Uie high ra te of suicide in i the Wes t - t e s t i f i e s 

to a contempt of l i f e as d i f f i c u l t and meaningless. On the 
! 

other hand, one cannot rationally advocate a social system 
! 1 
I > 

where science end technology are vehemently discouraged to 
the extent of threatening ea r th ly exis tence . Common sense 

recognises tha t s c i e n t i f i c discoA^eries can be used in a t 
i 

l e a s t two different and opposite v-ays.i Namely, where the 

essence of mrn or the 'tself ' i s relegated to serving 
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machines, and where technology i s sutjservient to i t . The 

f i r s t leads to "spec ia l i sa t ion of funct ions, i n s t i t u t i o n a -

l i s a t i o n of values and cen t ra l i sa t ion of pover and turns 
( 
f 

people in to the accessories of bureaucracies or machines. 

The second enlarges each person 's competence, control 

and i n i t i a t i v e , l imited only by other i nd iv idua l s ' claims 

to an equal renge ot power and freedom.'. 

To formulate a theory or framework about a future 

society \vhich i s considered modern and a t the same time 

not dominated by indust ry , the pr inc ip le concern should 
! 

be the recognition of na tu ra l scales}and l i m i t s . The f i r s t 

case to Dear in mind, i t would seem to appear, i s tha t 
i 

only v i th in cer ta in l i m i t s can machines replace human 

labour; "beyond these l im i t s tiiey lead to a new kind of 

serfdom'". Similar ly, within cer ta in i l i m i t s can education 

be relevant to a man-made environmen :, beyond t h a t , i t 

l eacs to a naive dogm&tic system. Likewise, p o l i t i c s , too, 

has i t s place — i t s concern ought to 

bution of maximum i n d u s t r i a l outputs 

equal inputs of energy or information. If the l im i t s of 

these a c t i v i t i e s axe recognised, then i t may be possible 

be towards the d i s t r i -

r a the r than with 

3 . Ivan I l l i c h : Tools for Convivial i ty , j p . 12. 
If. I b i d . ' i 
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to a r t i c i i l a t e the t r i a d i c r e l a t ionsh ip betveen ' p e r s o n s ' , 

•machinery' and a 'nev s o c i e t y ' . 

The issue tha t concerns us next i s , the modal i t ies 

t h a t would be required in es tab l i sh ing vhat might be p re ­

sumptuously labe l led as a progress ive , balanced modern 

socie ty . Nov a c u l t u r e , being a form of human l i f e , must 

of necess i ty be 'open-ended' i f i t vere to survive in time 

by adapting i t s e l f to the needs and ingenuity of i t s peo­

p le . As long as the changes are however not so d r a s t i c as 

to jeopardise other a c t i v i t i e s within tha t form, then such 

ideas are eas i ly incorporated. But i f tiiey were to have 

an adverse ef fect on the fabr ic of tha t form then such 

ideas would be unwelcome. 

Having arr ived a t t h i s j i incture , i t may now be app­

ropr ia te to concern ourselves with the task of answering 

j u s t how ought a socie ty , for want of a b e t t e r word, to 

' p rogress ' ? I t w i l l , of course, be inadequate to t a lk of 

modernity without taking in to account the aspect of tech­

nological progress as wel l . What has been objected to in 

the Western model i s the t o t a l , or near t o t a l , exclusion 

of the s p i r i t u a l aspect of man, thereby, losing s igh t of 

the essence of the Self, which i s a mircaculous synthesis 

of mind and body. 
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For a cul ture to survive, i t must have the element 

of dynamism in i t . In fac t , i t s very survival i s i t s dyna-

mism, v,hich eciauree i t s progrostiivet|ess. The t ru th of t h i s 
I 

i s evident in any of the spoken languages which 'couches' 

as i t vere, the s p i r i t of a people. V'e jhave had the occa­

sion to mention in a previous chapter t h a t , what lends 

' l i f e ' to a language i s p rec i se ly the vibrancy of the cu l -
j I 

ture of which it is a part. Thus, any contemporary language 
is a 'live' language. Conversely, a;'dead' language (e.g., 

Latin, Sanskrit or the language spoken during the Karappan 

civilization) reflects a 'dead' culture. So, unless a cul-

ture keeps iTroving, debilitating inertia would ensure its 

destruction. A state of entropy is a sign of regression. 

So, a resistance to change under the garb of cultural 

loyalty would ironically and tragically only ignorantly 

auger for its extinction. Thus, obscurantism in cultural 
I 

life is faelf-annihilationism. Now the growth of a culture 

appears to (impend mainly on the interaction between self-

generating evolutionism (which perhaps could go by the 

name of 'ingembua creativity') and the internalization of 

external influences (which might be described as 'innova-

tive adaptations'). This brings us right back to where we 

have begun; namely, 'how ought to a society modernize?' To 

assert 'this ought to be undertaken within the cultural 
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framevork' is merely Vegging tiie question. To attempt an 

ansv,er to this question one could not, one feels, do 

v̂ ithout a clear understanding of the notions of 'reform' 

and 'revolution' —terms which are so popularly in use in 
i 

human society the&e days in modern times. 

Before exposing the literal conceptual difference 

between these two terms, let us first see the natural link 

between the social life and political life of any given 

society, so that these notions are better understood which 

might, hopefully assist one in making a rational choice 

oi either, according to the need of the times. 

A political act is usually vindicated by its context. 

In traditional life, the act of governing is an organic 

part of the cultural ensemble. In modern times, too, this 

truth, thjugh very often forsaken, must at least in prin­

ciple, be recognised. Vieber asserts that when an action 

is directed tovards the others, it is then, a social 

action. Thus, political actions -nust be such actions which 

usually find sanction under two main legitimising condi­

tions. They are namely, (1) thiough tthe idea of 'Assent' 

... whicij is that the expediency of ,an act rests on the 

authority of a culture, (2) 'Bibsent' ... ti.is form normally 

espouses a general principle without any cultural reference. 

Thus, such an act becomes merely formal. 
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If one really"apprehends culture of a people, there 

i 

are, one findti, various forms of delight in its institu­

tions. The totality is reverence for the culture. It has 

been said that 'man', besides being'a terrestrial creature, 
is also a social being. 3o an action, vhich conforms to 

I 
this need, by I'ecognislng and pursuing tiiis fact, for the 

general welfare of society, is constitutive of a 'good 

life' on earth. The political lavs must oe such that they 

a?-vays leave open the possibility for the human imagina­

tion to exercise its creativity. The section dealing vith 

a 'Critique of Judremenf as found in the Critique of Pure 

Reason, reports that Kant opines the faculty of 'imagina­

tion' builds a schema betveen what he calls the 'pure' 

concepts and tho 'sensuous' concepts. Hence, the faculties 

of 'understanding' ana 'sensibility'i naturally fall in 

togetĥ jr in imagination (e.g., the appreciation of beauty).-

Cultural meanings are usually embedded in two forms, 
I I 

They are , na-nely, ( l ) Con Lextu^-.lizetion or spec i f i c i t y , and 
(2) Decontextualization or un ive r sa l i t y (or symbolisation). 

I 

They are not ontologically different but are two aspects 

of cultural significations. Symbolisations may be called 

transcendental concepts, for, as thejword suggests, decon-
1 

textuaiization transcends situational specifics anc thus, 

effectively serve as exemplars, (o.g.j, Hamlet —the meaning 
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i s so fecund i t can be used as countless g e n e r a l i t i e s and 

expressed over and over again) . Culturemay said to be the 

t o t a l i t y of exemplars, which thus, in p r inc ip l e , cannot be 

defined exhaustively. They are organic uni ty orchestrated 

where each exemplar plays a ro l e . Noy, any action has 

( l ) Behaviour — v/lr ich includes not j u s t involvement but 

an understanding by the pe rpe t r a to r , l o f what i s being' done 

and (2) Text —which embodies a representat ion of a c l a s ­

sic communication and may express i t s meaning e i t h e r in 
I 

(a) Hermeneutical form, and (b) biographical form. 
1 

A hermeneutical author is not an empirical author. 

Here the anonymization of the author transforms the empi­

rical author into a subject or the self. The text has a 
I 

universal addressee and severes tiie spatio-temporal bonds. 
The character or the actor of Uje text is made 'larger 

I 
than life', and thus acquires a characteristic which is 

more than a mere person. The figure becomes a 'Personage', 

whose speeches and actions seem to be prophetic. An 

epochal actor seems to be adopted by Time to perform a 

providential act, by articulating the 

community.- The very expression of the 

projects the vision of the good life, 

the longinj of the group which they may not even be awai'e 

of, bo, when politics and culture interact, one becomes 

consciousness of the 

text unifies and 

besides articulating 
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aware of p r o l i f i c sources of irapertitiyea. P o l i t i c a l ac ts 

derive i t s s ignif icance from the culture of a people which 

i t seeks to s e r \ e ; though, hov.ever, they are not r ea l ly 
I 

p a r a s i t i c a l on cu l tu re . Any conscientious p o l i t i c a l act 

must thus respond to a s i tua t ion and derive i t s legit imacy 

from e i t h e r or both moral and c u l t u r a l grounds, ijo now, 
I 
1 

we mieht say with some measure of confidence that 'poli-

tics without culture is blind, and culture without poli­

tics is empty'. This is not to mean, however, that the cul­

tural aspect of a people is the only source that lends 

legitimacy to political acts, or that jis, political legi-

timacy is based necessarily on cultural sanctions. One can 

observe — as in the revolutionary Marxist governments — 

that traditionalism in such systems hajs only contingent 
/ i ' 

applications (as in the selection of cultural items such 
as, songs, dances and literature etc.)L The purpose of this 

1 

discussion i s not to show which system'of government i s 
I 
( 

moi'e valid but merely to expose the organic relationship 

that exists between 'culture' ant' 'polities', —since the 

idea of politics as conceived traditionally, is as much an 

integral part of the cultural life as, say, the institution 

of 'marriage', or religious rituals etc. 
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On passing \e can briefly :;'lance over the doctrine 

of nationhood which involves a transformation of both po-

lltlcs and t:ulture. Only through this two fold transforma­

tion from what is the case, vhat ought to be, could be 

envisaged a political cultui-e that would infuse legitimacy 

into nationhood and statehood. The concern here with 

nationalism is primarily with nationalism as a doctrine 

rather than nationalism as a movement, with what consti-

tutes its core ideas rather than with what lends appeal to 
i 

these ideas at any particular juncture of time and circum-
1 

stances. Theie can be little doubt hovever, that variance 

of the projected and. transformation, (of culture and poli­

tics) are capable of serving national movements as legiti-
! 

mizing ideologies . And. in so far as! they are , ne i the r of 
i 

them are immune to ideologica l d i s t o r t i o n . Which of the 
two va r i an t s lends i t s e l f more eas i ly to ideologica l per- . 

I 

version i s howevor, l e s s relevant to my argument than i t 

i s to determine if there i s such a thing as an a - p o l i t i c a l 

or non -po l i t i c a l form of nationalism. IJhe th rus t of the 

argument points to a ne,.'ative answer. V:y contention i s 
i j 

tha t both doc t r ina l variance involve' not a sh i f t from the 
i I 

p o l i t i c a l to tirje non-po l i t i ca l but ra ther a redescr ipt ion 
! I 

of the p o l i t i c a l i t s e l f , and a r ad i ca l re -appra i sa l of i t s 
i 

basis of legi t imacy. 
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If I am correct in th i s , the significance of the cul­

tural nationalism l i e s not in i t s being a-pol i t ica l or non-

pol i t ica l but in directing attention to a profound change 

in the source of po l i t i ca l legitimation. Culture nov emer­

ges as something not only potentially relevant to po l i t i cs 

but as something indispensibly necessary. A nation i s no 

longer simply a group of people oving pol i t i ca l allegiance 

to a common sovereign but to a comni\inity bound by spi r i tual 

t ies and cultural t radi t ions . Indeed I would suggest that 

i t i s precisely the infusion of culture with po l i t i ca l con­

tent and the infusion of the po l i t i ca l with cultural con­

tent , which characterize modern nationalism. Nationalism in 

this view is unthinkable without the appeal of some cultu­

ral values. But for th i s change to come about, for culture 

to be invoked in the making of po l i t i ca l claims, culture 

i t se l f must f i r s t be viewed in i t s po l i t i ca l contexts. 

Languages, dances, folk songs, plays, legends, philosophies, 

rel igions, poems, paintings and so on a l l require po l i t i ca l 

handling (or manipulation) to be pol i t ica l ly serviceable. 

I t fo'r this reason that I refer to a dual transformation: 

not only culture but po l i t i cs too undergoes a drastic change 

in the propagation of nat ional is t doctrine. And i t i s th is 

dual transformation which constitutes the change in the 

po l i t i ca l legitimation and marks the h is tor ica l t ransi t ion 

from the state-nation to the nat ion-s ta te . 
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I have no vish hei'e to rehearse all the veil knovn 

objections to the diverse nationalist claims based on the 
I 

c u l t u r a l ( l i n . j u i a t i c , re l i i ' ious or | e t h n i c ' ) c r i t e r i a . I t 

i s obvious ei:oU£'h tha t the " t r i n i t y " of anthropological , 

psycholof'ioel end e t h i c a l assu'riptions vhich under l ies the 

idea of cultuiu'l na t i ona l i t y j s far',rrom j e l f - ev iden t , and 
1 

indeed may requlie more tljun purelj'" l og i ca l argument in 

order to acquire persuasive force. Clearly, i t i s more 

than argueable vhether na t i ona l i t y i s inherent in human 

na tu re , v;hether a person "needs" to l i ve v i th those sharing 

h i s n a t i o n a l i t y , and vhether s t a t e s not based on a d i s t i n c ­

t ive na t ional cul ture f a i l to be r igh t fu l s t a t e s . Clearly 

too, i t i s one thing to grant tl'ie p l a u s i b i l i t y of na t iona l 

culture as a c r i t e r i o n of a s t a t e ' s legit imacy but quite 

another to decide v-hat in a p a r t i c u l a r case cons t i tu tes a 

d i s t i n c t i v e or dominant cu l ture . In the f i n a l analys is 

therefore , the questions posed by c u l t u r a l nationalism seem 

to rae to DO unansverrble. The marriage between cu l tu re and 

p o l i t i c s m-iy Inrived prove a soui'ce of l a s t i n g b l i s s and i t s 

offspring the ti'Ul^y j u s t socie ty , but by the same token 

c u l t u j a l l y based s t a t e s may turn out to be-no more j u s t , 

peaceful or harmonious than non-cu l tu ra l ly based s t a t e s . 

There ifi- simply no l og i ca l , h i s t o r i c a l or any other kind of 

argianent necessar i ly governing the outcome in any parti-cular 

case a t any pai ' t icular time. 
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Much the same could be said about ' the i n t e rna t iona l 

orc'er amonij c u l t u r a l l y determined n a t i o n - s t a t e s . Po t en t i a l ­

l y , in te rna t iona l r e l a t ions can t>e c'ooperative and peace-
i 

fu l , but they can also be competitive and torn by c o n i l i c t s . 

Conceivably, wars, should they occur, might be l e s s b i t t e r 

but , j u s t as conceivably, they mightj be far more intense 

than wars between s t a te -na t ions since the gains or losses 
I ) 
I I 

in cultural terms could be viewed more seriously than those 

involved in purely political bargaining. When the purity 

of a language, the sacredness of a civic religion, the sur-

vival of cherished traditions, or the very core of a people 

are at stake, compromises do not easily suggest themselves. 

My point in raising these questions is to demon­

strate the impossibility of making wholesale judgements 

one way or the other. National culture, as a legitimizing 

principle, is subject to the same range of contingencies 
I 

as any other legitimising principle. { TheI'-e simply is no 

basis for deciding on general grounds that a state based 

on national culture is inheiently superior to a state which 
t 

does not invoke culture as its legitimising sanction. 
( 

I t follows tha t the c u l t u r a l sanctions in themselves 

are no more capable of serving as su f f i c i en t l eg i t imis ing 

warrants than the purely formal sanctions of man-made la\^s 
t • 

wiienever p o l i t i c a l legit imacy i s in question. A doctr ine 
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tha t In.s ooriie to be c lose ly aai>ociated with the Idea of 

nationhood, the doctrine of na t iona l se l f -determinat ion, 

seemt. thert^foxtj, tu have as 'nuch need to preas moral or 

(quasi moral) ca tegor ies in to ijei-vice as the older (but no 

leas complex) doctrine of na tura l lav;. In the form in v;hich 

i t i s uyually put , the docti'ine of na t iona l se l f -de termi­

nation derives i t s addi t iona l le^i t imizini j force from 

mâ -in̂ ^ a tspv^cific type of p o l i t i c a l consciousness the 

e s s e n t i a l condition of man's moral consciousness, thus ren-

c'ej'ing p o l l t i c a ] indistin£;uishablc from moral ob l iga t ion . 

I t Qoe!5 s;j !),v meirf/Jn;? tv;o hi^''l)ly ptn suasive but commonly 

opf.osed ];irlnci.p]c s: the principle-' of t i a d i t i o n a l i t y and 

the pr inc ip le of r a t i o n a l i t y , 'xhe Jormer invokes the 

"logic" of liiiJtory, the l e t t e r thi logic of moral reason-

jng. By means ol' t h i s si'ou]tanoous appeal to t r ad i t ion and 

reason ''emejvence" and "creat ion" converge. One's unrer-

statjdinp of oni-jsell as a f ree moi'al af'ent i s vedded to 

one 's seU'-consciousness as a incnber of a community, tha t 

i s a t once a h i s t o r i c a l jro'-tli and a r a t i o n a l - e t h i c a l 
i 

crea t ion . I t i s t h i s ingenious fuailotj \-hich confers on the 

doctr ine of na t iona l se l f -de tanaina t ion njs impressive 

ide j lor ' ioa l comprt-hensiveness and vicour. 
I 

Yet the undeniably pel c:.u;i,jivc force ol tne doctr ine 

i s apt t.j conoiaL the foot th/.L j / ) l l l : l ca l legicimacy gene-

ro i ly involvea al: l e a s t Ih re - Im/r l s oj" a p p l i c a b i l i t y : the 

file:///-hich
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who, hov, and Vrb̂ -Jru oi governrai;nt. By tending to focus on 

the thi rd leve l of p o l i t i c a l legit imacy - the ethnic com-

posi t ion of the population and i t s . t e r r i t o r i a l boundaries 

— i t e i t he r disregards the f i r s t tvo leve ls (who should 

properly ru l e , and in what manner) or vievs them as neces­

sary entailments of the th i rd , thus collapsing the three 

levels of p o l i t i c a l legitimacy into_ one. K'hat i s more, the 

princi])le of t.tilf-determination vhich the doctrine invokes 

i s a notoriously problematic p r inc ip le . In i t s co l l ec t ive 

appl icat ion i t r e s t s on the addi t iona l ly questionable assum 

ption of complete i a e n t i t y betv;een na t iona l ends and i nd i ­

v idual ends. At be s t , the ie fore , "nat ional self-determina­

t ion" i s but a v icar ious expi'ession of Kant's (and Rouss­

e a u ' s ) moral pr inci rde \vhile, a t worst, i t threatens to 

deny indjvidua") choice e n t i r e l y . Irj aj.y event; i t has as 

a pr inciple of j o i i t i c a l logitimMtion, l i t t l e in common 

with a doctrine of p o l i t i c a l obl igat ion which makes subor­

dination to governmental rule contingent on the consent of 

persons viewetl as individuals and not as mere components 

of na t iona l cu l tu res . 

Cultujal c r i t e r i a of p o l i t i c a l oo l iga t ion , then, aie 

no more ue l i -ev ident ly rn t iona i or e t h i c a l than any other 

c r i t e r i a of le,-'-.jtitnation ciXe)i by themselves. National c u l ­

ture as a contG:xtuul icquirerfient may conceivably enrich or 

file:///vhile
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indeed transform our understanding of the political; but 

from this it does not follov that it necessarily renders 

the legitimation of politics less problematical. 

However, as the general part of the discussion in­

volves centrally on the aspect of the organic relationship 

between 'culture' and 'polities', let us now focus our 

attention on the 'close-knit' nature of the institution of 

politics with that of culture, as highlighted succintly by 

Ashis Nandy in his article: Cultural Frames For Social 

Intervention; A Personal Credo, where it has been shown 

that the (British) Imperialist policy had systematically 

carried out a system of oppression by denying the subjects 

certain vital traditional practices crucial for their 

social cohesion; this is instantiated by Amilcar Cabral, 

the African freedom fighter, who spoke of the "permanent 

organised repression of the cultural life of the people" 

as the very core of colonisuLism. "To take up arms to domi­

nate a people is to take up arms to destroy, or at least 

to neutralise... its cultural life". A theory of culture 

has to be the core of any theory of oppression at our times, 

A stress on culture reinstates the categories used by the 

victims, and this is taken as a deviation from the modem 

idea of expertise, an idea which demands that even resis­

tance be uncontaminated by the 'inferior' cognition or 



162 

unripe revolutionary consciousness of tl'je oppressed. A 

s t r e s s on cul ture i s taken to be tlie antonym of pos t -

Tienalssance European fa i th tha t only tha t d issent i s true 

whicli i s r a t iona l , sune, s c i en t i f i c e t c , according to 

Euro])e's uncle rat aiiding of theiji- concepts. 

Hence, the i 'olationship oi' the l ink betveen cul ture 

and Vihat might be ca l led c r i t i c a l consciousness of the 

past and tlje presynt s i tuat lorio, and the socia l change in 

t h i s country oi ours i s not an e3<perience unique to India, 

but a / 'enoral i'es])onse of soc i e t i e s vhich have been the 

vict ims of hiistory and a:ie nov, t :ying to rediscover t h e i r 

own v is ions of a desirab'le isciciely in basing on t h e i r ovn 

vers i jn of values . When moderriity of the vestern model 
t 

threatens every non-western cul ture with i t s meretr icious 

attrc-iction to the extei-it oi ovei'whelming Uiese cu l tu re s , 

the slogan of the I j s t century proclaiming c u l t u r n l -

protoctJon US pui'ei clousfcrophonlc obscurantism loses i t s 

c r e d i b i l i t y . 

Unmlxod laoaeii'iiity i s no lung'cp, as the argument 

showa., de,'Jipa1)le v^en in tlic modern \(->rld. The u l t r a - p o s i -

t i v i s t s and U'le Marxists, once so vehemently and arrogan­

t ly a n t i - t r a d i t i o n a l have roA i:L;ed t l jeir pei 'spectives sub­

s t a n t i a l l y to c r i t i c i s e , i f not the modernists v is ion in 

i t s e n t i r e t y , at l e a s t some c iuc ia l pa r t s of i t . Two 
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prominent moml̂ e'i'ij oi such "I 'eviuionist" schools namely, 

Lionel Tr i l l ing and Peter (Tay had gone so i ar as to pro-

nounce such modernist d i s l i ke :for modernity as indeed a 

unique feature oi" modernity i t s e l f . Instances of t h i s t r an -
i 

sformation of th i s a t t i t u d e can be c i ted in the vorks of 

Picasso with i t s underlying primit lvism, and the defiance 

of science iMi^i r a t i o n a l i t y in sU]j'eali3m. One exponent of 

t i l ls idea i£i associluted v/ith tiiC' namy of Andre Breton. 

These appear l:o be cogent indloators 'of hovv modernity a t 
i 

i t s most crea t ive find i t s opposite indispensable , tha t i s 
ant i-modernity. • 

These c r i t i c i s m s , hovever, miglJt be said to be 

' i n t e r n c l ' to modernity in so far as they t ry to abide by 

the -values of Jiiaropean enliphtenment, and tlie idea of 

modernisation i s "an atteT.pt to reali.-.e these values . They 

can thus be cal led forms of " c r i t i c a l modernism", as found 

in those models of s c i e n t i f i c gro'i '̂tl) ,or technological 

t rans fe r in the th i rd vorld vhich accept without question 
1 

the content of modern science; and also the c r i t i ques of 

the ex is t ing vor ld-order \viiich ta'ce for granted the modem 

nation-stai-e tjystem; as also the kind of c r i t i c a l modernism 

whicii beljeveii t)Jnt happiness can be a t ta ined by displacing 

the e l i t e s or c lasses who control the global p o l i t i c a l 

economy. 
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On the oth'Jr hand, aie th(« c r i t i c i s m s of modernity 
I I 

from Q-utside, Theye re jec t the values of the Enlightenment, 

and thus seem, to say the l e a s t , b izar re to tlie modem man. 

Emerson, Thoreau and Tolstoy, to name a few, are some of 

the b e t t e r known c r i t i c s of modQrnii;y in the West. In our 

t imes, perhaps Gjindhi hod beeti the most cons is ten t and vehe­

ment c r i t i c of modernity who rejected the modem na t ion-

s t a t e system, modern science and technology, urban indus­

t r i a l i s a t i o n , and so on, while cherishing the t r a d i t i o n a l 
1 

ideas of tiie s t a t e , science and techjnology, c ivic l i v i n g , 

and soc ia l ti'an&formation, Many so-ojalled Gandhians never 

could futhym th i s p<U"t of the Habatraa, but as Gandhi was 

not one given t<̂  fantaaiei j , th is idea i s to le ra ted as an 

i n t eg ra l eegmgfit of h i s cosmology. Yet despite the s imila-

r i t y in t h e i r d i s l i ke for modernity, Gandhi and Ananda 

Coomaraswaray differed in t h e i r a t t i t u d e s towards tradit ions-. 

of assessing or alter-The latter kept open the pot.sibility 

Ing traditions from the point of viei of traditions. Hov-
I j 

ever, as i t appHora, he \.as trying to do for pnst times 

what the anthropologis ts attempt for d i s t a n t c u l t u r e s , 

there was no s ign i f ican t c r i t i c i sm of ' t r ad i t ions in h i s 

wprks. 

On tlie other hand, Gandhi neveil praised the Indian 
I 

v i l l age nor exhorted for a return to [the pas t . He sought 
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to reorder the hierarchy of akills and instil the idea of 

the dignity of labour and delegitimise the Brahmanic arro­

gant aloofness. Being a realist, he despised the dirt and 

diseases that aecrue from xinhygienic living, and personal­

ly undertook its removal with a passionate plea for clean­

liness, which became almost religious in its intensity. 

His love for traditional values practised in villages made 

him remark with acerbity towards Catherine Mayo's Mother 

India as a 'drain-inspectors report* for taking count 

only of what is visually perceived as representing Indian 

tradition in its entirety. His own version of this facet 

of village life is summed up in the expression 'dung-heap', 

yet his understanding of the eternal values were not 

clouded, as was the case with Mayo, by impressionistic 

impulses. Gandhi was a social reformer, and his means of 

doing so vias religion. He believed that the means justified 

the ends and not as it is usually the case, the other way 

around. Even though the ends may be frustrated many times, 

as truth car>not be judged by its effects, the means, pro­

per to an end, is based on the idea of 'love' which cannot 

be compromised. Coomaraswamy, who also defended tradition, 

perhaps equally fervently, has had his notions set seeming­

ly, on strict traditionalism, including the practice of 

sati which he unashamedly defended. Gandhi, in this regard, 

is not an obscurantist - only that his framework is 
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t r a d i t i o n a l , in the sense that t r a d i t i o n a l values gained 

precedence over technological ly based yalues of human r e l a ­

t ionship vhich he fee l s obfuscates onej's sp i r i t ua l i sm. 
! 

•fhough the frame v i t h in which Gandhi sought to operate 

vere t r a d i t i o n a l the specif ics within the frame were f r e ­

quently modem. For ins tance, he found no dispute between 

h i s re ject ion of modem technology and h i s advocacy of the 

b icyc le , the l a the and sewing machine. Many modernists 

qui te expeotediy, find t h i s hypocr i t i ca l and are prepared 

to accept euch eclfnjticism only v/hen the framevork i s 

modern, 

Kov^ever, it i s v i r t u a l l y impossible to make a choice 
I ! 

between modernity and t r a d i t i o n s in t h e i r pure forms. The 
i I 

choice therefore i s between c r i t i c a l raodprnism and c r i t i c a l 

t r ad i t iona l i sm, or that i s , a choice (between two frames of 

i-eferenc© and two world-views. \ ] '^ 

i ' 
Now c r i t i c a l t rad i t iona l i sm refers to l iv ing t r a d i ­

t ions which includes a theory of oppi^ession. For our t imes, 

no t r a d i t i o n i s useful or even va l id , \inless i t has an 

awareness of the nature of e v i l in modem times. This i s 
i 

to say t h a t no theory of oppression make sense unless ' i t 
i s understood in terms or categories used by the vict ims 

of our times, 'i'hltj i s not to be understood as a r e s t a t e ­

ment of tjie i(J(3Dl(;{fy of Ins t rumen tal4.ty which dominates 

file:///inless
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most theor ies of oppression, nor i s t h i s suggested as a 

s t ra tegy of mass mobilization -which includes cer ta in com­

promises with the so ca l led fa lse consciousness of the 

h i s t o r i c a l s o c i e t i e s . This i s r a the r to be taken as a com­

prehensive cognition of those a t the receiving end of the 

present vorld system, and of the primacy which should be 

given to the p o l i t i c a l consciousness of those who have been 

compelled to develop categories or understand t h e i r own 

suffer ing, and who r e j ec t the so cal led nativism of modern 

theor ies of oppression using, h y p o c r i t i c a l l y , the idiom of 

nativism to conscientize the cu l tu res of the oppressed. 

The res i s tance to modem oppression must be the denia l of 

the connotative meanings of concepts such as 'development ' , 

'growth ' , ' h i s t o r y ' , ' science and technology ' , for they 

have become associated with myst i f ica t ions for new forms 

of violence and i n j u s t i c e . The res i s tance must include an 

awareness of the l inks between c u l t u r a l survival and global 

s t ruc tu res of oppression in our t imes. What i s meant here 

by the expression ' c r i t i c a l t r ad i t i ona l i sm ' i s akin to 

Rollo May's concept of authent ic innocence as opposed to 

what he c a l l s pseudo-innocence. Authentic innocence, accor­

ding to the author, Ashis Nandy, "includes an updated sense 

of e v i l ; pseudo-innocence does not . Pseudo-innocence th r ives 

on what psychoanalysis c a l l s secondary gains from the 

oppressive system." 
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l i e s in apprehending 

What th i s idea expresses i s that the l iv ing t r a d i ­

t ions of the non-VJes'tern soc ie t i es miist include a theory 

of the West to recognise the fac t thati the re la t ionsh ip 

between the Weat and the non-V^est has become deeply intei*-

tvined v i th the problem of e v i l in pur times." 
! 

I 
The problem confronting us now i s : 'can we construe 

such a t r ad i t ion so as to have a nat ive theory of oppres­

s ion? ' !Ehe p o s s i b i l i t y of t h i s idea 

t-^aditions as an 'open-ended' phenomena ra ther than a 

r i g i d , closed ony; The (Indian) c i v i l i s a t i o n has fot 

long, surviv»j4 the v ic i s s l tudoa of l^istory hot only 

because of tlia ' v ^ l i d ' or 'proper ' exigencies of the t t a -

d i t i o n a l t ex t s but also beoaui^e of ifhe | ' improper ' or 

'deviant ' or ' f a r - fe tched ' interpret:ati 'ons of the sadred 

and the oanonioel; There l a , for instan'ce, the f i r s t 
i i 

soc ia l and re l ig ious reformer of modem' Ihdia, Kaja Ram i ' 
Mohan Roy (1772-1833) ' l eg i t imate ly ' j i n t e rp re t ing Shankara*s 

Monism as mono-theism, and the instance of Gandhi as 

' l e g i t i m a t e l y ' borrowing h is concept of Ahimsa or non­

violence from the 'yermon On The Mount' and claiming i t to 

be the core concept of orthodox Hinduism, However odd such 

d i s t o r t i o n s might appear, they arc the means the Indian 

c i v i l i s a t i o n has used to update i t s theor ies of e v i l and 

to ensure cu l tu ra l survival while keeping open the poss ib i -

l i t y of such lai-go scale intervet i t ioi is . Now to apprehend 



169 

such re i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s , one must acknovledge th ree , vhat 

might be cal led ' l anguages ' , vhich often conceals the 

impl ic i t nat ive theor ies of oppression in many Non-VJes-

tern t r a d i t i o n s . These a re , namely, the languages of 

' con t i nu i t y ' of ' s p i r i t u a l i s m ' and of the ' s e l f . On the 

surface, they may look l i f e aspects of a pr imi t ive fa l se 

consciousness to the modems; however, they continue to 

be the means of c u l t u r a l survival for the non-Western v i c ­

tims of h i s to ry . 

The language of cont inui ty assumes tha t every change 

can be seen as aspects of deeper c o n t i n u i t i e s , t h a t i s , 

any change, howsoever enormous, i s s t i l l a spec ia l case 

of con t inu i ty , appearances to the contrary notwithstanding. 

In the dominant Indian t r a d i t i o n , each change i s thus ac­

cepted as another form of the unchanging, another revalua­

t ion of the e x i s t e n t . 

I n t e r e s t i ng ly , the language of cont inui ty i s mostly 

spoken by the vict ims of the present oppressive system, 

and expectedly the language of ' d i s j u n c t i o n ' by the power­

ful and the riolers of the system. Also by those who opt 

for the s tbtus-quo. l o r ins tance , the Shah of Iran spoke 

of modernisation and soc ia l change, while the opponents of 

th i s " idea placed emphasis on c u l t u r a l i d e n t i t y and conser­

va t ion . Mil i tary ru l e r s in South America j i n g o i s t i c a l l y 
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talk of transforming their societies into powerful nation-

state systems, vhile their opponents are more concerned 
! 

about the protect ion of the nat ive Indians and t h e i r cu l ­

t u r a l l i f e , I t iij qui te apparent, therefore , tha t the 

language of cont inui ty v âs employed by those vho ran the 

older opprpa!i;We ayatems. Hence, •words such as 'develop­

ment ' , 'ma tu r i ty ' , ' s c i e n t i f i c tempe,r' and so on are in 
i 

the vocabulary of those vho see themselves as e i t h e r deser­
vedly rul ing the vorld or , as i t s future r u l e r s . 

The languuge of ' s p i r i t ' , often expresses -an analy-

s i s of oppression which re j ec t s the analy t ic categories 

of tlje ru le r s or the e l i t e , botli the] ' r e spec tab le ' ver -

j 

sions of the langUi. ge of s p i r i t vhich even the s p i r i t u a l l y -

minded themselves r e j ec t as mere t r i cke ry , often serves a 

number of purposes of the oppresjed. l o r the enlightened, 

such analysis i s seei] as not only camouflaged s e l f - i n t e ­

r e s t , but a ls3 seemingly, paradoxical ly , as sentimentalism 

and a sub jec t iv i s t hoax. What ;Ui meant in the above s t a t e ­

ments i s aimpLy t l i is j i f i t it; Mnly isentimentalism, i t 

cannot, a t thv. same time, be a camouflaged statement of 
s e l f - i n t e r e s t , and a l so , if i t i s an 

of s e l f - i n t e r e s t , i t cannot qui te be 

i nd i r ec t statement, 

that sub j ec t iv i s t 

a f t e r a l l . !Iarx seemed to have acknovledged th i s when he 
I ! 

spoke of religion as expressing the pain' of the oppressed. 
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Hove-ver, ha e i t he r fa i led or did not go so far as to take 

ser ious ly , tiie cognitive 'frame' vvhich vent with the pain. 

He might not have noticed tha t , ( l ) the frame c r i t i c i s e d 

the socie ty aa i t ex is ted , (2) i t a lso rejected the conven-

t i ona l ( i . e . the I9th century) , concepts of science as 
I 

i r r a t i o n a l and inhuman. The language of s p i r i t a lso has a 
I 

sub-category viJich rejects the idea of history, that Is, 

the idea of h i s t o r i c a l lavs as a nev tool of oppression. 
I 

Instead, the lan^ruage seeks to r e in s t a t e the m^hopoetic 

language, vhich i s closer to , and understood by, the v i c ­

tims of h i s to ry , on the assumption tha t myths for t r a d i ­

t i o n a l man express and communicate l i f e experiences and 

cu l tu ra l roots , vh i le h i s to ry conceals them. 
i 

Fina l l y , the language of s e l l , i nc ludes what i s known 

a s , the idea of ' f a t a l i sm ' of the pr imit ive mind, against 

which the pir)oesn of conscient lzat ion plays an inseparable ' 

r o l e . The language of self also imp l i c i t l y expresses the 

world, tha t i s , the no t -se l f , and thereby contains a theory 

of oppression. To use some psychological terms, i t can be 

said that ' a u t o p l a s t i c i t y ' c o n t a i n s , i n ' t h i s case, ' a l l o -

p l a s t i c l t y t . As de ta i led in the beginning of t h i s chapter , 

tha t in many of the non-Western t r a d i t i o n s , the ' S e l f has 

a p l u r a l i t y of cen t res . Perhaps thejVedantic cosmology 

vouchsafing the m.any-centredness of .the oelf i s the most 
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convincing. I t i s held tha t the 'de l f ' i s not only included 
I i 

in the laws of nature and society but also t h a t , nature and 

society are subsumed in the self . Notions such as ' se l f -

enrichment ' , • a e l f - r e a l i s a t i o n ' inc lude ' the p r inc ip le of 
I 

in tervent ion in the outside v.©rid, 

I 

In the pi^sent age, v i th i t s own theor ies of oppres­

sion, and i t s obsessive p r e d i l e c t i o n ' f o r the language of 

d i scon t inu i ty , impersonality and u l t ra -mate r ia l i sm, i t has 

become fashionable to arrogate to i t s e l f the capaci ty to 

represent the sani ty of the oppressed. These theor ies have 

given b i r t h to a nev e l i t e —the revolut ionary vanguard 

with new se t s of values , poised to break-down the p re -

s c i e n t i f i c temper of the masses. Tragica l ly , hovvever, 

these new systems operate not only s imi la r ly to the way 

the older system i t had rejected by leg i t imis ing violence 
I 1 

and dominance and greed, they have also engendered to 

(1) produce systems which r e j e c t , what are known as the 

card ina l v i r t u e s by encouraging violence and employing 

means which are unjust and exproprietory in the name of 

' l i b e r a t i o n ' and freedom, (2) mobilize public opinion in the 
i 

adoption of a system which seek to Justify dissent. Hence, 

in such a system, dissent becomes Just another form of con-

formity, unless, of course, it seeks to subvert the rules 
of the game and the language in which the rules are framed, 

It may not be quite wrong to assume that George Orwell 
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rea l i sed t h i s . He opined that the oppressed, when i t 
! 

comes to the issue of survival, had ho obligation to abide 

by any model, or any rule of the game. Hence, seemingly, 

the only way fj check such 'n ethodological anarchism' is, 
I 

(l) to recognise with a sense of urgency, the experience 
i I 

of man-made sufferings and (2) vhlchi invites analysis of 
I ' 

every remedial suggestions for its removal. 
i 

The rr;ethod of adoption of the means to realise a 

change now swems crucial to a given society which seeks 

to (a) either redress an inconvenient practice(s) and 
I 

supplant it with a more helpful one or, (b) totally reject 

the entire 'form of life' that is, the age-old cultural 
I 

tradition in its totality and acquire a new identity. In 

order to undertake either of these, one needs to be clear 

about the conceptual distinctions between 'reform' and 

'revolution' as suggested earlier. 

\fhen the discontent with the state' of things in so­

ciety becomes acute enough to stimulate action, it will 

produce different effects according to whether it attaches 

importance to particulars or not. "o the query what causes 

the discontent and ti^e consequent suggestions to its remo-

val, there ai'e basically two iiinds ofl responses. One of 

these responses consists of stt.ling oarticular cases that 
I 

are considered wrong, such as, poverty, racial and caste 
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discriminatioti, alcoholism, prostitution, drug abuse, and 
! 

so on. The other fonn of response denies th i s method as 

inadequate on the presumption tijat nothing can be correc-
I I 

ted short of a nev beginning a l toge ther , tha t the whole 

system as such, i s wrong. So when i t comes to the question 

of s t ra tegy , the f i r s t response wi l l lead, to proposals for 

reform; the second, a fervent c a l l for revolut ion. Reform 

proceeds in a mettiodological s tep-by-s tep prec is ion , while 

revolution ovtrthrows the bas i s of the system so tha t no 
I 

pa r t r-emains unaffected by i t . 
I 
i 

The content of a reform can thus be listed exactly 
I 

since it is only a partial chan,̂ 'e in a system whose other 

components are thought of as lemaining constant. Thus one 

might seel: to reform educational policy or electoral rolls 
I 

etc. on the aa;jumption -that such elements of the system 
I 

can change quite radically without disturbing or necessi-

tating radical changi-,'s in the other elements. One cannot, 

of course, rule out the causal influences of the constituent 

elements on one another. In such an eventuality, various 

mutual adaptations will have to take iplace which will 

require a certain amount of systems-thnoretical sophistica-
tion if they are to go on smoothly, but the \jnderstanding 

I 

of complex systems has advanced sufficiently, however, to 

provide that. It is, besides, entirely possible that 

reforms might proceed in all the elements of the system 
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simultaneouaJ.y so tliat the eJ fî-ct is total, but since 

each componei'it would have the partial character of a re-

form the ent;l]'e proce:iS would not be thought of as revo­

lutionary, 

- Though the last remark is not' necessarily in agree-
! I 

ment v-ith the geneially-held notion of revolution. It is, 
i i 

according to Peter Cavs, "a rather' special meaning for 

'revolution"'. Since, ordinarjly, i\ve would be prepared 

to say of a [irooeas that had changed every aspect of a 

system that it had amounted to a Revolution. It is in this 

light that one speaks of the Industrial Revolution or the 
I 

Coparnican Revolution. As such changes are historically 

significant for having generated complete social changes 

•without the means of violence, which is the criteria for 

the usual cases of revolution, its 'distinctiveness is re- , 

cognised by lal)elllng them epochal revolutions. The other 

form oJ' revolutionary change takes place primarily in one 

component of the system, namely, the political, and con-
i ' 

sists of a more or less rapid and violent seizure of total 

political povur by a revolutionary group. The paradigms for 

this are the p'rench Revolution and the October Revolution. 

They are political revolutions, vhich seek to reject an 

existing constitution and replace it with another, and not 

merely one tiatoh of enthusiastio political actors wresting 

* * Reform and Rtvolution' in philosophy and Political Action; 
Editors. Virginia neTd7~Kni Nielsen, Chdrles Parsons. 
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the machinery of government, that is, the legislative, 
i 

executive and judicial povvers from another, vithout affec-
i 

ting the constitution of the State,!Thus, Aristotle states: 
i i 

"the one affecting the constitution^ when men seek to 

change from an existing form into some'other for example, 

from democracy into oligarchy, and from oligarchy into 

democracy or from either of them into constitutional gover­

nment or aristocracy, and conversely; the other not affec­

ting the constitution when, without disturbing the form of 
I 

government, whether oligarchy, or monarchy, or any other, 

they try to get administration into.their own hands..."** 

only the former count as a political revolution in this 

sense. ; 

As is well-known, the Marxist brand of revolution 

considers that the main focus of attack must be the set of 

economic relations in bourgeois society that constitutes 

the base on which bourgeois politics, law, religion, and 

the like, have been erected as superstructure. We note here 

another possible distinction between revolution and reform: 

reform merely alters the superstructure, while revolution 

changes the base, whether that is considered to be econo­

mic or otherwise. An inteiesting question now confronts us: 

'would not a series of reforms that affected every element 

of the superstructure turn out to have changed the base?' 
I 

**Aristotle Politics 
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Again, ' i f p o l i t i c s belongs to the supers t ruc ture , i s 

there any guarantee that a p o l i t i c a l revolution v i l l 

a f fec t the base? ' A p o l i t i c a l revolut ion , being confined 

to only one of the many aspects that together charac te r i se 

a soc ie ty , can only oe pa r t of the s tory and thus remain 

an open question whether such a success can be l inked to 

an epochal one. To a l l i n t e n t s and purposes, Marx's revo­

lu t ion ce r t a in ly appears to be epod'ial as i t envisages a 

complete change in man's soc ia l and h i s t o r i c a l condit ion, 

in t h e i r r e l a t ions to each other and to the vorld . The 

aim i s to abolish the c lass s t ruc tu re and the adoption of 

a system tha t vould overcome the a l i ena t ion betveen man 

as a producer and the means and f r u i t s of h i s production. 

As t h i s w i l l na tu ra l ly involve changes in the p o l i t i c a l 

pover s t r u c t u r e , Marx in h i s l i f e , f e l t many a t ime, t ha t 

condit ions in ce r ta in countr ies were appropriate for h i s 

brand of revolut ion, that i s , v io l en t seizure of power 

poss ib le . Quite su rpr i s ing ly , however, despite h i s claims 

to the theory he had helped found as s c i e n t i f i c and t h e r e ­

fore i n e v i t a b l e , none of the countr ies he had predicted 

would f a l l did so under the rule of the p r o l e t a r i a t . How­

ever , the epochal revolution which a lso was heralded by 

him i s evident not only or even mainly in the places where 

successful p o l i t i c a l revolut ions have invoked h i s name. 
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It appears that -what led to the association of the 

two forms oX' xovolution in Maixist doctrine vas, mainly 
i 

because of liĥ .ils' adoption oi the IJegelian lav; of the , 

passage from ([Uantitative to qualitative change, an idea 

that is recognised nov as a mistaken' scientific model. The 

accumulation of small quantitative changers in society 
1 

produces in t e rna l tens ions , thought Engels, which conse-

quently, mount tovards a c r i t i c a l l eve l v.ithout any accom-

panying apparent chan^/e. V/hen t h i s leve l i s reached, a 

sudden and v io lent change occurb, as . the theory goes, 

which overturns tlie society and ushers in a new and qua l i ­

t a t i v e l y d i f ferent socia l order. The|sequence of cumulative 

changes gives the appearance of an epoclial revolut ion, 
I 

while the sudden transformationlooksjlike a political revo-
i 

lution; thQreJ"oi'e, the Lheoiy concludes, an epochal revo-

lution is successfully achieved by political action. 
I 

Engels had .̂ ased this view on nature,; particularly that 

of water changing into steam at boiling point. However, 
i 

the process of water changing to stoa;a is not particularly 

sudden or violent, (ocience ex^jlains that it takes seven 
I I 

times as lone to convert water to steam as it takes to boil 

it, starting at room temperature; andi xjrovided there is 

space for the steam to expand iTito, the process goes ppr-

fectly smoothly, What makes it look dramatic in kettles is 

that the change takes place at the bottom where the space 
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is evidently alieady occupied by \,ater, so that the steam 
I 

emprgra at the iop) . As an analogy for repressed change, 
I 

thit , seems to hold good, but i t i s not 'a mass phenomena, 

since a S'l-all arjiDunt of v-ater produces 'a large quant i ty 

of steam —and, t h i s i s the c ruc ia l po in t , tha t there i s 

nothing inherent in the change from v,ater to steam tha t 

v,ould sustain the revolutionary analogy. 
! 
I 

Nov* the luv of quantity and quality need not be 
i 

abandoned, but it Xii capable of a different application. 
I 

The most dominant, charaoteristic ol an'epochal revolution 

is that everything jn̂ adually chan/cs till the vhole be-

comes completely different: so tiic change'Detween the 

DGginning and the end is qualitative, \lhile the details 

I 1 ^ 
aDe quan t i t a t i ve . Kence, a se r i es of reforms might, by 

I \ 

sound d i a l e c t i e e l s tandards, cons t i t u t e a , revolu t ion . And 

t h i s i>ug,'Tests tJ:i?̂ t thp opposition revolutic^n or reform i s 

an a r t i i i c i a l one. "Unfortunately, i t i s er)shrined in cur-

rent usage a£> an opposition betveen t)je raj5id, t o t a l and 

(probably) violent on the one hand, and the de l i be r a t e , 
i 

p a r t i a l , and non-violent on the other" . Thus, i f a t a l l , 
I 

as bel ieved, revolutionary s t r a t eg i e s are opposed to 

reformist ones, then, reforms that n i fh t be implemented 

v.hile e\-aiting the revolutionary opportunity, or even work­

ing to create i t , wi l l appear countcr-rev-)lutionary; but 
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then failing to carry them out will only quicken the revo­

lution — whence the probable violence —or simply an xanne-

cessary delay in the correction of undesirable conditions. 

As mentioned, the opposition to reform may be due to the 

unwillingness to attenuate the spirit for revolution; this 

attitude indicates quite clearly an undue attachment to a 

component of revolutionary activity, namely the political, 

that may, in fact, be even unnecessary to the achievement 

of genuinely revolutionary ends. 

Epochal revolutions, expectedly, tend to be rather 

long drawn affairs, and there is a theoretical limit on 

the speed with which they can be achieved. Thomas Jefferson, 

as we find, vas fond of pointing out that the adult of his 

day had a half-life span of nineteen years and so there 

should be a constitutional amendment every nineteen years, 

since, on the one hand, an inherited consitution is an 

infringement on the liberty of the new generation and, on 

the other, the new generation might expect, quite reasona­

bly after the half-life, to be in the majority. The rele­

vance to epochal revolution is obvious if stress is placed 

on the disappearance of the old generation rather than on 

the emergence of the new one. 

With the advances made in the field of medical scien­

ces, the half-life now is much longer which makes epochal 
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revolution ev îti alov-er. VJhlle few people change t h e i r 
I I 

minds in the course of t h e i r l i v e s , mos,t do not , and so, 
I I 

the only vay to he sure of having safely es tabl ished an 

epochal I'evolution i s to v a i t for the older generation 

to pass avay or outniiraber theii overv<helmingly. Thus i t i s 

g la r ingly obvious to note the r i sks involved in t rying 

to e s tab l i sh an epochal revolution by a p o l i t i c a l one, 

since the temptution to hurry the process along by eliTii-

nating the unregenerate cannot indeed be ruled out, 
I 
I 

The operative part of a p o l i t i c a l revolution takes 
j 

place , of necess i ty , in a much shor ter period of time 

much l e s s ce r t a in ly than the h a l f - l i f e , since the need 

to 'iiaintain thv5 society at an even niinlmally operating 

l eve l , powt'r hua to be violded continuously. Such a revo-

l u t i o n , th^-refot'O, cannot ce r t a in ly , take on the character 
I 

of an epochal revolut ion, unless of 'course, suppression 

of c i v i l rlf-hts or massacre, or both, i s resorted to , 

since a compi'ehensive change e n t a i l s a change of hab i t s 

and pttituoeif. I t i s perhaps remarkable that most p r i n c i -

pie f igures of p o l i t i c a l revolutions do not survive to 

experience the change they wrought, pa in iy , because such 

f igures being J'rora the old epoch, ca'rry -with them the con­

sciousness oi that era , a l b e i t unv i t t i ng ly , and ci-eotes 

d issens ions . Hfnce, i t should onlj'- b'e expected t h a t the 
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I 
advocate of an epochal revolution vltli . po l i t i c a l revolu-

i : 
t ion as a means tovards i t , v i l l almost ce r t a in ly be d i s -

i 1 
i l lus ioned and may even be i^noi'sd. .Jean-Irancois Revel 

I 

in h i s bool: Iji Marx ni Jesus desciibed tha t the epochal 

revolution viilch Ilarx had perceived in America vas indeed 

cor rec t , but the c-ategoi-ies in terms of vhich he came to 

analyse i t , namely,, ' c l a s s ' and ' c a p i t a l ' have turned out 
to be i r r e l e v a n t to the course i t has taken. 

One dominant feature of p o l i t i c a l revolut ions i s 

t h a t whatever may ne i t s various causes and reasons, t h e i r 

immediate end i s alvays p o l i t i c a l poxer, even vhen t h i s i s 

intended to aerve more d i s t an t ends [such as peace and j u s -
I 

t i c e . SxcYi ends cannot, by themselves, moke a p o l i t i c a l 

revolution in to an epochal one. In t e r e s t i ng ly , the major 

p o l i t i c a l revolut ions of the l a s t centur ies have taken, 

more or l e j s , thf- d i rec t ion as part bf the general move­

ment a^-ay from tyranny and towards democracy. Towards the 

l a t t e r staires ol t h i s pi'ocess \>hich hps been a universa l 

phenomenon and has not depended on revolut ions for i t s 

pTQgresa, a contrary movement as A3istot le noted i s qui te 

l i k e l y to evolve; "In oli^ 'archies the masses make revolu-
i 

t ion under the idea tha t ti.ey are unjust ly t rea ted , 

because . . . they are equals, and havej not an equal share, 
j V 

and in democracies the notables revqlt, because they are 
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not equals, and yet have only an'equal share",* It is evi-

dent that the military coups d'etat that;have become so 
! 1 

frequent have been counter-revolutionaryj against the 

threat of revolutions of the first kind., The Fascist re-

gimes of Europe, mainly Italy and Germany also took over 

too soon, it seems, to make them suitable examples of the 

second category. Perhaps dpain under Francisco Franco fits 

the bill. The present Pakistan regime seems to be barely 

justifying itself of supposedly following the dictates of 

Islam for fear of a backlash from the masses vhose cries 
i 

for revolution of the first category could hardly be 
stifled. I 

I 

A plousilile case can be made for the e s s e n t i a l simi­

l a r i t y of a l l the standard examples of p o l i t i c a l reyolUi-

t i o n s , perhaps the f i r s t important one in modern h i s t o r y 

•was the Puritan Revolution of 161^0-^9. I t served to e s t a ­

b l i sh a p r inc ip le that the r igh t s of Kings could be chal ­

lenged and pover t ransfered to the au thor i ty of the l e g i s -

l a t u r e . So once t h i s i s demonstrated in p r a c t i c e , i t v-as, 

in one sense, unnecessary for these [propositions to be 

V/orked out again by revolutionary ac t ion . Therefore, i t i s 

now understood tha t the other two great revolut ions of the 

Western world, namely, the French and the Russian, were, 

I 
in an important sense, r epe t i t i ons of the Puritan Revolu­
t i o n . The s t r ik ing s i m i l a r i t i e s , apar t from the loca l 
+ A r i s t o t l e - H I T t l c i : '—' " " " — ^ 
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d i f ferences , were thot of a despotic ;behaviour of a mo-

narch on Wie one hand, and the asser t ion of parliamentary 
j 

r i gh t s on the other . In each case, the symbol of monarch-

i a l tyranny vas eventually executed. iBy saying that these 

l a t e r revolut ions •were unnecessary, does not of course 
i 

mean that in the context of their times, they vere either 

avoidable or even unjustifiable, only that their social, 

as distinct from their ideological objectives, would pro­

bably have been attained sooner or later, by other means. 

No doubt, in every case, the existential situation appeared 

incapable of any other resolution. j 
J 
I 

Having now proceeded so far on , the general nature of 

'Reform''and the two kinds of 'Revolution', namely, the 

epochal and tiie political, let ua now examine more closely, 

I 

the conditions under which the political form of revolu­

tion might be successful. The reason'for my choosing this 

particular field, is not because the 'other t\;o mentioned aie 
unimportant, but by virtue of this being an activity which 

i 
has a direct bearing on society. According to Marx, the 

motive force of revolution is a numerically dominant class 

suffering from an unqualified wrong,* In his time, what he 

meant by 'class' vas the proletariat,of the late Industrial 
i •/ 

•KarlMnrx: Tovard the CrJtiquG of Hrge l ' s Philosophy of Laii. 
Reprinted In Elbuton and GuUdat, o p . e i t , , p . 263. ' 
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Revolution whom he expected would become the revolutionary 

engine. This, however, was not r ea l i sed . The theory as 

such, may not bo wrong, but he seetrisi to have fa i led to 

take into account the psychological fac tor of man. 
I i 
I 

I t i s a fact tha t the majority" of people i n s t i n c -
t i v e l y re jec t revolutionary ac t iv i ty ! lailess t h e i r s i t u a -

j ' 
t ion has reached a l eve l of desperat ion. Again, Thomas 

I 
Jefferson had remarked: "Prudence, indeed, wi l l d ic ta te 

j i 

that governments long established shbuld not be changed 

for light and transient causes; and accordingly, all expe-

riencps hatii shown that mankind are more disposed to suf-

fer while evila are sufierable, than, to right themselves 

by abolishing the forms to which they are accustomed."* 
I 

An extraordinary feature of the so-6alled revolu-

tionary movement i s that tlrie enthusiasm o# those who par-

t i c i p a t e in i t , i s ar.:»used by the sulfer ings of o thers , 

and also by the f a i l u r e s of the government, r a ther than 

by condit ions of iect lng them d i r e c t l y . The idea of revolu-

t ion becomes a matter of morfjls as much as of p o l i t i c s . 

However, aa John Locke proclaims: 'such revolut ions happen 
' ; 

not upon every little mismanagement in public affairs. 

Great mistakes in the ruling part, many wrong and inconve-

nient laws, and all the slips of human frailty will be •Thomas Jefferson; Letter to Colonal' Smith, Nov. 17, 178?. 
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borne by the people without mutiny or murmur.... For t i l l 

the mischief be grown general , and the i l l designs of the 

ru l e r s become -vis ible , or t h e i r at tempts sensible to the 

g rea te r pa r t , the people, who are more disposed to suffer 

than r igh t themselves by r e s i s t ance , are not apt to s t i r . 

The examples of p a r t i c u l a r i n ju s t i ce or oppression of here 

and there an unfortunate man moves them no t . "* Hence, even 

i f oppression af fec ts a number of people, s t i l l knowing 

as they do tha t the l a rge r sect ions of the population i s 

not immediately affected by i t , they may decl ine to be 

drawn in to revolut ionary ac t ion . Here, i t must be mention­

ed- t ha t the oppressed do not often r e a l i s e they are so, 

u n t i l brought to consciousness of the fact by p o l i t i c a l 

a g i t a t o r s — f a t a l i s t i c a l l y accepting t h e i r condit ion as 

dest ined (note the condit ions of the Harijans in t h i s 

country) . "Though they have a r igh t to defend themselves, 

and to recover by force what by unlawful force i s taken 

from them, ye t , the r i gh t to do so, w i l l not e a s i l y engage 

them in a contes t wherein they are sure to pe r i sh ; i t being 

as impossible for one or a few oppressed men to d i s turb 

the government where the body of the people do not think 

themselves concerned in i t , as for a raving mad man or 

•John Locke: Second Treat ise of Government, Chapter XIX. 
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heavy malcontent to overturn a v e i l - s e t t l e d s t a t e , the 

people being as l i t t l e apt to follow the one as the o the r . "* 

To conclude the chapter , I -wish to add a fev more 

points about the inherent differences of p o l i t i c a l and 

epochal revolut ions. To be a revolut ionary in the p o l i t i c a l 

sense when the condit ions are not appropriate i s i r respon­

s i b l e . I t i s however, possible to be an authentic revolu­

t ionary in the epochal sense even though they are slow and 

may cons i s t in a se r i es of reforms, having in mind, while 

doing so, what the eventual s t a t e of the whole would i d e a l ­

l y be a f t e r the informs had been accomplished. 

I t i s to be noted tha t the term ' r evo lu t ion ' some­

times has addi t ional connotations in the context of which 

reforms cannot be, or r a the r , are usual ly not accepted as 

i^volut ionary. An analogy of t h i s i s found (which i s ex­

pressed more in d e t a i l in Chapter I I I of t h i s d i s s e r t a t i o n ) 

in the f i e ld of re l ig ious language. There, i t has been 

shown tha t having acquii^d a change of perceivable hab i t 

without a corresponding change of ' h e a r t ' or ' a t t i t u d e ' i s 

considered inadequate. In o ther words, reform without con­

vers ion i s incomplete. Thus, conversion i s the evangel ical 

counterpar t of revolut ion, and has some of the same draw­

backs. For ins tance , a person who has improved (in t h i s 

• I b i d . , Chapter XVIII. 
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p a r t i c u l a r context) p r ac t i c a l l y by having stopped ce r ta in 

ac ts vhich are considered vrong and s t a r t ed committing 

other ac ts which are considered r i g h t , by dint of one 's 

own e f f o r t s , would, from an evangelical point of view, have 

achieved nothing. 

A s imi lar case i s observed in p o l i t i c a l revolut ions : 

when the triumphant regime i s j u s t as oppressive (towards 

d i f ferent vict ims to be su re ) , as the one i t had overthrown, 

s t i l l i t s ideological v i r tues absolve i t . Whereas, in con­

t r a s t , a government which, over.a long period, i n sp i t e of 

numerous d i f f i c u l t i e s , managed to br ing a society nearer 

to the i dea l s of j u s t i c e and equal i ty might appear to have 

achieved very l i t t l e , i f t h i s were done without the drama­

t i c excitement of a p o l i t i c a l revolut ion. The reason for 

th i s seems to be a psychological one, in t h a t , the revolu­

t ion may come to seem more important as a s t ruggle between 

good and ev i l in which the wicked are punished, than as a 

means of l i be r a t i ng the oppressed. 

Now exploi t ing the analogj'^ between the individual and 

the s t a t e , there may be a use for the notion of revolut ion 

as I n t e r i o r , to re fe r to a kind of secular and p o l i t i c a l 

conversion which cons i s t s in the refusal in one^s own per­

son, of the i nequ i t i e s of the repressive regime without 
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involving, its actual overthrow as a iiatter of immediate 

strategy. Under this interpretation, the; idea of revolu­

tion becomes a question of attitude rathe'r than of activi­

ty, the individual or the group is in>a state of permanent 

revolution, since the attitude is one of openness, to 

radical change, denying the fixed categories of the 

received social, economic and political order. Vlccording 

to Kojeve this is precisely the condition of Hegel's slave 

when he has transformed the vorld by his works and is 

about to achieve the final dialectical overcoming of the 
! 

Master. I t it; t yp ica l of the Master whose route to self-

r e a l i s a t i o n l iua in a f ight to the death for pure p res t ige 

and to depend on a fixed order in what concerns the Slave ' s 

r e l a t i on to him; he, the Master, as Kojeve declares i s the 

t rue Gonsei'vative, embodying the values of the old regime. 

VJhat the Master does not r ea l i se i s tha t the Slave has 

become more human than himself and that the Master 's huma­

n i t y has always been dependent on, or p a r a s i t i c on, the 

S lave ' s , while the l a t t e r has won an autonomous humanity 

against a hos t i l e world and so can dispense with the r i g i ­

d i ty of a fixed, unchanging system. 

I 
In t e re s t ing ly , although the blave has been presented 

as being ready to f ight again (for recognit ion) tha t he 
i 

previously abandoned by yielding to the Master (thus 
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o r ig ina l l y enterintr into h i s condition of s lavery) the 

revolution that he; accomplishes i s not against the Master 
f 

I 
but against the ̂ vorld. lor the first time he becomes equal 

I 

to the v-orld, and by conquering its hostility, has brought 

himself into haitnony vith it. This process can only be an 

epochal revolution and thus is the realisation of the per­

manent revolution. No political revolution can help this 

process —since, some opposition auch as the one between 
i 

King and Parliament or bourgoia end proletarian or betveen 

radical and conservative, is not only necessary for xiie 

occurrence but alao necessarily survives it, vhereas, such 

oppositions under the conditions of the permanent revolu-
i ' 

tion might be expected to disappear, or be reduced to a 
t 

formal l eve l —such as the tv^o-party system in -which the 

po l i c i e s of the tvo aie very sinjilar. iVov in connection 

v i th the l a s t point , i t i s possible or ra the r , at l e a s t 

conceivable tbcit i n s t i t u t i o n s sui tably to the permanent 
i 

revolution eight come into existence before the people are 
i 

read}'- for them. In such a case the challenge would be dou­

bles to educate the population to the'level of its opportu-

nities and to ̂ ^Ist the temptation tp destroy the insti-

tutions because they might hove bo-en incapable of preven­

ting errors and abuues on the part of'leaders as yet unedu­

cated. 
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Let ua now look at another reason why the arguments 

that defend institutions are unattractive to a certain class 

of revolutionaries. Political revolutions besides being sud­

den and morally dramatic are also violent and hence people 

do tend to get confused between the term 'revolution' and 

the word 'violence' as being synonymous, even in the case of 

epochal revolutions. In such cases the fear of revolution is 

really a fear of violence. Of course violence seems to be 

inherently satisfactory, at least it might appear to be jus­

tified in conditions such as long standing injustice (Gandhi 

of course would object to this, but that, under the circum-

stances, is a different matter). 
I 
I 

What is being objected to is not, in this sense, vio-

lence itself, but rather the hasty use of it. If for 

instance, violence has already entered ti:ie situation on 

the part of an oppressive regime, it is quite natural to 

oppose it with equal violence. However, the danger of 
I 

initiating violence in an otherwise calm situation, no mat-

ter how oppressive, is the likelihood of provoking a dis­

proportionate reaction, or worse to be taken advantage of by 

the regime in power. What must be kept in mind is the ques­

tion whether a well prepared and restrained use of violence 

is ever possible outside a military organisation, such as a 

disciplined guerilla force. An unorganised wielding of 

force would not only be senseless dissipation of energy but 
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suicidal. Most important the disposition of the populace 
I I 

has to be carefully assessed. Many, social injustices, such 
I I 

as slavery, child labour and so on are abolished not from 
I 

v io len t manifestations from slaves and children but from 

the moral concern of men. Hence the point a t issue nov, 

i f violence i s to be escheved i s to concentrate avai lable 

energy and information behind, reforms in those pa r t s of the 

system most l i k e l y to yield to r a t i o n a l reform or recon-
I 

s t ruc t ion in the shor t - run, vhi le simultaneously persuing 
a s t ra tegy of education with respect to pr inc ip les and the 
l e s s t r ac t ab le pa r t s of the system^ The ra t iona le i s tha t 

1 

if the reforms are accepted to the people, they vill in 

principle have the pov-er to implement them. On the other 

hand, if the proposed changes are riot accepted by the peo­

ple, no one has the right to impose them. 

! , 

Hence, what is at stake is "whether societies of men 

are really capable or not of establishing good, government 

from reflection and choice.*' what this explicitly means is 

that it is to the reason of the people th£.t the reformer 

must appeal. If not, the alternative is to accept the sorae-

what distressing conclusion envisioned by Plato: ""Man never 
' 1 

legislates, but accidents of all sorts, which legislates 

for us in all sorts of ways. The violence of war and the 

hard necessity of poverty are constantly overturning 
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governments and changing lavs"*. Hovever, there is also a 

hopeful note to save man from anarchy. He vas convinced of 

the necessity for careful systematic intervention in the 

process of government: "Let the change if possible, be one 

thing only, or if not, of two, at any rate let the changes 

be as few and slight as possible. In the light of what has 

been said, ti-je change he vent on to propose has, even now, 

immense practical wisdom: "I think that there might be a 

reform in the state if only one change were made, which is 

not a slight or easy though still a possible one — until 

philosophers are Kings, or the kings or princes of this 

world have the spirit arid power of philosophy, and politi­

cal greatness and wisdom meet in one, and those common 

natures who pursue either to the exclusion of the other are 

compelled to stand aside, cities will never have rest from 

their evils, - no, nor the human race, as I believe, - and 

then only will this our State have a possibility of life 

and behold the light of day".** 

This celebrated passage is usually in danger of being 

read as a cliche. The expression 'philosopher - King' has 
X 

erroneously become the paradigm of the concept but by 

"philosophy" Plato did not mean an academic discipline — 

* Plato: Laws, 709. 
**Plato: The Republic. 
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at least, not a discipline among others; and the philoso­

pher-king is not necessarily a philosopher who becomes a 

king — he may equally veil be a king vho becomes a philoso­

pher. The philosopher, as Plato goes on to define the 

notion, seems to be one in whom the permanent revolution 

has taken hold, who refuses the fixed and closed and main­

tains an attitude of openness towards the world. 

It may be recalled that mention has been made, indeed 

emphatically, that a people must remain ever open to the 

idiosyncracies of the world for their society to remain 

dynamic. VOiat is imperative to continuously maintain this 

is 'education', that is, the communication of possible 

solutions to people who are in a position to implement them 

justly. Men are rational not in the sense that they can, by 

the aid of reason, solve their immediate problems, but in 

the important sense that other things being equal, they 

tend to recognise rational solutions when they see them. 

But ether things are usually not equal, as all sorts of 

prejudices and dogmas intrude themselves. True education 

performs principally two functions: it makes dogmas and 

prejudices harder to survive, and it imparts the accximula-

tion of selected rational strategies that we owe to prece­

ding generations and to mankind in other parts of the world. 
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Thus, once some of the kings have become philosophers 
i ' 

in P l a t o ' s sense, they may be encouraged to become phl loso-

phers in Marx^s sense, t ha t i s , men who can recognise not 

only reason but a lso a l ienat ion when they see i t , who 

arr ive not only at t heo re t i ca l understanding but a lso a t 

' p r a c t i c a l c r i t i c i s m ' which means the overcoming in t he i r 

own persons of the a l i ena t ions of economic and p o l i t i c a l 

i n s t i t u t i o n s and the modifications in the i n s t i t u t i o n of 

lessening the a l i ena t ion for o thers . Hence, i t i s qui te 

apparent tha t the word 'philosopher ' as Plato envisaged i s 
i 

one that connotes rational decision in practical matters 
and otherwise. The implication of this is virtually impos-

I 

sible to be defined exhaustively, } 
I 
I 

In conclusion, I would like to qLiote a passage from 

an article entitled The Maasai Coming Of Age which, I feel, 

is relevant here, Thus: ; 

"ohe is determined to persuade her people 
of the value of education. But she is opposed 
to any dilution of Maasai rituals, 

"We need to maintain our integrity and 
culture", she says. ! 

Even for the majority of Maasai who welcome 
change, there are painful choices, 6ome 
Maasai, clans have already been forced to 
choose farming over their traditional lives 
as nomadic cattle herdprs. Others have suc­
cumbed to government pressure and abandoned 
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herding in favour of ranching on prescribed 
lands. The Loita Maasai are determined to 
resist government efforts to carve up v.hat 
remains of their reserve into privately-
ov/ned segments. The reason is simple: At the 
heart of Maasai culture is thejconcept of 
land being communal. 

"At 99, Ole tientu© is said to have 22 v̂ ives 
and 100 sane,,, He does not oppose change.... 
He has jUist given the latost group of Loita 
Maasai their nev name IRV/AflTAII, after a 
famous Maasai wizard who long ago blessed his 
people with courage greater than any lion, 
buffalo or man, and conferred upon them the 
title of "The chosen people." I i 

I I 
"In the future Ole bentue knovs the courage of 
the Maasai is to be tested in ,a struggle not 
so much against lions as between warring prin­
ciples. He is afraid government will impose 
too many changes before the Maasai are ready 
for them, "Many", he says, "may die from shock 
because they cannot change so fast." He quotes 
a Mausui proverb that counsels the wisdom of 
gradual evolution. Says the old Maasai holy 
man: 'God, give me life that comes slowly over 
the hill'".* 

*Time: July 1985. 
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LÂ 'GUAGE AW ThE UMDiJ,mTAimiNG OF 

OTHEF. CULTUKES 

The main concern of t h i s c h a p t e r i s the c o n s i d e r a t i o n 

of the problem of r e l a t i v i t y and i t s c la ims about the na tu re 

o r r e a l i t y , p a r t i c u l a r l y t h u t of s o c i a l r e a l i t y , where from 

the jjivcMT J 'act , t h a t there {.irii.c d i f f e r e n t I n s t i t u t i o n s , 

and along with t ] ) i s , d i f f e r e n t a t t i t u d e s and v a l u e s ; i t i s 

of ten claimed t h a t t h e r e rau&t e x i s t s e p a r a t e r e a l i t i e s , 

corresponding t o the same 'raw m a t e r i a l ' of expe r i ence ; and 

t h i s might be supposed to bo co r robo ra t ed by the way expe­

r i e n c e s of tiie world are expressed o r de sc r i bed ; and the 

modulation of the p a r t i c u l a r s t r u c t u r i n g segmenta t ions . The 

a r t i c u l a t i o n of the expe r i ences i n t o concepts and p r o p o s i ­

t i o n s i s , so i t must be thought , a f i inct ion of the language 

one speaks . 

Benjamin Lee Whorf c la ims " a l l obser-vers are not l e d 

by the same p t iys ica l evidence to the same p i c t u r e of the 

u n i v e r s e , u n l e s s t J ie i r l i n g u i s t i c backgroiinds a re s i m i l a r 

o r can , in some way, be a r t i c u l a t e d " . This pe rhaps , c l e a r l y 

suppor t s the c la im t h a t thei-e can e x i s t t o t a l l y s e p a r a t e 

r e a l i t i e s ; these ' r e a l i t i e s ' being what they are because 

of the in f luence which the ^structure of the language we 

use e x e r t s our unders tand ing of t h e environment . "The 

p i c t u r e of the un ive r s e s h i f t s from tongue to t ongue . " 

1 • Language Thought and Idea l i ty : M. I . T, P r e s s . 

2 . Ibid., p . 212-3. 
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This posi t ion appears to be, the most extretae version 

of the r e l a t i v i s t i c t h e s i s , and one tha t may not have ready 

acceptance in ce r t a in quar ters even though there may he 

agreement in the contention tha t language, in some vay, 

influences our perception of the world. This reveals one 

c r u c i a l poin t : there i s a basic commitment to one dominant 

idea , v i z . , tha t the organization of new experiences in to 

the form in vhich one sees the world, i s , in some way, 

revealed in the impl i c i t metaphysics of our language. 
I 

Perhaps the problem which is best suited to demon-
I 

Strate the relativistic standpoint, is the problem of tran­

slation. For the possibility of translating one language 
i 

into another pre-supposes the possibility of conveying all 

the concepts and cognitive experiences from one language 

to another. If one includes in the concept of a language 

translated into another, the requirement that poetic conno­

tations, nuances, emotive values, and so on, in the habi-

tual and contextual relations of|the original expressions, 

the thesis of relativism becomes quite unassailable. 

Now one fundamental reason why this may be so, is 

that the meanings which words and statefpents c^rry, it is 

claimed, are, in most cases, dependent on - an4 influenced 

by - the social interaction between human beings. This 
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seems to explain why analoguous concepts may differ in the 
I 

language of d i f fe ren t s o c i e t i e s , and in many cases , the 

t o t a l absence of ce r t a in concepts^in one language may i n d i -

cate the main i n t e r e s t s vhich are c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of the 
I 

'form of l i f e ' , of the p a r t i c u l a r socie ty . Thus for ins tance , 
Naga society does not have the concept of c lass s t r a t i f i -

I 

cation. It shovs, hence that a foira of classless democracy 
I 

is practised. Similarly, some societies may not have the 

concept of 'war'. Such a lack of terminology might give us 

some idea of the character of life carried on in such a 

society. However, from the examples offered, it does not 

follow that there cannot be an understanding of what "class-

stratification" or "the notion of var" is all about; nor 

is it inconceivable that, through ̂ time these concepts, and 

similarly, other hitherto unknown concepts, will feature 

in the language of societies in question. 
I 
I 

I t i s undeniable of course, ' tha t some of the s t a t e -
I 

ments of "remote" cultures can be translated into English 

only to some extent with the help of lengthy and tedious 

descriptions of the beliefs and practices of that society. 

The crux of the matter appears to be really this; there 

must be a background of agreement ̂ between these languages^ 

otherwise it would be impossible for one to recognize it 

as a language at all, on. th? other hand, the attempts to 
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another, w i l l lead one to deny the subjective aspect of 

language,' i t i s important also to rea l i ze tha t these dif-

fei'ences which ex i s t between languages, are not merely 

a r b i t r a r y dif ferences; tiiat i s , these differences are not 

acc iden ta l , but must, in some way, r e f l e c t the d i f fe ren t 

ways in which we see the world, or if you wish a d i f fe ren t 

"form of l i f e " . 

The idea that in the process of t r ans l a t i ng one sen­

tence in to another, fac tua l references , or denotation i s 

the core of meaning, and the r e s t , i . e . emotive overtones 

e t c . are mei'e verbal coverings or accessor ies to meaning 

i s derived from one theory of meaning which holds tha t 

language i s the communicative system par excellence, and 

t h a t anything that deviates from i t s communicative fiJnction 

i s pecu l ia r and redvmdant. Coaimunication i s the essence of 

language, and our understanding w i l l therefore be possible 

when we understand the e s s e n t i a l nature of the re la t ion 

between language and communication; l e t us consider then 

what would be tXxe case witlri our conception of language if 

we accept the view mentioned above, namely, tha t the essen­

t i a l nature of language, wliich cons is t s of ru les and con­

ventions can be understood with reference to the primary' 

function ol language commiinication. 
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In the pas t a nuoiber of approaches to the problem of 

accounting for the nature of the rules and conventions of 

languat'e and i t s re la t ion to meaning has been developed 

yitiiln the view that coraaunlcation i s the primary function 

of language. Thus vlien I t r ans l a t e an expression E^ of a 

language L̂  into another expression Ep of another language 

Lp, E which i s a function of L̂  i . e . , E^(L ) i s considered 

equivalent to EpCL^) via Ep(Lp) re la t ion to what i s commu­

nica ted , say, R ana E^i'L2) re la t ion to R. 

Thus ve have a scheme of the following k ind : -

E^(L^; - B-E^CL^) - (1) . 

Clearly there are more sophis t icated schemes, but a l l in a l l 

the basic d i s t inc t ion between meanings which are re la ted to 

the ut terances of a p a r t i c u l a r language, or i f you wish, the 

function of a p a r t i c u l a r lan£aiage and the meaning vhich i s 

a fimction of another language, in the process of t r a n s l a ­

t i o n , both refer to the same thing - whatever ve may labe l 

t h i s mediatory i l l a t i o n , a thing, an idea or a reference. 

Hence, the main problem in the t3/i)e of scheme presen­

ted above i s in the accounting for the r e l a t i o n between two 

d i s t i n c t e n t i t i e s : one which i s c l ea r ly l i n g u i s t i c , and the 

other which i s e x t r a - l i n g u i s t i c . Thus, W. Haas presents the 

problem in b^e following w^yj 
1' 
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"If there are such e n t i t i e s as are postulated 
in a dua l i s t theory of sign and a t r i a d i c 
theory of t r ans l a t ion - i f there are pure mea­
nings or pure external f a c t s , these are c e r t a i n ­
ly nothing we can say about them. We cannot 
rescue the former from t h e i r occul t s t a t e by 
tying them t o , or replacing them by the l a t t e r . 
The fac ts or the reference so ca l led , if sup­
posed to be grasped independently of any and 
every language, are tl'ieraselves shadowy and 
nebulous as the naked ideas tliey are meant to 
i-einforce or replace. "3 

Now any s i tua t ion which makes communication possible 

involves bas i ca l l y , information, be i t s t a te of a f f a i r s 

about the things in the world, or ideas , or s t a t e of being. 

A statement, a symbol, or a sign, i s taken to be the car ­

r i e r of information and meaning. The re la t ion between mea­

ning and u t te rances involves ser ious problems - and I w i l l 

have occasion to consider some of them l a t e r on - but no 

one would doubt, se r ious ly , about the fac t tha t communica­

tion involves an act of some kind - c a l l i t l i n g u i s t i c , 

symbolic or verba l . I t may be in t e r e s t i ng to note that even 

t e l epa th i c commvinication, i f such communication i s a t a l l 

poss ib l e , pre-supposes an act of some kind, and i t i s to 

these acts or symbols that meanings are at tached. In any 

idea l communication, there must, of course, be the speaker 

say ' b ' , who produces the necessary symbol say, 'R ' , which 

3 . W.A. Haas: On Tran£.lation Philosophy, Vol. 37, 1962, 
p . 208-228. 
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' s tands fo r ' whatever i s 'meant' to be comm'unicated and a 

hearer 'H' vho acts as the receiver . 

There are ce r t a in objections to the idea that vhat 

occurs in a speech s i tua t ion i s j u s t an exchange of in for ­

mation. I'or in saying t h i s , I am not only involved in 

severe!}' reducing the nature of language, to one thing 

only, namely, the exchange of information. I am also imply­

ing -chat, i t i s because of the p o s s i b i l i t y of information 

exchange that language i s poss ib le . 

Perhaps i t may be ascribed to Wittgenstein that v<ords 

l i k e ' i n t e n d i n g ' , 'meaning?,, 'unders tanding ' , do not denote 

anything at a l l in the sense tha t names denote ob jec t s , and 

do not function as descr ip t ion of the s t a t e s of mind; 

(Ryle, for example, i l l u s t r a t e s that i t i s quite senseless 

to ask 'hov long did you mean l a s t n i g h t ' ? Vlheve i t makes 

sense to ask 'how long did you discuss l a s t n i g h t ? ' ) and 

s imi la r ly they do not function as descr ip t ions of s t a t e s of 

f ee l i n f s or some other mental processes has not only r i d i ­

culed the Idea, that communication must be the e s s e n t i a l 

function of language, but also tha t i t can serve to e x p l i ­

cate the nature of language in general . This seems to follow 

from the fact t ha t i t refuses any scheme which would postu­

l a t e the existence of any ex t ra - l ingua l fact in a l ingiaist io 
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s i t ua t ion . Thus, in so l a r as ve involve ttie notion of com­

munication \ve are comraitted to drawing a d i s t i nc t i on 

betv/een that 'something' vhich i s communicated, and also 

the means by vhich i t i s communicated. This, hovever, i s 

not to say t ha t , in saying th ings , I do not communicate 

anything - that vould indeed be quite absurd. Indeed, in 

the process of various u t terances I communicate ray f ee l ings , 

ideas , i n t en t ions , b e l i e f s , a t t i t u d e s , and so on. 

The fact i s tha t vhen I make a statement, for example, 

'The dam i s breaking. ' ' or , 'jQaere i s an e l e c t r i c a l shor t -

c i r c u i t in your k i t chen ' , I am not only communicating a 

cer ta in s t a t e of a f f a i r s . I am also doing something. In 

such cases as the example above, I am issuing a warning. 

Hence, in tiie words of Austin, Searle and o thers , I am 

performing a 'speech a c t ' . Similarly, when two adults of 

d i f f e ren t sexes u t t e r tiie phrase ' I love you ' , i t does not 

merely convey tl:ie message of a p a r t i c u l a r mental s t a t e , 

but a whole range of me-anings, such as , the wi l l ingness to 

marry and abide by i t s ob l iga t ions , or at l e a s t , the expres­

sion conveys, as i t were, a predi lec t ion for a ce r t a in 

'form of l i f e ' - t ha t i s , i t conveys a commitment to a 

' r u l e ' . Hence, the act of u t t e r ing ' I love you' also invokes 

the notion of a pledge not e n t i r e l y d i f ferent in essence 

/ 
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from the utterance 'I pion.ise ' to do (or not to do) some­

thing. Therefore, a 'speech act' evokes the idea that 

language is a kind of activity. 

It may be noted ho\̂ ever that we have not done away 

with the facts of communication in a speech situation, 

though it has been relegated someviiat to a secondary status. 

For instance, when we consicer the theory that "to say that 

a speaker 'S' meant something by 'X', is to say that 'S' 

intended the utterance of 'X' to produce some effects in 

a hearer by means of the recognition of his intention." 

Here one can still say that there is involved in this an 

act of communication, namely, the communication by speaker 

'S' of his intention, via the utterance 'X'; but since 

'intention' however does not describe any sort of entity, 

physical or mental, nor even a process, we have purged <j)ur 

concept of meaning communication of its occult commitment. 

(It is as though one has discovered that the heart not only 

pumps blood, but that in doing so, it also performs many 

essential functions, which one would not necessarily observe 

in the bare fact; that it pumps blood). 

The question however remains, whether meaning can be 

reduced to or explained exhaustively in terms of intention. 

It seems there aie times when ve ask questions about mea­

nings where the actup,l intention of the speaker is not 
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known, for example, poets , wr i t e r s , and so on. Yet, i t i s 

per fec t ly appropriate to ask questions about meaning. I t 

may indeed even "be important to d i s t inguish between what 

a sentence or a se t of sentences meant, apar t from what 

someone meant by i t . Again however, i t may be unimportant 

to know what a poet intended to be appreciated in h i s 

works. This i s perhaps because what tlie author intended 

may have nothing to do v i t h the nature of the poem. Fur-

theitnore, I may not have the In tent ion of get t ing the 

hearer to know anything at a l l , and ye t , t h i s does not 

mean tha t , what I say has no meaning whatsoever. I t ren.ains 

at' l e a s t meaningful. 

This account seems to beg the question of the d i s t inc ­

t ion between what a sentence means l i t e r a l l y and what a 

sentence means when i t i s used, tha t i s , when we include 

the subject , or the one who mctkes the u t t e rance , in a ce r ­

ta in s i t ua t ion . 

Chomsky, for one, appeai-s to be c r i t i c a l of the view 

tha t meaning can be exhaustively explained in terms of the 

speaker ' s in tent ion in communication. He as se r t s t ha t the 

theory of speech ac ts "may help to analyse successful com­

munication and i t led to i n t e r e s t i ng discover ies about the 

semantic property of u t t e rances , but i t gives us no way to 
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escape the orbit of conceptual space that includes such 

notions as 'linguistic meaning', v-ithout such intrusion the 

theory simple expresses false statements about meaning'. 

His belief seems to be that ve fail "to distinguish 

between the literal meaning of a linguistic expression 

produced by 'S' and vhat 'S' meant by producing this expres­

sion. The first notion is the one to be explained in the 

theory of language - the sedond has nothing particular 

to do with language; I can just as well ask, in the same 

sense of 'meaning' what 'S' meant by slamming the door. 

Within the theory of successful communication, we can draw 

a connection between these notions. The Theory of meaning 

however seems quite unillurainated by this effort." 

In this regard, Chomsky seems to be quite right in 

his objection that every field of linguistic activity must 

involve communication. In fact one can point to a great 

variety of activities which we perform with language where ' 

we use expressions meaningfully, without any reference to 

the intentions of an utterer with regard to an audience -

if only because the nature of activity' does not involve 
0 

an audience (even a hy^ the t i ca l one). I t i s not the case 

however, t ha t Grice, Searle and the others quite do not 
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acknowledge this difference. There is an obvious distinc­

tion between the sentence: 'This thesis was written by me', 

and what I mean by actually saying so. In other words, the 

connection between one's meaning something by what one 

says, and what that which, one says actually means in the 

language. The latter case is quite clearly determined by 

rules, while the former is determined by the intention of 

the speaker, to get the hearer to know that certain states 

of affairs specified by the rules obtain. Hence, in a suc­

cessful communication situation, there is the production 

of an utterance 'S' with a certain intention, say 'X' -

where 'X' may stand for the intention to warn, describe, 

inform, surprise, etc. - and where the meaning of 'tJ' is 

intended by certain syntactical, lexical and phonetic rules, 

and the illoqutionary act 'X' performs (A) is a function 

of 'tS'. Thus: A-X (tl) ' 

The speech act 'A' therefore contains an intentional 

aspect 'X' and a conventional aspect 'ij'. It may be neces-' 

sary here to speak of rules, rules of syntax, semantic rules 

and so on, and most such rules which bind 'X' and 'S' to 

make 'A' possible. However, it is not really my intention 

in this chapter to dwell at length on the 'meaning-rules• 

of language. So I will conclude this issue by briefly 

explaining the following; Irom the scheme A-X (S) above, 



209 

Searle has emphasised that a clear distinction must be 

drawn between the cases where the state of affairs or the 

effect that I produce via the recognition of ray intention 

'X', in stating 'S' occurs, where 'S' is only contingently 

related to 'X', eg,, in cases where my object ia to deceive. 

This is the sense of meaning Chomsky seems to object to, 

a sense which has nothing to do with language. But an 

illocutionary act, Searle ŝ iys, is one which does not admit 

of a mere contingent relationship between what 'A* means 

and vhat 'S' means. What we can mean is a function of what 

we are saying, that is, the recognition is achieved in vir­

tue of the fact that the rules for using the expression he 

utters associates the expressions with the production of 

that effect. 

It would seem that, we cannot really separate the 

literal meaning of an expression "S' from its meaning in 

use, in at least a great number of cases, for reasons 

already shown. This is not to say, however, that ve cannot, 

as it were, consider an utterance in isolation. What is at 

issue here is whether tbe distinction between 'literal' 

meaning and meaning in use is really possible at all by way 

of distinguishing between two logically separate entities. 

On the face of it, there seems to be ' a sense in drawing this 

distinction, in so far as we assume that one is here 
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employing d i l f e r e n t n o t i o n s of tlie term 'mean ing ' . But i s 

the d i s t i n c t i o n v a l i d ? When we f i n d out the meaning of a 

•word in the d i c t i o n a r y , say the vord ' b a c h e l o r ' which would 

read something l i k e 'an a d u l t vinraarried male ' we might say , 

"Now I Icnow what i t means' ' . This way of l e a r n i n g a word 

i s not v i a an i n s t a n c e of i t s u s e . Another way of t each ing 

someone the meaning of ' b a c h e l o r ' would be to show him the 

many i n s t a n c e s of i t s u s e , in d i f f e r e n t c o n n e c t i o n s , d i f f e ­

r e n t s i t u a t i o n s . This way of teaching him would be very 

much l i k e teaching someone a r u l e in a game, e . g . how a 

Knight moves in a game of c h e s s . Now when we reach the po in t 

a t which we can see t h a t he can make the c o r r e c t moves in 

a game, we can say t h a t "Now he unders tand the r u l e s " o r , 

as W i t t g e n s t e i n s ays , "he knows how to go on" . S i m i l a r l y , 

in the case of words and e x p r e s s i o n s , we know the meaning 

of a word when ve know how i t i s used in v a r i o u s c o n t e x t s : 

Waissman, f o r example, s ays , "How should we, for example, 

exp l a in to anyone what the word ' n a i v e ' means? We should 

perhaps f i r s t c i rcu inscr ibe the meaning wi th words which 

come f a i r l y nea r to meaning the same as ' n a i v e ' . We should 

say ' n a i v e ' means something l i k e i nexpe r i enced , u n c r i t i c a l , 

u n s u s p i c i o u s , r a t i o n a l , no t b l a s e , n o t wor r i ed wi th doub t s , 

and so on. But t hen , we should say t h a t , t h a t does n o t 

e x a c t l y h i t off what the word means and should g ive an 
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example of i t s use . Vie might t e l l an anecdote for i t ? No, 

but in the words of my question I have provided an i s s tance 

of i t s u se" .* 

I t would seem, on a c lose r scru t iny , tha t in accoun­

t ing for a meaning of a word in the form 'X' means 'Y' , we 

are not r ea l ly talking ahout meaning in the sense tha t i s 

r ea l ly separable from our e a r l i e r assumption, even more so^ 

t l i is kind of 'd ic t ionary meanings' seems to presuppose 

meaning in use. In our example where 'bachelor ' means 

'unmarried adult male ' , what we have done i s simply equated 

an expression 'bachelor ' with another expression whose use 

i s already known i . e . , 'an unmarried adult male ' . I t i s 

j u s t another way of saying 'bachelor ' has the same use as 

'unmarried adult male ' , and we merely es tab l i sh t h i s equi­

valence on the basis of the fact tha t they denote the same 

' l i n g u i s t i c ac t p o t e n t i a l ' . 

2, Now as the t i t l e of t h i s chapter , namely, 'Language 

and the Understanding of other Cul tures ' suggests , perhaps 

in an ind i rec t way, the question of the notion of t r a n s l a -

b i l i t y , l e t us examine in th i s l i g h t , the issues involved 

in such a venture. On the face of i t , the p o s s i b i l i t y of 

t r a n s l a t i n g one expression into another seems to depend 

•Fef. VJaismann r . Pr inc ip les of Linguis t ic Philosophy. 
Ed. R. Harme IJ.Y. St. Mart in 's Press , Macraillan Press , 
1965. 
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on the p o s s i b i l i t y of there being at l e a s t some object ive 

c r i t e r i a to detertaine whether an expression in one language 

i s the same as an expression in another language. And i t 

appears that only vihen t h i s vas possible could ve observe 

tha t the rule vhich determines the use of a vord in one 

language vas similar to the ru les -which determines the use 

of a word in the other.-

How, i t would be na tu ra l ly asked, can one, i f concepts 

are pecul iar to a p a r t i c u l a r soc ie ty , even ta lk of one 

expression being the same as some o ther , i f one i s not even 

in a posi t ion to know whether the word 'same' i s used in a 

s imi la r way? Yet, i f t h i s was the case , then what we are 

l e f t with i s a kind of " r e l a t i v i a t i c dilemma". I t i s , of 

course, true "that there are subs t an t i a l differences between 

languages spoken in d i f fe ren t cxiltures, (This i s p a r t i c u ­

l a r l y c l ea r when one considers the case of languages per­

ception. There i s a point here in invoking the notion of 

non- l ingu i s t i c c r i t e r i a ) and so, when a t r a n s l a t o r under­

takes the task of es tab l i sh ing correspondences between 

expressions of the d i f fe ren t languages, he may, sometimes 

f ind, as i s often the case, with say, English to Angami — 

Maga, tha t i t i s impossible to find a normal sentence in 

one of the languages to match the other . This i s qu i te 

evident in the attempt to t r a n s l a t e the ;icriptui;es, or say, 
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the Bible, or even songs, in to the nat ive d i a l ec t . This 

does not mean, however, that the t r a n s l a t o r i s unable to 

go on; he sees the d i f f i c u l t y as r ea l ly a technical one. 

Thus, he operates on the assumption tha t even though there 

cannot be a one-to-one correspondence between the u t t e r ­

ances or expressions in the two languages, there i s , a t 

l e a s t the p o s s i b i l i t y of ithere ex is t ing some un i t which 

permits a f a i r degree of -workable correspondence. And in 

cases where these , i f I may use the word, "eso te r ic" un i t s 

or concepts are not ava i lab le , he may introduce a new 

expression, A br ie f explanation as to how a workable t r a n ­

s la t ion i s a t a l l poss ib le : Kant declares that there a re , 

in a l l languages, the concepts of ' s p a c e ' , ' t i m e ' , ' subs tance ' 

' c a u s a l i t y ' and so on. His emphasis A-as tha t , as already 

mentioned in Chapter I , without these not ions , no thinking 

— not merely about p a r t i c u l a r objects or p a r t i c u l a r areas 

of experiences, but no thinking at a l l would be poss ib le , 

as propoionded in the 'Transcendental Deduction' of the 

ca tegor ies in the Crit ique Of Pure Reason. In modem times, 

Strawson, who, having endorsed t h i s view, expressed the 

s imi lar idea tha t there i s a 'basic core ' in a l l human con-
I 

ceptual framework. And thus, it is this common factor 

which makes translation at all possible. I have, so far 
1 

used tbe word 'workable' as regards the p o s s i b i l i t y of 
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t r ans l a t ion de l ibe ra t e ly . I t i s thus poss ib le , l og i ca l l y , 

to t r a n s l a t e ce r ta in aspects of one language to another as 

commonly in s t an t i a t ed in re l ig ious and l i t e r a r y vorks but 

t h i s , hovever, can never convey the e n t i r e idea as the 

words involved in the o r ig ina l are spec i f i c , t ha t i s , 

organic, to that 'form of l i f e * . And i t i s r ea l ly those 

notions which gets l o s t in t r ans la t ion that gives the o r i ­

g ina l tongue i t s ' f e e l i n g ' or ' f l avour ' or i t s ' s p i r i t * . 

Think for ins tance, the possible absurdi ty involved in 

t r ans l a t i ng an Angami or Zaliang Naga folk song to Hindi 

or v ice-versa . As mentioned already, a p a r t i c u l a r language 

embodies a p a r t i c u l a r form of l i f e , and hence, the incon­

gru i ty of the type mentioned a r i s e s ; and i t i s p rec i se ly 

t h i s t ha t makes every language unique. To merely say t h a t 

a language i s d i f fe ren t from another without taking in to 

accoiint the 'forms of l i f e ' associated with i t , i s s ta t ing 

a t r i v i a l t ru th and ye t , the asser t ion does not remain 

' t r i v i a l ' any longer as soon as branding another language 

as ' inadequa te ' , 'poor ' or 'bad' i s considered. We w i l l 

come back to this topic a l i t t l e l a t e r on. 

VJe have seen how our a b i l i t y to consider expressions 

independently of i t s meaning, often leads us to thiniirthat 

the significance of each expression depends on i t s concomit-

tances witii other th ings , na tu ra l f a c t s and such l i k e : t h i s 
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i s more so in Uje case of t r ans l a t i on . V.e do tend to think 

of a b i - l i n g u i s t , as someone who i s capable of es tab l i sh ing 

the equivalence of an expression in one language in to ano­

ther v ia Uieir respective equivalences to something ex t r a -

l ingua l and objec t ive . 

Vihat would be the case, i f supposing, we were to 

find tha t a p a r t i c u l a r society uses the concept •? ' in a 

way d i f fe ren t from ours . That, for exaiaple, they do not 

consider as-cases of 'P* most of what we consider as 

indubitable instances of i t ? Is that any j u s t i f i c a t i o n in 

saying that t h e i r concept was inadequate? A common expected 

answer may be t h a t , t h e i r concept l e s s accurately por t rays 

the nature of ' P ' : as i f i t were the case that both socie­

t i e s observed the nature of P and then drew di f ferent con­

c lus ions . What one f a l l s to see i s that the concepts of 

reason, j u s t i f i c a t i o n , adequacy and so, are r e l a t i v e to 

various language-games. 

If supposing one were to change the ru les that de t e r ­

mine the use of ' P ' , in an imaginary socie ty , then we would 

be changing i t s meaning, and as Wittgenstein says, "in 

tha t case we may j u s t as well change tiie word too" the 

reason why rules d i f f e r between languages i s that there are 
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di f fe ren t language-games corresponding to di f ferent 'world 

p i c t u r e s ' . I t might seem, t h i s follovvs the view t h a t , r e a l i ­

ty does not give language i t s sense, the j u s t i f i c a t i o n for 

the cor rec t use of a term, and standards which r e l a t e to 

the meaning of concepts not derived from an object ive b a s i s , 

as Bernard Williams remarks: " . . . whether something i s 

empir ical ly explicable or not i s i t s e l f r e l a t i v e to 

language; for such explanation, and a f o r t i o r i p a r t i c u l a r 

forms of s c i en t i f i c explanation, are j u s t language-game 

among o the r s , " 

Peter Winch also holds a s imilar view when he says, 

" . . . we could not , in fact d is t inguish the r ea l from the 

unreal without understanding the way t h i s d i s t i nc t i on ope­

r a t e s in the language. If then we wish to understand the 

signif icance of these concepts, we must examine the use 

they ac tua l ly do have in the language." 

A coro l la ry of t h i s which bears on our problem of 

t r a h s l a t a b i l i t y i s tha t we cannot discover what a people ' s 

concepts are except through the language. Thus, i t i s 

possible for us to say tha t the concept 'X' i s d i f fe ren t 

in two soc ie t i e s because the way they use the term 'X' 

d i f fe r s between the two s o c i e t i e s . We come to t h i s conclu-

sion not by co r re la t ing language with something e l se but 
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by correlating some aspects of language, with whole ranges 

and ways of talking about something. 

The corresponding concept of 'X' in different 

languages, is intelligible to us when we are capable of 

describing their language-game, with the concept «A'. To 

say that their concept is wrong would be to use our 
i 

language-game "as a base from which to combat t h e i r s " . * 

How does our a b i l i t y to describe t h e i r language-game 

with 'X ' , imply tha t we understand t h e i r concept 'X'? 

This problem i s more intense in the cases where in a par­

t i c u l a r society ce r t a in cases which f a l l under the concept 

of 'X' in our soc i e t i e s are not regarded as instances or 

par t of the concept of 'X' . Wittgenstein often found i t 

useful to imagine f i c t i o n a l soc i e t i e s in which people 

spoke a language and l ived a l i f e r ad i ca l l y di f ferent from • 

ours , m one instance he imagines a socie ty of people who 
i 

used the word 'pa in ' to include only, those cases where the 

damage i s v i s i b l e ; the other cases , tha t i s , those instances 

t ha t we ca l l pain such as headaches,!stomachaches, rheuma-

tism and so on are " t ied up with mockery of the complain­

ing one". } 

*L. Wit tgenstein: On Certa inty , tjec. 609; Basi l Blackv,ell, 
Oxford 1969. 



218 

Here the most na tu ra l tendency on our par t i s to 

think that these people are mistaken, and that t he i r lack 

of a concept ol an ^ y i s i b l e cause of pain stems from an ' 

i n a b i l i t y to perceive the s imi l a r i ty between the tvfo types 

of behaviour. About Wit tgens te in ' s examples some points 

are vorth mentioning here: 

I t i s not the case in our f i c t i o n a l society tha t 

there i s a rad ica l difference in the physiological make-up 

of the people. If ve vere to imagine a story vhere the 

beings of a d i s t an t planet vere physiological ly b u i l t to 

feel pain, when a v i s i b l e damage occurred to t h e i r body, 

then i t would not be absurd for us to imagine someone 

having a d i f ferent concept of pain. In tl" i s case one sees 

that the prac t ice of regarding someone's expression of 

pain as mere pretence and malingering i s reasonable to us. 

Apparently, t h i s i s not a problem which can be 

solved by an appeal to empirical data , or even to behaviou­

r a l c r i t e r i a . The d i f f i c u l t y with the appeal to behavioural 

c r i t e r i a for t e s t ing the s imi la r i ty of concepts, i s t ha t i t 

involves c i r c u l a r i t y . As David E. Cooper says: " . . . the 
i 

d i f f i c u l t y with t h i s suggestion i s t ha t i f we mean by 

'behaviour ' act ions as opposed to mere bodily movements, 

then i t i s impossible to know what the behaviour i s without 
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i n t e rp re t ing i t properly. But to i n t e r p r e t i t properly ve 

must know hov» the agents conceive of i t " . Hence, behaviou-

r a l l y , there does not seem to be any difference between 

the manifest pain behaviour between ^he people of our 

society and the hypothet ical one. If we were to re fer solely 

to behaviour, as generating differences in concepts, we 

would find that concepts do not vary rad ica l ly a t a l l • 

between soc i e t i e s . 

On the other hand, i t i s u t t e r l y t r i v i a l to say that 

concepts vary with language, i f we say tha t differences in 

the language of pain by themselves cons t i tu te differences 

in the concept of pain. What i s d i f f i c u l t to reconcile a t 

t h i s point i s not that there are differences in the use of 

the word 'pa in ' but tha t thiis i s simply r)ot the way we 

react to pain-behaviour, and our reaction at t h i s l eve l i s , 

as i t were, p r e - r a t i o n a l . What ve have es tabl ished i s a 

basic difference in the l eve l of p r a c t i c e . We are unable 

to react to pain behaviour in the way tha t our hypothet ical 

society does. Any attempt ^ to re-educate such a 'misguid­

ed' socie ty from the coraroitraent of a fundamental e r ro r 

would not only require us to use c r i t e r i a of evidence, 

proof, and so on, d i f ferent fro'H t h e i r s . I t would also 

require us to teach the new concept in a way d i f fe ren t from 

the way we have l ea rn t ours , namely, by giving reasons for 
i 

justifying the use of a concept. 
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In On Certainty Wittgenstein emphasises that the 

language-game is something unpredictable, that it is not 

based on grounds, not reasonable or unreasonable, but, is 

there, as it vere, given - "like our life". 

There is, therefore, no guarantee that our attempt 

to revise the concept of pain in our hypothetical society 

will pull off —we may give all sorts of reasons, arguments, 

and use examples, or even attempt at persuasion, but the 

success or failure of our attempt will not be decided b3'-

the acceptance of what is ultimately true or false. It is 

not the adequacy or inadequacy of our teaching which is at 

fault here. In 206 of the Philosophical Investigations, 

Wittgenstein says: "following a rule is analogous to 

obeying an order. We are trained to d-> 30. We react to an 

order in a particular way. But what if one person reacts in 

one way and another in another to the order in training? 

Which one is right...?" 

VJhat ultimately decides the issue is at the level of 

instinctual reaction, and this agreement is not a matter of 

opinion but in the 'form of life'. 

At this point, we are dangerously close to accepting 
t 

the idea that cross-cultural comparisons, in so far as they 

represent differences at the level of instinctual reaction 
as 
— differences in the form of life — Is impossible. 
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Thus, t h i s analysis seems to have led us to r e s t r i c t 

our judgements to our own form of l i f e , t h a t , what i s 

i n t e l l i g i b l e and makes sense to us , what i s true or f a l s e , 

i s determined by our lanfruafre. 

There i s a sense here in which the concepts of our 

hypothet ical society i s inaccessible to us . And there i s 

another sense in which i t i s a contradic t ion in terms to 

say that these concepts are u n i n t e l l i g i b l e to us. The l a t ­

t e r sense i s derived from the idea t h a t , i f the concepts 

of another society are r ea l ly l in in te l l ig ib le to us , th i s 

i s something we would never know — since to know t h i s we 

would have to iJnderstand these concepts. 

The concept of ' pa in ' i s not u n i n t e l l i g i b l e to us in 

the hypothet ical socie ty , in so far as we know the role 

t h i s word plays in the l i f e of the socie ty . In The Blue 

and Brown Books, Wittgeiststein says: "whether a word of the 

language of our t r i b e i s r igh t ly t rans lo ted in to a word of 

the Englisli language depends upon the role th i s word plays 

in the whole l i f e of the t r i b e , the occasions on which i t 

i s used, the experiences of emotion by which i t i s accom­

panied, the ideas which i t generally awakens which prompt 

i t s saying" e t c . 
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What i s meant so far , i s t h a t , | v e cannot imagine 

a language eo r ad ica l ly d i f fe ren t from ours , tha t ve are 
i 

totally unable to determine vhat role the concepts of that 
I 

language plays in the life of the society. We might imagine 

a situation, vhere such a society existed, \vhere people 

behaved in the same way as ve do, but there is no regular 

connexion betveen what they say, the sounds they make, and 

their actions, jînd these sounds they make are not mere 

accompaniments to their actions, in that, "their actions 

fall into confusion" without them. Hov are ve to say then 

that these people have a language? There is, as Wittgen­

stein says "not enough regularity to call it language"? 

It would be impossible for us to imagine, thus, 

whether the people in our imaginary society had a concept 

of 'pain' at all, if, in observing their behaviour, we were 

to find that there vere no regularity between their uses 

•of the woni 'pain' and the pain behaviour. In fact, we 

would not be in a position to even say that they were 

using or that they even possess, the concept of 'pain' 

at all. This follows from the fact that they did not fol­

low a rule. Now in games, there are to be found certain 

conceptual disparities, but this does not put into doubt 

our recognition of a game as a game. We know that this is 

typical of the way games differ from each other. In this 

file:///vhere
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regard one must note that, what is typical betxeen games 

is not, in the same sense as v,hat is typical between diffe­

rent languages. The rules vhich determine certain aspects 

of a game, may be peculiar to that particular game. We 

would not be able to find any counterpart, or points of 

similarity between two different games, say, a game of 

chess and cricket. What determines their being games is 
t 

external to the nature of games. ~ ; 

However, when someone like Wittgenstein invents or 

postulates a language different from ours, his freedom is 

restricted by certain limitations. For instance, he cannot, 

invent new games us concepts and rules as freely as one can 

invent new games. Hence, in this sense, the rules of 

language are not arbitrary like the rules of games. 

When Wittgenstein postulates a concept — in this 

sense 'pain' — which is different from our concept of 

pain, he cannot, without being absurd, invent a notion so 

remote, that he would not be able to explain to us how 

this concept worked — because then, we would not, in fact» 

even consider it part of the language at all. 

As mentioned earlier on in this chapter that, trans-

la tability of a language to another is quite possible, with. 
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of course, the pe r s i s t en t and unavoidable danger that the 

' s p i r i t ' of the o r ig ina l i s never fu l ly captured in the 

t r a n s l a t i o n . But i t i s a commonly-held be l i e f tha t some­

times, vihen one comes acrosa soc ie t i e s v i th i n s t i t u t i o n s 

such as e t h i c a l , r e l ig ious and so on, far removed from 

those one i s famil iar v i t h , or iden t i f i ed with, tha t t r a n s -

l a t i o n i s not possi . j le . Such an a t t i t u d e may spring from 

an ant ipathy to a way of l i f e d i f fe ren t from one ' s . 
I 
I 

Of course, translation Involves quite obvious diffi-

culties, such as finding an appropriate word or unit to 

match with another, and it may so happen that where a one-

word would suffice to explain a concept in a particular 

language, the translation of the same word into another 

might involve in dealing with a much larger field. Perhaps 

it may even be required to deal with a lengthy description 

of the practices and beliefs in that society. In many casc.̂ , a 

borrowed word would have to be incorporated to provide the 

required correspondence to the appropriate contexts. 

What is important, it seems, in this issue of trans-

latability is, what it is which makes it possible, accept­

ing that there is diversity in language —and forms of 

life — that there can be inter-culture/awareness across 

the wide and diverse spectrum. 
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We have seen how the possibility has been marred by 

certain myths about the nature of meaning, and certain 

principles of objectivity vhich distorted the nature and 

uniqueness of language. Taking the latter, ve have seen, 

that the relative incompatibility of concepts between 

languages (in particular, our example of the fictional 

society v»here at the basic level of human response, namely, 

pain behaviour) leads to a tendency on our part, to believe 

in some objective principles, which our peculiar conoept 

of pain has fallen short of — but as we have seen, whether 

a concept is adequate or inadequate is not determined by 

something external, or independent of the "form of life" 

within which it plays a role ... that is, seeing that a 

concept, say 'pain' plays a particular role, does not 

necessitate the postulation of an independent check. It 

nay be thought that this may lead to a form of relativism,-

in that, what is, and is not the case, is merely a matter 

of human agreement. For instance, it seems that, it is 

enough that the people of a particular society accept and 

agree that a particular concept means such and such — that 

in so far as these differences exist, we shall never be 

able to understand each other's concepts. However, we have 

seen that this is not the case, how it is not merely a 

matter of an arbitrary agreement of opinion, but that of an 
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agreement in the p a r t i c u l a r language, in the 'form of l i f e ' . 

And the p o s s i b i l i t y of understanding what a p a r t i c u l a r con­

cept means in one language in another even vhen a d i r e c t 

subs t i tu t ion of one concept in terms of another i s not 

poss ib le , i s tha t there i s a comruon backgrovind of agreement, 

between languages which i s not merely an agreement in , what 

we toow to be the cabe, but in what l i e s beyond reasoning, 

deduction and a t t i t u d e s in what we may ca l l with Wittgen­

s t e i n , "the common behaviour of mankind." 

Thus any study of human s o c i e t i e s , which we may hope 

to lindertake must take in to account the p l u r a l i t y of mani­

f e s t a t i ons and expressions of t h i s "common behaviour of 

mankind "which finds expression in the many s o c i e t i e s and 

c u l t u r e s . The discussion have, so far been the subject of 

meaning a t the l i n g u i s t i c phenomena, spec i f i ca l ly in terms 

of the concept of meaning ru le s , and these meaning ru les 

were, as we have seen, in a way, d i f fe ren t from other types 

of r u l e s , in t h a t , they were not accountable in the same 

manner t ha t the rules of a game, or an i n s t i t u t i o n were 

unaccountable. This made our account of tlje concept of 

ru les ra ther vague and indeterminate. Hovever, t h i s was 

only because the general feature of a language-game was 

such tha t we could not go beyond the nature of the so-

ca l led language-game to , as i t were, something object ive 
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or extra lingual to justify a particular aspect of the 

language-game. Our point of reference was not "the world 

of nature", but rather human life and the common activi­

ties \(vhich he is normally engaged in. P'or example, v/hen 

we vere dealing with the problem of translation, that to 

imagine a concept correctly in a particular language is to 

be able to use it according to a rule, and to know that 

we have used a word or a sentence correctly is not to see 

that it corresponds to 'what is the case' in the objective 

world, but rather to see that it fits into a certain order 

which corresponds to the range of human activities, or 

what Wittgenstein call 'forms of life'. 

This, however, is not to say of course that what we 

call "the case with the world" has really nothing to do 

with these forms. The nrtural world clearly conditions the 

'form of life'. It is because certain natural states of 

affairs prevail in the world we live in, that we are capa­

ble of pursuing all the multifarious activities which 

basically cliarac terise our life form, be it eating, playing, 

building and ceremonies involving marriage, death, harvest 

and so on. 

Wittgenstein remarks in On Certainty; "Certain events 

would put me in a position in which I could not go on with 



228 

the old language-game anymore. In vhicb I was torn away 

from the sureness of the game. Indeed c a n ' t i t be obvious 

t ha t the potjsibil i ty of-a language-game i s conditioned by-

cer ta in f a c t s . " 

One s igni f icant point to lemeraber i s tha t tiie r e l a ­

t ionship between tiie i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y , t ru th and f a l s i t y , 

sense and cohei'ence of what we say, and the s ta te of the 

na tura l world i s not , ho\vever, l ike the re la t ionsh ip between 

na tu ra l f a c t s , say, for example, the funct ional i ty of e l e c ­

t ron ic c i r c u i t s found in t e l ev i s ion , radios and computers 

e t c . and the fijndaraental laws of e l e c t r i c i t y . For exsunple, 

suppose the fundamental laws of e lectro-chemical behaviour 

of semi-conductors suddenly become devoid of i t s na tu ra l 

p r o p e r t i e s , our c i r c u i t s would cease to function. We could 

then follow a se r i e s of causal ly connected sequences of 

r e l a t i o n s which would f ina l ly lead to an explanation of why 

a l l of a sudden, our t r a n s i s t o r s , receivers and amplif iers 

had ceased to function. \Je would be able to , on the bas is 

of our theory, p red ic t what would happen. In t h i s case our 

understanding of e lec t ron ic c i r c u i t s , would be dependent 

on our capacity of predict ing what would be the case i f 

such and such happened. 

Now our language-game i s not , in t h i s way, conditioned 

by na tu ra l f a c t s . I t i s , of course, c e r t a in ly t rue , tha t 
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particular forms of human activities such as, for instance, 

agriculture would depend on certain natural conditions of 

of life such as, good climate, favourable soil conditions 

and so on, it is also true that our concepts would not work 

if the natural laws were to break down completely. It is 

quite easy to see, how, on this account, we can so easily 

make the mistake of thinking that the reality given to a 

'^orm of life can be seen or observed from the outside. The 

form and method of human activity is not determined by what 

is experienced, but, rather, the form and activity by which 

we characterise the world determines what we discover and 

find desirable. Thus, when we say the meaning of language 

is grovjnded in human life, we are saying that what one 

describes and discovers in the world is determined by how 

he acts, AS Bernard V/illiams says; "Any empirical discovery 

we could make about our views of the world, as that it was 

c:)nditioned by our use of correct words or whatever, would 

itself be a fact which we were able to understand in terms 

of, and only in terms of, our view of the world."* 

I 

Thus it would seem quite cleari from the sustained 

argument so far, about language being a "form of life", 

which, as .̂̂e have seen 'couches', as it were, all activities 

•Bernard Williams; Wittgenstein and Idealism in "Under­
standing Wittgenstein".' /;oyal Ins'̂ ltute of~'Philosophy 
lectures Vol. 7, 1971-73. Edited by G. Vesay. 
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peculiar to any specific linguistic} stock, it may now be 

only too appropriate, to delve a little on the matter of 

what might be termed as, the idea of^ 'linguistic-chauvinism'. 

This notion, as is evident, usually gives rise to serious 

social and political issues in several countries besides 

ours. The most obvious manner in which, this problem might 

be viewed with sympathy would, of course be to adopt an 

attitude of what is normally termed as 'objectivity'. The 

question thus: "What ought to be my attitude towards another 

language?" has to take into account the following mentioned 

points on grounds on which a language is nomially critici­

sed: 

1. It is a distorted version of another language, e.g. 

Assamese is a distorted version of Bangali, or Nagamese 

is a distorted form of Assamese and Hindi and Bengali. 

2. It does not have a script e.g. "no'tribal language in 

the North-East of Inoia has its own script." 

3. It does not have a literature e.g. the Zeliang language 

does not have a literature and, therefore, it is only 
I 

a dialect, 

h. It is incomplete and inadequate e.g. the Bengali or 

English says much better what the Angami Naga language 

can say only inadequately. 
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I . To take these in order: l i r s t l y , two languages may 

be very closely s imilar to each o ther , and can then be 

shown e-ven to have a common or ig in , but t h i s does not make 

e i t h e r of them an i n f e r i o r version of the other or of the 

' o r i g i n a l ' language. A language, or a form of l i f e , i s 

what i t i s and not another one in a d i f fe ren t guise . The 

individuat ion of a language i s undoubtedly a d i f f i c u l t task, 

and often, in the ac tual act of indiv iduat ion , considera-

t ions other than ' l i n g u i s t i c ' - in the broad sense of 

which a language encompasses a d i s t i n c t form of l i f e - may 

be involved, btich considerat ions may be p o l i t i c a l , economic, 

h i s t o r i c a l , soc ia l and so on. But the claim by a group tha t 

t he i r native language i s autonomous and therefore , d i s t i n c t , 

although motivated par t ly by any or a l l of these considera­

t ions - ( i s there ever a 'pure unmixed' motive of any human 

ac t ion?) - i s almost always associated with the perception, 

by the group, of s ign i f i can t differences in t he i r form of 

l i f e . That i s , differences in language must r e f l ec t d i f f e ­

rences in conceptual frames and not differences in the 

degree of c l a r i t y of the sa^ie concepts. To think tha t t h i s 

language ia a d i s to r t ed version of one 's own, may exhibi t 

an arrogance and insens i t iveness which in a way, i s the 

same as the arrogance and insens i t iveness of thinking tha t 

there i s no way of looking at a thing other than one 's own. 



232 

II. To criticise another language on the groiond that it 

lacks a script is peculiarly misplaced. The script of a 

language is not an integral part of it. It stands as it 

were, outside the language, in a vay in vhich the acti-vi-

ties MB have talked about cannot stand outside, and it gets 

whatever 'life' it has from the language and not the other 

way around, A script \vithout a language is "dead", but a 

language without a script is very much a language, not less 

of a one. The presence of a script may undoubtedly help in 

the growth of a language in so far as it facilitates the 

exploration of the possibilities of,the language but such 

exploration can take place, and have taken place without a 

script. The absence of a script is not a criterion of the 

poverty of a language. 

III. The third kind of criticism, mentioned above is 

serious. The possibility of literature is inherent in any 

language, and it is in literature that the bounds of mea­

ning of a language are continuously explored and extended. 

A language which has not developed a literature has not, 

as it were, realised itself. But is there, in fact, a 

language which does not have a literature? If the emergence 

of literature is not thought to be dependent on the exis­

tence of a written tradition, then there is really no 

language without this aspect - since literature will •'nclude 

file:///vithout
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stories, .songs, legends, myths, parables, incantations 

and so on. Hence, it is quite safe to say that there isn't 

a language which does not have a good measure of all these. 

In fact the primary source of creativity even in a written 

tradition of literature is to be found in the symbols 

employed in these stories, songs, etc. 

IV. Fourthly, in a sense, no language is complete, 

because it must be always, possible for new things to be 

said in it. But when a language is criticized as being 

incomplete, what is meant is that somethings are, and even 

can be, said in the language but vaguely, confusedly and 

inadequately, while the same things, can be said with more 

clarity, and adequately, in another language. And this is 

not true. An attempt to improve a language by Inducting 

elements into it from a different language, so that the 

same things may be said more completely in the former can­

not succeed, because the result of such an attempt is not 

that the same things are said less confusedly in the 

language, but tlmt come thing different is also said in it 

now.' When Wittgenstein says that any language is "complete", 

he means that you fall into a confusion if you try to pro­

vide a more perfect system for what may be said in it. 

Whatever may be said in the new system, it will not be what 

was said in the original language. 
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Thus, i f what had been said about the re la t ionsh ip 

between a language-game and a form of l i f e , i s cor rec t , 

then i t i s quite c lea r that a language must afford a spe­

c i a l l y intimate access to the cu l ture of the people whose 

nat ive language i t i s . A cu l tu re , of course, includes things 

l i k e , as mentioned sometime e a r l i e r , a c t i v i t i e s such as , 

the way they cu l t i va t e the land, bury the dead, ce lebra te 

marriages, build t h e i r houses, and so on. Hence, a study 

of the cul ture must include a l l these various a c t i v i t i e s 

and more. But these people ' s language, which of course, 

must include i t s l i t e r a t u r e , i s not to be taken as another 

of those c u l t u r a l things they have. The l i t e r a t u r e embodies 

^^^ spec ia l ' l i f e ' and ' t one ' of the en t i re cu l tu re . So i t 

i s important to take note of the fac t that mastering another 

language i s j u s t not a matter of mastering i t s grammatical 

r u l e s , vocabulary and accent. But, much more importantly, 

i t i s a matter of understanding nuances, of ges tu res , pauses, 

voice and subtle d i i ferences of action and reac t ions . In the 

absence of such aii understanding, speaking another ' s 

language with a mastery over i t s grammar, e t c . , i s speaking 

i t without grasping the ' l i f e ' of the language. Therefore, 

i t i s quite easy to understand that one 's access to another 

c u l t u r e , based on what might be ca l led a 'mechanical ' under- , 

standing of i t s laiiguage, i t s grammar and pronunciation, i s , 



235 

bound to be a very super f ic ia l one. Hence, any assessment 

of a cu l tu re based on such an understanding of i t s language, 

mu^t be fraught with danger, both i n t e l l e c t u a l and moral. 

There i s always the s u s c e p t i b i l i t y of ass imi la t ing i t with 

one 's own cul ture and applying txD i t , ( tha t i s , judging 

i t by) one 's own c r i t e r i a of evaluat ion. If the ass imi la t ion 

i s wrong, then i t i s easy to see, the evaluation i s bound 

to be wrong. Thus someone who thinks 'polyandry ' , as prac­

t i s e d in some s o c i e t i e s l i k e Tibet or 'polygamy', which i s 

a prevalent prac t ice in some Islamic countr ies , as .indica­

t ing extraordinary moral depravity in such s o c i e t i e s , makes 

t h i s type of mistake of ass imilat ion and evaluat ion. 

• 

It is an extremely interesting point which some social 

scientists, missionaries or any foreigner, desirous of lear­

ning an alien culture through obviously, the medium of 

language of the culture in question, would do well to note -

indeed, cannot afford to overlook, is the idea of 'silence' 

which admittedly, one normally does not take into account 

at all, out of ignorance, as a significant notion. In the 

article 'The Eloquence Of Silence', Ivan Illich gives a 

most lucid classiflcatory account of the dlffereni nuances 

of silence which, he rightly seems to claim, has a ro3e in 

language of no lesser significance than the actual \'Dcative 
1 

expression. One indeed gets the idea in his remark 
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"An objective study of the ways in which 
meanings are t ransmit ted has shown that 
much more i s relayed from one man to another 
through and in s i lence than in words. Words 
and sentences are composed of s i lences more 
meaningful than the sounds. The pregnant 
pauses between sotinds and utteramces become 
luminous points in an incredible void: as 
e lect rons in the atom, as p lanets in the 
solar system. Language i s a cord of s i lence 
with sounds the knots - as nodes in a Peruvian 
quipu in which the empty spaces speak. With 
Confucious we can see language as a wheel. 
The spokes c e n t r a l i z e , but the empty spaces 
make the wheel",* 

Thus i t i s seen tha t to understand another people one 

has to learn when to maintain s i l ence , t h i s of course, has 

profoxind t ru th when we examine our own l i v e s . I t i s cus to­

mary for most people (by t h i s I mean in most cu l tu res ) to 

remain s i l e n t or qu ie t in the presence of super iors or 

e l d e r s , as a sign of respect . Against such cxiltural back-

groirnd are derived soc ia l norms such a s : 'do not speak 

unless spoken t o ' , 'remain s i l e n t when the other i s speak­

i n g ' , ' i t i s in bad form to speak to s t rangers of the 

opposite s ex ' , ' i t i s arrogant to c o l l a r a conversa t ion ' , 

' i t i s bad manners not to respond to a g r e e t i n g ' , and so 

on. Hence, the process of learning a language must include 

the ' s p i r i t ' of the spoken word, the ' t o n e ' , the ' c lo t i l ing ' 

which gives the language i t s ' l i f e ' : namely, the language 

of s i l ence . Quoting I l l i c h again in t h i s context : 

*Ivan I l l i c h : 'The Eloquence of iiilence ?"{ Celebrations 
of Awai-eness. Pelipan 1970. 
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"To learn a language in a human and mature 
vay, therefore, is to accept the responsibility 
for its silences and for its sounds. The gift 
a people gives us in teaching us their language 
is more a gift of the rhythm, the mode and 
subtleties of its system of silences than of 
its system of sounds. It is an intimate gift 
for vhich ve are accountable to the people who 
have entrusted us vith their tongue. A language 
of vhich I knov only the vords and not the 
pauses is a continuous offence, it is as the 
caricature of a photographic negative." 

"It takes more time and effort and delicacy to 
learn the silence of a people than to learn its 
sounds. Some people have a special gift for 
this. Perhaps this explains vhy some missiona­
ries, notvithstanding their efforts, never come 
to speak properly, to communicate delicately 
through silences. Although they speak >«ith the 
'accent of natives', they remain forever thou­
sands of miles away. The learning of the gram­
mar of silence is an art much more difficult 
to learn than the grammar of sounds." 

"As vjords must be learnt by listening and by 
painful attempts at imitation of a native 
speaker, so silence must be acquired through 
delicate openness to them. Silence has its 
pauses and hesitations, its rhythms and ex­
pressions and inflections; its durations and 
pitches, and times to be and not to be. Just 
as vith our vords there is an analogy between 
our silence vith man and vith government. To 
learn the full meaning of one, we must prac­
tice and deepen the other."* 

Having laboured so far about the nature of language 

with all its multifarious connotations and possible conno­

tations that reflect its 'dynamism', and also having dealt 

*Ivan Illich: Celebrations of Awareness. Pelican 1970, 
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with what attitude one 'ought' to have towards another 

language, it might be of some interest to gloss over 

briefly, this 'form of life' from quite another perspec­

tive, and appreciate its application to present cultural 

life. What I have in mind here is the idea of a 'dead' 

language. 

What, therefore, is a 'dead' language, and how is it 

different from a contemporary language which is considered 

'live'? The obvious answer that comes to mind is that a 

contemporary language is one that is actually spoken, where 

the meanings of words 'evolve* as it were, either by coin­

ing new ones, or in some cases, by drafting in foreign 

words to embody certain human activities which are hitherto 

unknown. Perhaps the word 'CYBERNETICS' is a good example 

to illustrate a recent human scientific pursuit and which 

(the word cybernetics) had been, it appears, got included 

in many non-English languages, A typical characteristic of 

language is that words get more complex in their meanings, 

corresponding to the activities they embody becoming more 

complicated and intricate. On the other hand, in the ab­

sence of such activities, the meanings may vanish altoge­

ther. Thus, such traits of language which accordingly adapt 

themselves to the idiosyncracies of life may be labelled 

as "live" in character fo;' bearing testimony to tjie dynamism 

of life itself. 
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I t has been of course, argued tha t language I s i t s e l f 

an a c t i v i t y , tha t i s , an a c t i v i t y which i s much more than 

the act of "speaking" or "writing" the language. Indeed 

Wittgenstein has agreed, as we had the occasion to note 

e a r l i e r tha t what gives " l i f e " or meaning to a word a t a l l 

i s the network of a c t i v i t i e s surrounding i t s use . Take 

almost any word, say, a word in the English language of 

g ree t ing . The phrase "good morning" for ins tance , and ima­

gine i t s connections with other areas of the language and 

the en t i r e l i f e of the a c t i v i t y of g ree t ing . Contrast t h i s 

with greet ing with perhaps, what might be considered to be, 

an equivalent phrase in a language unfamiliar both to the 

speaker and the hearer . Here, even i f the hearer and the 

speaker were aware of the equivalence, the a r t i f i c i a l i t y 

of using such a phrase i s apparent enough. The a r t i f i c i a l i t y 

a r i s e s of course from the lack of the background - which i s 

frequently dense - of connections between the phrase and 

other l i n g u i s t i c , and non- l ingu i s t i c a c t i v i t i e s . In the 

case of language which i s merely unfamil iar , or as we say 

"foreign" but " l ive" in character in the sense of being this 

spoken language of a group of nat ive speakers, t h i s a r t i ­

f i c i a l i t y i s overcome by learning, or t ha t i s , acquiring 

the language — thereby entering in to the l i f e of t h i s 

language. Now in the case of a 'dead' language t h i s poss i -

b i l i t y i s ruled out , as there are no pat ive speaicefs of tb i§ 
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No doubt connections can be established between such a 

language and activities of life, but this must be done via 

a language which is not 'dead'. Hence, the density and the 

dynamic character of the relationship between a language 

and the activities of life are absent in the case of a 

•dead' language. Now a 'dead' language if it has a life at 

all has only borrowed life; borrowed from one that is live'. 

Undoubtedly, it may be possible to revive a »dead» language 

but such revival can take place only by the language acquir­

ing an autonomy and independence of connections with the 

ordinary activities of life. 

An aspect of the dynamism of the relationship between 

a word and the activities of life is that it is always 

possible for us to discover new and some might say profound 

meanings of many words in common use. Thus, take words 

such as 'love', 'courage', 'happiness', 'good', and so on. 

Contrast our understanding of these words at different 

stages of our lives. The word 'love' for instance, may 

undergo quite radical changes and extension of meaning as 

our awareness of the dynamism of the 'life of love' changes, 

and the discoveiy of new meanings and connections with a 

whole range of other words. This constitutes, one might 

assume, the genuine "open endedness" of words ifj a 'live' 

language, which necessarily is lacking in a language which 
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i s ' dead ' . Of course a word occasional ly acqiolres a pro-

founder meaning by being re la ted to some words in the 'dead' 

language. But here again, t h i s i s so only because of the 

p o s s i b i l i t y of pointing out connections between the word 

in the 'dead' language and other words in the language 

under considerat ion, and through them, with areas of l i f e 

which one might so far have been unaware of. This however, 

does not give a 'dead' language a capaci ty for growth and 

novelty which necessa r i ly charac te r izes a ' l i v e ' language. 

Now in a 'dead' language where the meanings become, 

as i t were, ' p e t r i f i e d ' such a language loses i t s dynamism 

and are hence, l abe l l ed 'dead ' . The network of a c t i v i t i e s 

surrounding a word in such a language becomes understanda­

b ly , l imi ted . Take the word, for ins tance , "non-sequi ter" . 

I t s use i s confined to mean only an i l l o g i c a l inference, a 

conclusion arrived a t , which does not follow from a given 

premise. As mentioned in the preceding paragraph, the usage 

i s manifest ly a r t i f i c i a l to one not possessing the know­

ledge of the background of tha t language of which the word 

i s a pa r t . A foreign word, such as "^a lom" for ins tance , 

which i s the Jewish form of greet ing i s ye t another form of 

i l l u s t r a t i o n of a r t i f i c i a l i t y in i t s use for most cu l tu re s , 

though Hebrew may not be a 'dead ' language. For, t h i s word 
TwAose 

l i t e r a l l y means " p e a c e " , and so , to one ghowe s o g i a l 
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background i s noted espec ia l ly for i t s t r a n q u i l i t y such 

a s , in Hawaii for ins tance , before i t was acceded to the 

United S ta tes , t h i s form of greeting might not bear any 

s ignif icance at a l l . Yet, to the Jews, whose h i s to ry i s 

noted for v iolence, and continues even now, t h i s term may 

not only r e f l ec t the hopes, but also suggest the asp i ra t ions 

of the people for peaceful co-existence with i t s neighbours. 

Thus to one who i s ignorant of the h i s t o r y of t h i s word and 

i t s significance to the people with which i t i s associa ted, 

i t s use w i l l evident ly be a r t i f i c i a l . This a r i s e s out of 

the lack of densi ty of connections between the word used 

and a whole range of a c t i v i t i e s , both l i n g u i s t i c and non-

l i n g u i s t i c behaviour. Now, any attempt a t l inking a 'dead' 

language say Lat in, to ordinary a c t i v i t i e s of l i f e would 

quickly acquire , and so be understood, in terms of the 

world-view of the language through which i t i s In te rpre ted . 

However s l i g h t such a deviation may be, i t would s t i l l be a 

misleading venture , and any endeavour a t c la r i fy ing a puz­

z l ing notion might lead to the paradox of mystifying i t 

fu r ther . This a f t e r a l l , i s a problem involving t r ans la t ion 

in general (which has been mentioned e a r l i e r , however 

b r i e f l y , so, I w i l l not dwell on t h i s p a r t i c u l a r issu« 

again. 
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The main reason for a v;ord to lose its dynamism is, 

it appears, the rigidity of relationship between the word 

and the activity of life it embodies. Thus, this lack of 

"open-endedness" precludes the discovery of nev and profoun-

der meanings of vords in everyday use, and hence, makes it 

necessarily 'dead' in character. Accepting the premise 

therefore, that the meanings of words in a 'dead' language 

are 'petrified' it follows that there exists no alternative 

avenues which may engender multifarious connotations depen­

ding on the varying degrees of understanding of a word. It 

might safely be conceded therefore, that in a 'dead' 

language, the words involved are, to a great extent irre­

trievably organic, merged, as it were, with the culture at 

a particular period of time — that they run the risk of 

being considered redundant, and so liable to rejection with 

the occurrence of a change in the social scheme, which, 

however imperceptible, is yet, an inevitable process of 

history. The use of Sanskrit and Latin might highlight some 

of the glaring anachronism in their employment in the pre-

sent day context. This is compellingly revealed when Sansk­

rit had to be abandoned shortly after its introduction in 

the 'All India Radio' broacasting services when it was dis-
g 

covered that the language was far too prim and ex/ageratedly 
i ^ 

formal to the point of disconnection with the mundane 
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prevalent social reality. This 'unnaturalness' must imply 

an artificiality which is the principle reason for its 

abandonment, I 
I 

; I 

' ', 

We have had the occasion to mention earlier of the 

possibility of reviving a 'dead' language. Nov/ such resus­

citation can occur only by the language acquiring, as we 

learnt, an autonomy and Independence of connections with 

the ordinary activities of life. An interesting case, how­

ever, is the employment of, what we have called 'dead' 

languages for purposes of religious rituals. Most Roman 

Catholic Church services are still conducted in Latin, and 

Sanskrit is widely employed in Hindu rites. These languages, 

'dead' as they may be when referring to the ordinary acti­

vities of life, are to be understood no longer in those 

circumstances, but in a context independent of them. In 

this particular sense, a special one surely for the reli­

gious, they are no longer 'dead' and' so, no longer useless, 

but indeed indispensible and therefore, very much 'live'. 

The use of these languages in religious incantations seem 

to fulfil two requirements —whether these requirements are 

humanly contrived, or, out of a sense of necessity in ful­

filling, what is believed to be Divine directives. 
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F i r s t l y , re l ig ion adds a fresh dimension to our 

ordinary, what hus been called ' s ecu la r ' l i f e —a dimen­

sion which has a hecJ^sfeary element of Mystery and i r e f f a -

b i l i t y in i t . This i s the dimension of the Transcendent. 

A 'dead ' language i s therefore pecu l ia r ly suited to express 

t h i s dimension of our l i f e - i t i s su i tably remote from 

our ordinary miandane act i -vi t ies and besides , there i s also 

the r igh t kind of mystery surrounding i t . 

Secondly, man's r e l a t i onsh ip with the transcendent 

i s such tha t i t i s normally represented in a c t i v i t i e s which 

are frequently exaggeratedly s ty l i sed in order to s t r e s s 

t h e i r primary symbolic character , and also to express the 

degree of solemnity which i s inherent in the r e l a t ionsh ip . 
1 

A language like Sanskrit or Latin is ideally suited for use 
I 

in connection with activities such as these. Through such 

formal languages, the God-head is best projected as the 

most exalted figure, which, for its sublime characteris­

tics, demands reverence. Thus the Hindu notion of 'Brahman' 

and the Christian 'Trinity' is effectively attributed to 

have the rightful claim to be worshipped by mankind. Hence," 

through the manipulation of such formal languages, the 

'Highest Being' is best understood. 'Dead' languages may 

therefore, have no place though in ordinary life, are found 

to have a unique employment in the religious 'fo.ai of Tjfe', 
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From the argiixnent so fa r pursued, I would l i ke to 

conclude t h i s pa r t of the discussion by making a mention 

of the fact t h a t , language, as we have had the occasion 

t o explore, thus ac ts as a kind of ' r e c e p t a c l e ' of a l l the 

a c t i v i t i e s of the 'fonn of l i f e ' of the people who wield 

i t . Hence, the most honest attempt a t understanding the 

cu l tu re under study must necessar i ly include as the prima­

ry concern, the study of the language of which i t i s a 

p a r t , and then examine i f i t corresponds to the account 

given by the nat ive speakers themselves. This i s a c r u c i a l , 

and also the most au thent ic , form of enquiry, s ince , (as 

we know) man, being a language-wielding creature i s also 

a ' se l f -enquir ing » eind • self-expressing ' creature as well . 

However, i t w i l l be unmistakably an anachronism to 

study however ea rnes t ly , a language spoken by a people say, 

for example, a Naga t r ibe a hiondred years ago, and preserved 

in book-form by some l i n g u i s t s , since as mentioned, a 

language which i s organic to the 'form of l i f e ' of a people 

undergoes change as the soc ia l a c t i v i t i e s of the people 

goes through a transformation. This aspect of the matter , 

i f ignored, or overlooked, wil l u l t imate ly only turn out 

to be, in the f i na l ana lys i s , a study on a 'dead' language 

for a l l p r a c t i c a l purposes. 
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