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EDITORIAL

The Second Volume of Philosophy and the Life-World, the
Vidyasagar University Journal of Philosophy has been enriched with a varicly
of subjects -both Indian and Western. It focusses the thoughts of the Classical
Vedantins like Sridhara Swami and Surdswara . It concerns with some serious
topics of metaphysics and epistemology of Classical Indian Philosophy. Also,
the readers will find interest in three papers on Applied Philosophy, one dealing
with quality of lifc and the other two, with environmental ethics.

The First Volume (1998-99) has been appreciated by the leading
philosophical personalities ¢ India. It was a special volume on the Husserlian
concepl of The Life-World. We have been much encouraged to bring out this
volume.

Nevertheless, appreciation from upper level is not enough, until young
generation be able 10 accept our venture. Young teachers of the Colleges and
students, particularly of the Universities are indifferent to such a Journal . Wherein
lies the lacuna ? We know, most of the students have given up the habit of book-
reading, they only (ry to read the xeroxed notes produced by the tutorial farms.

Being not habituated to read English and Sanskrit/Sanskrit-oriented
Bengali books /articles and not interested in deep thinking on any matter, the
young college teachers and the senior students of the Colleges and the
Univcrsilics‘%engal are afraid of going through such Journals. Then, who will
continue the tasks of B.K. Motilal, N.K. Devaraja or P.K. Scn? Will
consumerism, competitive mentality and computerisation in every sphere of
life destroy man's eternal and natural search for knowledge and wisdom ? Or,
is thc present generation dissatisfied with and disinterested in painstaking
searching after the black cat in the darkness ? From our experience, of course,
we may emphasise that present day students may take interest in the topics of
Applied/ Practical Philosophy, although the study of this philosophy also
demands acquaintance with the theories of Philosophy . However we , who
are by occupation and interest within the boundary of the culitivation of
philosophy, demand serious attention and activity of the policy-makers to
change the unhappy situation ignoring the question, who will bell the cat ?

We received a good number articles for this volume. After the opinion
of our Advisory Editors, we have been able to publish only nine. We appeal to
the members of the philosophic community in Universities and Colleges to
kindly send their valuable articles, which it permiticd by the Advisory Editors,
will be printed and published here with great care and sincerity . We also take
this opportunity to make a (ervent appeal to the teachers , the students and
others intersted in philosophy to collect our Journal and cooperate with us
materially and intellectually.

We are indebted to the Indian Philosophical Quarterly (Vol. XXVI
Nos. 2 and 3) for the preparation of the obituary section of this volume,
particularly to the write up by Alok Tandon published in No. 2,



OBITUARY

We deeply mourn the sad demise of Professor N K.DEVARAJA
and Professor PRANAB KUMAR SEN which occurred in the first half
of the last year. Professor Devaraja passed away on 11 January 1999. He
was 81. Professor Sen passed away on 22 June 1999. He was only 68.
We have lost the two original and creative thinkers of India, born and
brought up in 20th century.

Professor Devaraja was borinin 1917 in Rampur (U.P.) . He took
his B.A. (Hons.) from Banaras Hindu University and completed his post-
graduations from Allahabad University, He also passed the Vedanta-
Shastri and n T942 he received his D. Phil. degree on Sunkaru'sotheory
of knowledge. He wuas also a D. Litt.

Starting his career as a lecturer in Arrah (Bihar), he taught at
Lucknow University (1948-1960) as Associate Professor before being
selected as Sayaji Ruo Gaekwad Professor of Indian Civilization and
culture, in Banaras Hindu University and was Head of the Department
ol Philosophy and Religion there (1960-67). He also remained Director
of Higher Study Centre of Philosophy in B.H.U. (1967-72). The
University of Hawai invited him as a Visiting Professor in 1983-84. In
1972, he was honoured as the General President of Indian Philosophical
Congress. He was also a receipient of Senior Felloship of [ndian Council
of Philosophical Research, a few years before his death. The L.C.PR.
bestowed on him the most covetable honour by organising 'Meet the
Philosopher : N.K. Devaraja’ - a National Seminar at the university of
Pune in 1994.




Professor Devaraja was basically a humanist Indian Philosopher.
But he had deep studies in Western Philosaphy too. So he accepted the
critical role of philosophy towards the Indian philosophical and cultural
traditions. He advocated an increasing indifference towards competitive
values of modern world for realising ideals of human life. Neither could
he agree with Marxism , nor could he accept spiritualism.

Besides contributing a good number of papers to Indian and
Western Journals, he had many thought-provoking books like Philosophy
of Culture(1963). The Mind and Spirit of India (1967). Hinduism and
Modern_Age (1975), Humanisim in Indian Thought (1988), Freedom.
Creativity and Value (1988). All along he tried to develop a new
humanistic philosophy of Creative Humanism. His last major work was
Limits of Disagreements (1993).

Professor Devaraja was not only a philosopher of repute, but
also an established writer, poet and critic of Hindi literature. His novels
Ajai_Ki Diary, Path Ki Khoj and poetics Itihas Purusha, Upalambha
Patrika are considered to be of very high standard. Chhayabad Ka Patan,
a book on literary criticism made him a celebrated literary critic. Professor
Devaraja was a man of tireless intellectual activity. Unfortunately he
had to face economic hardships alongwith some tragedies in the family
even in his old age. His legacy of creative humanism is always relevant
to enlighten our path in the darkness of cultural crisis of the negative
scepticism of the time we have been passing. '

Born in 1931, Protessor Pranab Kumar Sen, a brilliant student
all throughtout, earned his B.A. (Hons.) from the Presidency College,
Calcutta, M.A. and Ph.D. from the Calcutta University. He started his
teaching carrear at Bangabasi College and thereafter served the
Department of Philosophy, Jadavpur University since ils inception for
over 43 years before only formally retiring in 1996. He was a Professor
Emeritus at the same University till his last breath. He had taught several
generations of students and teachers leaving to them legacy of the
intellectual, search-finding and analytic traits of his ever inquisitive mind
in the arcas, particularly of Western Logic and Analytic Philosophy.
Professor Sen was a leading philosopher of this country and was known
in Britain and USA through his invaluable contributions at several
seminars, symposia and conferences. He had received several honours
from the Universities abroad, prominent among them being the visiting
Professorships at the Universities of California, Los Angeles and
Berkeley. He was a fellow at the VisvaBharati, Santiniketan and All



souls college and Magdalen college at Oxford, and at a few Universities
like Chicago, Harvard, Princeton and Pittsberg. In 1973, he was Specialist
Fellowship Grantee ot the Heles in Ki University in Finland. He wag
appointed a National Lecturer in U.G.C. in 1981 and was also a Senior
Fellow of the ICPR, New Delhi and Lucknow. He was a special invitee
at the World Congress in Philosophy held in Boston last year For some
time, he also served as a member of UCG, and was also a nominated
chatrman of the Philosophy Panel in UGC.

Besides Logic, Induction and Ontology (Macmillan, 1980) and
Reference and Truth (Allied Publishers, 1991), his original contributions,
Professor Sen edited_Logical Form, Predication and Ontology (1982),
Foundations of Logic and Language(1990) and a few other volumes of
philosophical essays. He also co-edited The Philosophy of P.F. Strawson
(ICPR, 1995). Currently he was associated with a number of Research
Projects in the Philosophy Department of Jadavpur University and
actively engaged in editing two volumes of Philosophical concepts
relevant for science in PHISPC project. He had contributed several
articles to the Journals of national and international repute.

Professor Sen was a well-wisher of Vidyasagar University . In
his passing away, India has lost a devoted philosopher son of international
repute. His loss may be compared to the loss of Professor B.K Motilal,
who also passed away at a very early age.

May the fond memories of Professor N.K. Devaraja and
Professor Pranab Kumar Sen inspire us and give strength to move steadily
on the academic and creative mission of the philosophical activities of
the country.




QUALITY OF LIFE: A CONCEPTUAL ANALYSIS

(WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO DISABLED PERSONS)

S. R.BHATT

Enhancement of quality of life, though a latest catch-phrase, has

been the perennial existential concern of all human beings (nay, perhaps of
all living beings) right from cternity. All human endeavours and all pursuits
of culture and civilization have been prompted by and oriented towards
this concern. The development of science and technology has also been
mainly engineered in this direction only. The traditional Indian concept of
purugirtha is one of the prominant formulations of this concern for quality
_of life. The Greek quest for 'good life'exhibits the same concern.

In modern times under the influence of western materialistic
conception of human being, the consideration of this issue has been confined
to socio-economic dimensions of hvman existence, particularly to the
economic one. In this project an attempt has been made to go out of this
materialistic confinement and to bring in wider consideration of 'total' human
being in line with the classical Indian conception. The idea is to provide
Indian context and orientation to this study so that it may have a basis in
and relevance to Indian ground realities. There can be no denying of the
fact that food, clothings and shelter (roti, kapada aur makan) are the basic
necessities of life and they must be attended to on a priority basis. They
constitute the base of human existence and therefore they are of foundational
value. Any consideration of quality of life must therefore begin with ensuring
a minimum level of standard of food, clothings, shelter and other basic
material requirements. In the absence of these hGinan existence can be worse
than that of animal. But it should also be remembered that a human being
does not live by and for the sake of these alone. There are deeper concerns
of life which should also be taken into account in any developmental
programme concerning human being. There are different levels and stages
of human aspirations and in a holistic programme all must find a due place
and importance. It is with this objective that the present study has been
conceived and completed.

Philosophy and the Life-World
Vidyasagar University Journal of Philosophy a Vol ll, June 2000
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In this study, instead of dealing with these issues in a general way,
an attempt has been made to limit it lo a particular target group viz, the
disabled people tiving in slum areas, a very small but most deserving section
of the society in terms of socio-economic status in so far as it is the poorest
and most deprived segment.

'Quality of life' is a multi-dimensional concept requiring varied
perspectives from a number of disciplinary background . Therefore, there
can be divergent approaches to the study of the various issues concerning
quality ol life. In the west, following that in India too, this phenomenon
has been studied in modern times mainly by the social scientists in a purely
empirical way. Mainstream economists, social scientists and planners have
remaimed concerned with a quantitative, behavioural and the so-called
objective account and appraisal of social reality in order to define and
evaluate the needs of the people for a better quality ol life. But the study of
quality of hife can not be just empiricistic and understood cxclusively in
terms of observation und case studies devoid of theory. No doubt that such
astudy is concerning empirically understandable reality but it presupposes
a priori knowledge of generalised theory, however tentative it mght be | In
fact, a proper approach is to have a happy blending of behavioural and
theoretical elements. For example, from the economic prespective quality
of tife is a measurement of per capita income and expenditure and over all
satistaction gained from production and consumption of material goods
and services ? But the theoretical component of the typ-s of production,
consumption and distribution will be deternmned by the cultural perception
of the people. So mere behavioural part cannot provide the total picture of
the situation . The view of life and a reality of the respective culture also
determines the final picture of quality of life. Thus mere empiricistic
approach may be one-sided, descriptive and non-stimulating . Sadly
Baldwin, Christine Godfray and Cavol Propper have rightly pointed out
that "concern about the quality of life i1s by no means new and such concern
is not, of course, the monopoly of social scientists”. Philosophical
reflections have been contributing and can contribute in theorising about
good life and in considering as to what constitutes a good hife. The present
study is also from a philosophical point of view and the approach adopted
is holistic, organicismic and syncretic,

There is another reason as (o why philosophical perspective is
preferred in this study. In the structure of reality there is a basic distinction
between 'things' and 'people’ or /Jmk;-m' and puruga to borrow the
terminology of the Samkhya system, which can not be ignored or over
looked. Things can be quantified but not the life of the people. Quality can
not be strictly quantificd and hence there can not be any satisfuctory

Philosoply and the Life-World
Vielvasagar University Journal of Philosoply Vol Il June 2000
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quantitative valuation or measurement of quality of life, whether it is in
terms of QALY (i.e., quality adjusted life years) or in any other form.
Heidegger, an influential phenomenological existentialist thinker of modern
times, has lamented over the dehumanising effect of the technological
insistence on measurability. The very attempt to measure quality of life is
destructive of what it attempts to measure. To quantify and control quality
leads to absolute loss of quality in lived experience.

11

'Quality of life' 1s not to be taken as an antonym of quantity of life,
but it is to be understood in terms of realisation of human aspirations and
ultimate goals, as also fulfilment of immediate requirements of human
existence. It 1s not a closed concept but an open-ended one, constantly to
be reviewed and reformulated, though one may talk about its broad and
universal format. There can, therefore, be no fixed, all-encompassing system
of values and goals. In order to escape from authoritarianism and
fundamentalism, some sort of tentativeness, flexibility and relativism is
needed. There is, no doubt, a basic structure called 'human nature' and
there is similarity of aspiration and goals in the entire human kind, but
human social planning may differ from place to place and time to time
depending upon development of resources. At the proximate level, because
of differing needs and requircments, value system may be different, inspite
of over-all identity of ultimate values. The point is that in the consideration
of quality of life as to whether it is relative or absolute, there can be no
exclusive either-or situation. It is both in different ways. In materialistic
measurement there has to be relativism keeping in view the development
of science and technology and availability of local resources. But from the
moral and spiritual point of new postulation of values can be absolutised .
Moral and spiritual values are eternal and universal and so, they can not be
regionalised or relativised. Genuine moral and spiritual values must be
universalisable. This does not mean that these values do not admit of
exception. In view of the unique or peculiar circumstances these can be
overlooked or side-tracked, but these exceptions should also be regulated
and absolutised.

v

The meaning and scope of 'quality of life’ is to be undersiood both
constitutively and evaluatively, both in terms of actual realisation of the
objectives and in terms of postulation of the ideal. So quality of life is not
to be seen as a position as positivistic sciences tend to do, but as a process
calling for constant evaluation, not as a conquest but as a quest, not as a

Philosophv and the Life-World
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one-time endeavour but an on going enterprise. It 1s this feature which in
fact brings in philosophical inputs and provides it a normative character as
well. A mere descriptive account of the quality of life in a given situation,
even though significant and essential, may not be sufficient, unless it is
viewed and evaluated in terms of possible enhancement and concrete
suggestions In this regard.

There is another point which must be emphasised in understanding
the meaning and scope of quality of lite. It concerns the individual as well
as the cosmic existence. Since the two are interrelated, inter-dependent
and one organic whole, one can not talk of or attempt to realisc a good
quality of life keeping in view an isolated individual, society, nation or
region. It has to be a global vision and a universal realisation. without any
prejudice to any one section of the universe. From this the implication to
be drawn in the present context is that there can not be a separate
consideration ot quality of life of the disabled people in isolation from the
rest of the society. The only point to be highlighted is that they are at par
with the rest of the society and there should not be any deprivation for
them on the grounds of their disability . They are full-fledged 'persons’ in
the fullest sense of the term and their personality is to be given due regard.

\Y

Any meaningful consideration of the quality of lite has to be in the context
of the nature of human existence. This is because humaun Leing is the most
evolved species in the process of evolution and he has the capacity to
transform himselt as also the surrounding nature to his advantage. So at the
outset one has to understand human nature, human potentialities, human
relationship with other human beings and non-human beings and things. It
has to be a holistic approach. This apart the distinctiveness ol Indian
understanding of human nature is also to be kept in view. In the west
following Aristotle and subsequently Hobbes, Darwin etc. human being is
understood as an ‘animal’, even though Aristotic used the qualification
‘rational’ . But the Indian conception of human nature is altogether ditferent.

Here a human being is regarded as a 'divine spark' impregnated
with perfection, though in the present state of 'bondage'he is imperfect and
miserable . The Vedic conception of human being is that he is the progeny
of the immortal (amrrasyva pmnT/%) which is ever perfect. So human being
has the nataral propensity to realise perfection. The Indian approach to
quatity of life is to be understood in terms of inherent potentialities and
capabilities. It is the same as self-realisation or moksa which consists in
freedom from wants, limitations, imperfections, etc. In the traditional

Philosophvy and the Life-World
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scheme this manifestation of inherent potentialities and capabilities has to
be attempted in a planned and gradual way in the form of purusarthas
through a socio-economic order known as w{gz'(u'f‘anm vyavc_zsth(_z..Such a
scheme might have outlined its utility and it may be replaced by another
appropriate and suitable scheme but there is a need for a cooperative and
planned endeavour. What 1s important and still relevant is that human being
is to be understood in Indian fashion as a rational, free and responsible
agent, a jidta, kartdand bhoktato use Indian phraseology. This is what is
meant by the term 'purusa’. Every human being male or female is a purusa
irrespective of psychso - physical differences, and therefore every human
being must be given just and equitable opportunity 1o realise his/her
puru.:c'mha.

VI

The quest after values and the attainment of values constitute the core of
human life, irrespective of whether one is able-bodied or disabled, mentally
devetoped or not so developed. Human nature 1s essentially the same, and
that is why we find that every human being consciously or unconsciously
wants to participate in the process of value-realisation. Everyone has value-
concepts, value-judgements and value-discriminations, howsoever vague,
imperfect or well-formulated they may be. Every human being aspires for,
and therefore, should receive the proper opportunity to partticipate in the
fulness of life, to be receptive of the significant and to lie open to whatever
has meaning and value. According to classical Indian thought the entire
cosmic process is teleological, purposive and goal-oriented. There is a built-
n relos or Ita which sustains, controls and directs the world process. The
present state of human existence is that of imperfection, something which
1s not desirable and which needs to be overcome . Impefection is not our
original nature. Though we are born with it, it is not innate in us. It is an
imposition on our nature, a covering, a bondage or a fall. Qur goal and
endeavour should be to get rid of it and to be back to our original nature,
the prestine perfection, which is freedom from (mukti) all wants, miseries
and sufferings (trividha duhkl%a).

This is the common goal of all of us, and to realise this there has to
be a collective effort involving all and encompassing all. In this effort both
the disabled and the non-disabled have to join together and be willing
participants and partners. So our common goal should be to acquire a quality
of life which 1s worth living, through a balanced, integrated, harmonious
and all round development of all the human beings. From this it follows
that the disabled people also have the capacity to be perfect and we have to
carry them along with us. [t is our duty as a fellow being of this cosmos to

Philosophy and the Life-World
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he

p them in achieving the fullest efflorescence of the value-essence lying
hidden inthem in a dormant form. In the Bhagvadgita in some other context
Lord Krishna says that even though he is perfect and he has nothing to
realise, He ceaselessly strives for the perfection of the cosmos. This is also
the case with the Bodhisattvas according to the Mahayana Buddhist
tradition. This should be the guiding principle of our collective living. This
ts possible and realisable, and therefore. this should not be treated as a
wtopean dream. It has to be a mission of life. It is unfortunate that somne of
the non-government organisations have taken this as vocation rather than
as a mission,

VII

Ina proper consideration of quality as hife there should be a balanced pursuit
values of matter and values of spirit. Matter constitutes the base and spirit
constitutes the apex of the same process of value-rcalisation. In this
togetherness they constitute the total person. This conception of human
being is different from the contemporary western conception of human
being as a materialistic and competitive creature. It overlooks the fact that
human beings do not live by bread alone. that food, shelter and clothings,
though basic and most essential |, they are not the sole requirements of
human lite and that instead of conflict, cooperation and mutual support are
more basic to human survival. So when there is a talk of quality of life and
standard of living it has not to be just materialistic, because along with a
body and a mind human being has a spirit as well, though this may be
contested by some.

lrrespective of what is stated ubove, in the scheme of value-
realisation, matter gets priority because of its foundational character. Matter
gets manifested in human body-mind complex, in material goods human
bemg makes use of and in the surrounding natural environment in which
he Tives. All the three provide a base to our wordly existence. Matter has
instrumental worth for human existence and we have to take cognisance of
the worth or utility of matter so as to be fully benefitted by it and not to be
discased by the misuse of 1t

This consideration takes us to the analysis of the values of matter.
The values of matter could be inits gross and in its subtle forms. Broadly
speaking, there are two kinds ot values of matter in its gross form for the
human beings. One is health and the other is hygiene. One of our basic
nbjectives should be to develop a healthy person and for this it is a
prerequisite to teach and realise the values of health and hygiene.
Recognition of health and hygiene, both individual and public, as also cosmic

Philosophy and the Life-World
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is the hall mark of a civilized society, and they are essential for socio-
economic development and also for the total development ultimately.

To take the health aspect first, it is truism to say that in the healthy
body resides a healthy mind and healthy soul. Apart from the cleanliness
of body and the external surroundings, the health of the body depends upon
purity of catables and drinkables. Purity of eatables and drinkables
guarantees purity of mind and soul also. Therefore, what should be the
intake of the catables and drinkables, and in what quantity and quality,
should be the subject matter of physical education right from the very
beginning. It the body gets nutritious food and water, it will have immunity
from disease and a body iaving 'ease’ will be conducive to sustenance and
development of mind and spirit. What is needed for a good quality of life is
positive health, apart from preventive and curative health.

Health is internal value whereas hygiene is external value.
Production of standard and unadulterated material goods and maintenance
of purity of natural environment, a pollution-free and clean surrounding,
cleanliness of outer body, clothes, home and other surroundings etc. all
come under hygiene. Health is an individual value but hygiene is a social
and collective value. Every child has 1o be taught to cultivate the civic
sense or hygene. Taking bath, cutting of nails, brushing teeth, cleanliness
of clothes, etc. are the instrumental values . Likewise construction of well-
ventilated and sunny houses; proper sanitation of lavatories, bathrooms
ete., cleanliness of lanes and roads, parks and other public places, etc. are
to be taken care of. In our consideration of hygiene we can not stop at this
level only. In modern supersonic age environmental potlution of a more
subtle and cosmic type is endangering our existence and resulting in
handicap generating diseases. There is, therefore, an urgent need for
maintaining ecological balance.

In ancient times Indian sages and seers visualised the need and
significance of ecological balance for the welfare of mankind and of all
living beings. In their spiritual vision they realised the essential unity of
the entire cosmos and recognised the organic character of different aspects
of the cosmos. They advocated an integrated approach to development
keeping balance, harmony and mutuality so that there could be no undue
exploitation of nature by human beings who are the most corruptible. They
devised traditions, customs and rituals with this objective and attached
religious sanctity to the need for purity of nature. They introduced festivals
with the idea of inculcation of such thoughts, beliefs and practices by
interspersing in them deep religious convictions. They advocated that nature
in its infinite forms and countless modes is nothing but a manifestation of

Philosophy and the Life-World
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the ultimate divine spirit. This intrinsic divinity of nature led them to salute
and worship all the basic forms of matter (paicha bhutas).

The materialistic infrastructure that we have built around us through
the marvels of science and technology has made us blind and indifferent to
the values of nature and has misled us to forget the decp and intimate
relationship between man and nature. This holds true for both the disabled
and the non-disabled. In this respect there can not be different sets of
requirements for the two categories. It is both pity and irony that we pcople
who worshipped nature, plants and animals have started ignoring and
destroying them in our practical life. Instead of participating in the beauty
and bounty, abundance and splendour of nature we have taken a utilitarian
and exploitative attitude to it. In order to ensure a good quality of matevial
life of disabled people as also ol the rest. we shall have (o be nature -
conscious and take effective steps to mamtain cleanhness and sanitation in
the slums and in therr surroundings so that the slum-dwellers in general
and the disabled people residing there in particalar may lead a clean life,
breath clean air and drink clean water. The town-planners who are in charge
of planning rescttlement colonies should see to it that the structure of slums,
inrespect of houses, roads, lanes, parks, recreational and community centres,
shopping complexes, transport system ete. are friendly to disabled people.
They may be smaller in number but they have a right to live and to live in
a dignified way sharing the material progress with all other fellow beings.

According to Indian understanding ot human being, every individual
is a body-mind continuum which is animated and sustained by a spirit.
Therelore in a holistic consideration of the quality ol life the physical,
mental. intellectual and spiritual dimensions should be given a bulanced
representation. In planning for the well-being of the disabled people,
sufficient attention should be paid to the development of the mental,
intellectual and spiritual dimensions. This calls for evolving a system of
education which is appropriate to fulfil this requirement. Catering to the
rleeds of mental development implies specific consideration for catering to
the needs of emotional, affective and uesthetic aspects of hfe. The disabled
persons are much more in need of provision for mental development as this
will compensate thewr disability and make them feel life worth-living. For
this purpose there should be facillities for recreation, indoor and outdoor
ganes.

Finally, the spiritual dimension of human person stands in need of
realisation of moral and spiritual values in terms of fellowship , love,
sympathy and universal fratemity. Spirituality consists in realising oneness
with the total reality, the entire cosmos and this 1s possible only when he
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transcends individual and material confinements.

The upshot of the above discussion is that in the consideration of
quality of life, no distinction can be drawn between a disabled person and
an able-bodied person. A person is a person and should be treated as a
.person trrespective of one's psycho-physical condition. The psycho-physical
state of existence is only peripheral and never the core of human existence
and it cannot be considered as relevant in any sense in so far as consideration
of quality of life is concerned, except that attention has to be paid to its
detrimental effect in the realisation of personhood.
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ON THE SAMKHYA CONCEPT OF KAIVALYA : A REFLECTION

GOPAL CHANDRA KHAN

The present paper is divided into three parts. The first part contains
a sad reflection on the position of emancipation at deliverance in the Indian
milieu. The second part explains the theoretical perplexities of the concept
of Kaivalya as in the Samkhya, the most ancient and a very influential one
among the systems of Indian philosophy. In the third part I have suggested
areconstruction or a reinterpretation of the S’ér?]khya notion of kaivafya to
make it more meaningful for our people in general.

[

We many often proudly declare that ours is five thousand years of
civilization. This is not wholly untrue. When people of Europe and some
other advanced nations of the world - to - day lived in caves and led savage
lives, our people were engaged in writing the Vedas and the Upanigadas.
Indians can certainly boast of having the earliest written text, the RgVeda,
to their possession. In those early days our philosophers produced
moksasgstras, the theories, the ways and means of attaining emancipation.
But to what avail? When India attained independence of the British rule, it
was found that less than 15% of the total Indian population could read and
write. It was casy to blame the British and other previous foreign domination
for this miserable plight of our people. But was the situation any better
before the British took over rule of this country? There is no evidence to
suggest that the so-called Sidras and chanddlas had at any stage, either
before the British or even before Islam came to India, seen the light of
enfightenment. It is amazing that in the land of the Vedas and the
moks;aﬁ’?stras, the Sant:dls had remained Santals, the Bauris had remained
Bauris for milleniums. They had not heard the name of a poet called Kalidasa,
a scientist called Aryabhatta, a grammarian called Panini , and whatelse,
the existence of a language called Sanskrit as Devabhﬁéi‘. But how is it that
the enlightened sections of the people of our country did not come forward
to the service of the miserable lots ? Indeed, the concept of service as was
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mostly non-existent in this ancient civilised land. The Buddhist monks, of

course, for a brief stint, introduced these purposeful activities, but they
were soon stopped with the resurgence of the so-called Hindu Philosophy

and resettlement of the Hindu ways of hfe among the enlightened sections
of the society.

There can be no doubt that the development of the Indian society
had all along been uneven. This uneven development might have been due
to many causes, of which, I strongly feel, the philosophical conception of
moksa is the dominant one, Thus Vidyasagar who was passionately involved
in activities as might bring salvation to the women and the illiterates had
no hesitation to declare that the Vedanta and the Sarhkhya are mithyas @stras.
He had specially in mind the conception of mokga as in these two dominant
systems of Indian philosophy. One might notice that the wandering monks
or muktisadhakas of our country, who mostly subscribed to the Samkhya
or the Vedanta conception of mukti, and who mostly depended upon the
grhis for their sustenance, deserted them in times of famines and epidemics.
It was mostly expected of themuktisadhakas who cared least for their earthly
lives that they had come forward to help the g;hi_s in such trying situations.
But did they really come forward ? No, they did not.

One may ask : How do I blame the philosophical conception of
mukti or moksa as one of the causes of apathy towards the weak and the
distressed ? The reason may not be far to seek. In the absence of a religious
law-book the spiritual or non-mundane desires of the people have all along
been guided by the philosophical conception of mukti or mokga. With the
notable exception of the Mahayana Bauddha conception of nirviga, most
of the Indian philosophical conceptions of mukti are highly individualistic
in nature. Mukti or moksa is the affair of the individual, and one's own
mukt has nothing to do with the mukti of others. One may notice that our
moksgsds'tras are incomplete philosophical systems in some important
ways: they do not include ethics and aesthetics, These two philosophical
disciplines deal with social realities. They recognise the existence of others
and onés commitment towards others. But our philosophical systems hardly
ever create any philosophical ground for the I-other relationship and here
is blindness in the very heart of enlightenment.

The objective of this paper is not just to raise polemics against our
philosophical conceptions of mukti or moksa or kaivalya. What I strongly
feel is that a new line of thinking is neceasary in this particular to make our
philosophical ideas more vibrant and more meaningful. Our philosophical
systems rightly emphasised the inner greatness of man and the need to
realise that greatness. But what needed be equally emphasised is that man's
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inner greatness is no solitary virtue, that man is also a creature of the earth,
and that he is destined to live in association with others. Man 15, as the time
of his birth, a very weak creature. For many years of his early life he depends
on others for survival. It is truly said that man learns from the learned, and
that a man brought up in association with the disableds in the use of a leg
learn to cramp and not to walk. Thus there is no way one can take care of
his or'her own mukti leaving behind others to rot. Vivekinanda clearly
realised this truth, and impressed as he was by the spiritual message of the
Advaita Vedanta. He deemed it fit to reconstruct its ideas by introducing
the concept of mission or service in it into the form of what he termed
'‘Practical Vedanta'. 1 feel, apart from the Advaita Vedanta, other
philosophical systems too, specially the Samkhya, need be reconstructed.
In order that I may convince you about this urgency I first explain the
theoretical perplexities into which the Satnkhya concept of karvalya land
us in the second part of the discussion. '

i

Our study of Sﬁ;nkhya is based on‘Isvarakrsna’s Samkhyakarika,
which is the oldest Samkhya text on which we have commentaries by later
writers, and which is at present our most important source of knowledge of
the teaching of Samkhya. Our objective is to explain the puzzles of the
Samkhya notion of kaivalya or moksa as illustrated in that important work.

Samkhya, like other systems of Indian philosophy originated as a
/nokkgaﬁfsrra. Moksa or kaivalya is conceived in Sanikhya as permanent
cessation of sufferings. The Karika points out that man's life on earth is
subject to three kinds of pain~ adhyatmika, adhibhautika and adhidaivika.
It also observes that sometimes individuals, in consequence of the
embarrassment of those three kinds of pain, enquire into the means of getting
permanent relief of them. Samkhya is explained for the benefit of those
“enquirers.

Samkhya says that Kaivalya in the sense of permanent and absolute
relief, is possible through rartvabhyasa, a spiritual practice of truth, which
culminates in a special kind of knowledge that is kevalajrana or
tattvajiana, Tattvas, or principles of truth, according to Samkhya, are
twenty-five in number. Of them prakrti (the prime matter) and purusa (self
or conscionsness) are primordial, and the rests are evolutes of prakrti, which
are brought about by the union (samyoga) of prakrti and puruga. The union
of the two original principles is inherently teleological. The Karika says
that the union serves a two-fold purpose — the contemplation of prakrti by
purusg and emancipation or kaivalya of prakyti. '
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Purugasya darsanaitham Kaivalyartham tatha pradhdnasya

pangvandhavadubhayorapi safnyogastatkrtah sargah.

(Karikd, 213
The Karika statement that the purpose behind the evolution of the world is
liberation or kaivalya of prakrgi is quite striking. For, how prakgsi, which is
said to be acerana or unconscious, can ever be subject to bondage or
liberation, Without consciousness there can be no pleasure; pain, etc. So
apparently prakrti cannot be in bondage The Karika seeks to solve this
puzzle by explaining the notion of sdmyoga at union between purusa and
prakrtl Prakrti is inherently unconscious. But it is united to purusa "which
is consciousness pure and simple, and this union is beginningless. By virtue
of thisunion , the unconsciore prakrtibecomes something like a conscions
subject. In the process purusg, 100, becomes qomethmg like an agent.
tasmat tatsanwogadac etanam cetanadiva lifgam
guna - kargtrive ca tathdkartieva bhavatyuddsinah.
(Kirika, 20)

The word 'eva' that occurs in the aphorism quoted above is quite significant.
It means to say that the union between purusa and parkr{i does not reafly
change the ontological status of the two prmuples though they get
misrepresented as conscious subject, conscions agent, etc. In other words,
in the union of purusa and prakgti there develops a false sense of
identification, matter is identified with consciousness, and vice versa. But
in reality puruga and prakrzi are distinct principles, and they cannot be
identified with each other except through ignorance.

Puru.sa is pure consciousness which is always free. It is witness,
solitary, bystander spectator and passive (Karika, 19). Sucha purusa cannot
be materially affected by its union or association with prakrti.. Yet there is
the misconception. So there must be somebody who is misconceived.
Misconception is ignorance. Indian Philosophers generally agree in their
opinion that sufferings follow upon ignorance. Obviously, the one was has
the misconception is said to be in bondage. Prakyti being of the nature of
ignorance (or aviveki, cf. Kafika,11) may be said to be in misconception.
Not knowing the real nature of purusa prakryi itself assumes the role of
purusg and offers all of its resources for the gratification of that imagined -
purusa (cf. Tartvakaumudi commentary on Karikda; 37. Also, Purz.uma
commentary on the Kaumudi passage). Thus, in fact, prakrti unfolds itself
for its own gratification with this false belief that they are meant for the
enjoyment of puruga. Being caught up in this false belief, prakrii is in
bondage, and with the down of true knowledge of purusa or self, it attains
liberation or mochana.

tasmanna badhyateddha na muchyate ndpi samsarati kasc/m

sambarati vadhvate muchyate ca nanasraya prak: tih,

(Kdrika, 62) )
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In this connection it may be observed that bondage, and the consequent

sufterings of prakrti is not simply due to the union between itself andpurusa,

for the union leaves purusa unaffected, but not prakrti. The union binds
prakl‘“{I because it does not possess knowledge. Purusa, on the other hand,
is eternally wise. So, it is nevet in bondage. Prakrti, by sharing the
consciousness of purusa, in course of time, realises its own nature, and
finally, the nature of purusa the ultimate ground of all knowledge and
experience. With the acqumtlon of the knowledge of purusa, parakrti attains
liberation. The liberated prakrti stands in union with pu‘rusa but it has no
more bindings of creation.

dgst @ mayetyupeksaka eko dygtahamityuparamatyanyd”

sati samvogepi myoﬁr pr(lyajonale nasti sargyasva.

(Karika, 66)

The above account of the liberation of prakrti seems to be somewhat clear.
But when we compare it with other statements about kaivalya to be found
in the Karika, the whole thing gets clouded. The Karika says that moksa is
a purusartha. Commonly the term ‘purusdrtha’ means the goal of llvmg
But ety mologlcally it means - that which is for purysa. The karika seems
to uphold the etymological sense of the term. It says that prakrti elaborates
itself for the sake of puruga.

autsukyanivittyartham yatha kgyasu pravarttate lokah

purusasya wm()kmrthmn pravartiate tudvadavyaklam.
Again ! (Karika, 58)

ityega prakrtikito mahadadivi\(egab/mta paryantah
pratipl.lrus;a vimoksartham svartha iva parartha erambhalz .
(Karika,56)
Here it is said that creation of mahat , etc. , by prakrii is svartha iva parartha
arambha, and not parartha iva svartha (trambha The same thing is
expressed in the following.
rupaih saptabhireva tu vad/matyat manamatmand prakmlz
saiva cha pumsartham prati vimochayatvekarupena.
(Karika, é’»)
Parkrti, by its seven modes of virtue, vice, etc. binds itself by itself, and by
another mode of knowledge, it liberates itself by itself, but all for the sake
of puruga. The above statements indeed suggest that though bondage and
liberation are affairs of prakrti, they are meant for the liberation of purusa.
But in what sense should bondage and liberation, as well as the liberating
activities of prakri, serve the purpose of purusa, it it the latter is not really
in bondage ? The Karika contention that mokiva is apuru,id'rtha is difficult
of comprehension, indeed.

There is one plausible explanation of bondage and liberation. Prakr.ti
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is really in bondage. Prakrtl displays its resources in the shape of the world
with this false belief that they are enjoyed by a conscious subject. that is
purusa. But when it realises that purusg is a transcendental principle, and
that it does not require the world for its gratification, prakjti also realises
the utter vanity of its enterprises and the senselessness of its sufferings.
Thereupon it stops creating any more world in reference to purusa. This is
mokm However, this explanation is not sufficient for it does not say how
moks'u can be regarded as a purmartha in the literal sense of the term.

So far we have tried to explain the notion of moksa with the
presumption that the concepts of bondage and liberation appl; to prakyti.
Now let us suppose that,according to Sathkhya, purusais subject to bondage
and liberation. This is the agreed view of most of the commentators of
Sarfikhya. For example, Vathaspati, the commentator, explains Karika-21
by saying that the term 'pradh@nasya' has been used in the aphorism in the
acquisitive. The aphorism, in Vachaspati's interpretation, says that purusa,
being bound up by prakiti, prays for liberation (pradhanena sambhmnah
purusastadgatam dukhtrayam ..... kaivalyam prarthayate). Gaudapada
another commentator of the Karika, explains karika 21, by saying that the
union of purusa and prakrti serves the purpose of attaining kaivalya on the
part of purusa The KarikaTalso contains many helpful suggestions which
support the views expressed by Vachaspati and Gaudapada. Indeed, one of
the Karik@ arguments for the existence of purusa is katvalyartham pravriti,
that is, attempt at liberation. Purum is too subtle a principle to be evident
to the senses. Its existence has o be inferred by that kind of infercnce
known as aamanvatodrs.ta People sometimes wish to be liberated . The
scrlptures and also the’ wise speak of liberation in the sense of freedom
from pain for all times to come. The evolutes of prakrti being of the nature
of pleasure, pain, etc. cannot be liberated. Hence there is a separate reality,
that is, purusa that attains liberation (cf. Tartvakawmudi on Karika, 17)

Moksa or kaivalya is said to be attained in kevalajiiarma, which is a
special kind of knowledge. The Ka7ika specifies this knowledge as of the
Torm na asmi, na me and ndham (karika, 64). But who can attain such kind
of knowledge ? The knower cannot be the ego or aharhkara, since the ego
is clearly denied in it. My claim to knowleoge 'I am not the ego’ will not be
treated as valid, if L am really the ego. Again, kevalajnana cannot be attained
by mahat or buddhi, which is the first product of prakrn and the mtennedlary
between prakzn and aharfikara. Mahat is a product of gunaviparyaya,
whence kevalajnara is said to aviparyadvisuddham (Karika, 64). Finally,
mula prakrtl cannot attain kevalajiana. Knowledge of every kind requires
discrimination between the subject and the object, but nmifn prakm is said
to be perfectly homogenous. So the distinction between the subjedt and the
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object 1s not available in it. Again, pmkm cannot attain kevalajiiana by
discriminating itself from puruga, smce puryga Is consciousness as such

and not an object among other objects of the world. Thus there is only one
possibility left . Purusa or pure conscionsness itseif attains kevalajitana. If
consclousness is regarded as the subject then it can very well discriminate
itself from prak‘l"ti as the object and there by attain kevalajiana.Thus
Gaudapada categorically says that tarrvajiana as kevalajiiana is attained
by purusa (jidham pancavimsatitattvajiianam purusasyeti. (Cf. Gaudapadas
Commentary on Karika, 64). Now, if moksa is attained in kevalajiana.,
then puruga, being the owner of kevulauzuua is subject to liberation

(kaivalyam duhkhdtraydwgdtam prapnoti purusah (Taltvakaumudx on karka.
68).

But if we finally decide to say that purusa attains kaivalya by ac-
quiring tattvajifina, then the capital position of Iz_arik—u 64, that noneelse is
in bondage and that none else attains liberation butp/a/\m itself, will have
to be overturned.

I

So far we have explained the theoretical perplexities of the
Sathkhya notion of kaivalya as moksa. The difficulties are mainly due to
the fact that in the theoretical considefation prakrti and purusa are taken as
two separable realities, and the concept of kaivalva is applied to the one or
the other. But the Karikdis at least clear in its opinion that the connection
between purrusa and prakrti is original, purposive and remains unterminated
even after the” purpose in’ fulfilled. And, we must not either forget that
philosophical enquiries are begun by men who are tormented by three
kinds by pain. therefore, the notion of kaivalva is meaningful for men, in
the first place. A man is a $a7irf and a $ara together. According to
Samkhya, whatever originates from prakrti is Sarifa as body, and they are
of two kinds, namely, suksina and sthnila . Apart from pancha malmbhntas,
all other products of prakrti are \uk\ma The stimla €artra admits of
pau//mnub/wcla and the sthiita sciva being the last in the order of
evolution contains in its he .t all lhmul\wmxmum In sofarasapurusa
finds its earthly abode in u sthula SarTia of a certain amount it gets the
shape of an individual conscious being, say, & man. Thus a man is both
prakrfi and purusa together. Being a prakrij he is, mtlmdtely connected
with the just of the “evolutes ofp/akrn through wkxmd Sarira. Now, whatever
in an evolute of pmkrn is LOlnpO\Ld of the three basic qualities of prakm
namely, sattva, ;(:/(1/5 dndmmuh Now, the movement of prakrii is lnhercnlly
teleological and is subject to the moral order. The teleolog gy behmdprakrt;
paméamu is that pmk:g gets spriritualised by the presence or reflection b

Philosophy and the Life-World
Vidvasagar University Journal of Philosoply n Vol 11, June 2000



25
purusa-consclousness in it and purusa assumes the role of a disinterested

observet of the movements of prak;iti. That means, purusa is sought to be
elevated to a pure contemplative life which is free from pleasures, pains
etc. This needs enterprise and moral transformation. Through moral
transformation the sartva-element of the prakyti - part in man becomes
more and more prominent and the purusa in man becomes more and more
enlightened or comtemplative. This is the road to freedom on the part of
both purusa and prakréi . but it can never be achieved by one man's effort
and for his own sake. In respect of puruga a man belongs to the
transcendental puruga-community for which prakriiis the common platform.
Thus it is not possible for a man to seek his own kaivalya leaving aside or
getting dissociated from others. He has to work for others and others for
him. Through joint effort every part of prakrti will be morally transformed
and every man in the shape of purusa will enjoy pure contemplative life.
This is the ideal position that philosophy explains, and man has to
approximate the ideal.
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SRIDHARASVAMI ON VEDANTA

BIJOYANANDA KAR

. .~ _—
As one of the prominent glossers of ‘Srimad - Bhagavata and

Srimad - Bhagavad Gifa, Sridhara Svami has been very popular in the religio
- philosophical tradition of India. The two glosses of §ridhara (i.e., onc of
Bhagavata called Bhavartha Dipikd@and the other on Giracalled SubodhinTy
have been collected from various parts of India and are published in different
languages.

Here mainly, basing on these two works, we propose to briefly
discuss Sridhara's rendering of Vedanta. Originally Sridhara was an
Advaitin. In the religious tradition his position was definitely respectable
n view of the fact that he was the tenth S/axﬂkuriczﬁya of Govardhanamath.
Samkarites, it is said, were divided into two main groups, namely, the
Smarrtas and the Bhigavatas. The former were said to be sTicldha jRanavading
in the sense they did not accept bhakti or devotion in any form of
enlightenment. But the latter tempered the idea of Muckii with bliakii.
According to them blickti is not ne}_e_ssarily incompatible, for the attainment
of the highest. 1t 1s obvious that Stidhara belonged to this latter aroup. He
was definitely one of those few Advaitins who became conspicuous in
synthesising iiana and bhakti. Brahman can be the object of devotion and
n that sense to worship Nors[/%ha was considered as no hindrance for the
attammment of moksa.

But here Sridhara's point may be objected on the ground that
Advaitism is essentially knowledge-oriented (jitana - paraka). Realisation
of Brahman (moksa) is possible exclusively by knowledge. Of course, this
is not ordinary knowledge but pure knowledge of non - duality (para vidva).
But whatever it may be , this pure knowledge cannot have any term with
bhakti. Because bhakti, in any torm, must imply some form of duality and
multiplicity. That is why Advaitanirgunavada must have its logical climax
in mavd according to which the world of diversity, though appears to be
real, finally is not real and therefore has to be discarded as vivarta. For
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this, the uncompromising Advaitism has been severely criticised by the
theistic Vedantins and Vijitanabhikgu, for instance, treated majyavada as
asat @tra. In view of this it may be found as logically untenable to find a
synthesis of jiana and bhakii within the Advaitic framework.

But, in spite of such objection, attempts have been made to include
bhakti within the fold of Advaita. It is said that Samkara hiimself, being the
propounder of nirgunatattva, was also a devotee of §ikr§qa' Satnkara's
name is found as one of the old commentators of Bhagavata in a work
entitled : Bhagavata -tai - paryanirnaya of Madhva.? In view of the fact
that everybody is not capable of comprehending the nirguna - tattva, he
should seek Brahman through the Bhaktimarga. 1t is bhakti which purges
the mind from worldly impuprities and finally Brahman is attained. It is
clear that, from the standpoint of Vyavahara, S/arhkara, acknowledged the
excellence of bhakti-marga. In his Viveka - Cudamoni (Sloka - 32), he had
even gone so far as to assert bhakti as the best among all the means for the
attainment of rmukti. In Brahma - SOtra - Bhasya (II1. 2.13) he clearly held
that in spite of Brahman being nirvifesa form the standpoint of paramartha,
it should be viewed as savﬁe'sa,. (savisesatvamapi brahman - o -
bhyiipagantavyam). It is also stated that Brahaman, even if is all pervasive
(bibhu), can be realised in a particular point like Visgu can be realised
through salagfama (Sarva - ga - syapi brahamana upalabhyartham sthana
viseso na virudhyate salagrama iva vi.s'.nd)h - Brahama - Bhasya, 1.2.14)

It appears that S,;dhara, in this perspective, was one of the most
dependable interpreters of SamKara's Advaita. Even if he accepted Brahaman
to be nirguna, nirakara and nirvisesa from/th.e paramarthika drsti, he
dgfinitely accepted Brahaman as saguna Isvara, fromthe vfavaharika drsti.
That isThe reasgn why he found no inconsistency in conceiving Isvara as
Nrsimha, Pafmananda svarupa, and Purusottama. The Bhagavata; purana
( 1. 2.726) held that'the world is unreal, but has the ultimate reality of
Brahaman as its basis and therefore looks like real.

" Yat sattvatah sada bhati jagad etad asat svatah Sadabhasam
asatyasmin bhagavantam bhajami tam."

According to him the world is really false being connected with
nescience. But it appears as real being created out of real Brahaman
("UdbhTtam bhavatah sato’ pi bhobanam san - naiva”, Bﬁav[irtha - Dipika,
X. 87.36).

o ) -
Sridhara, with regard to the relation between Isvara and Jagar,
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utilised the analogy of yarn and cloth. He held that as without the basis of
cause yarn, the effect cloth is not seen so also the world has no basis apart
form God. But it should be noted that the world - effect, tbough appears to
be real, has no reality from the stand - point of Brahman. Sﬁdhara seems to
have well understood this implication of Advaita point of view and therefore
- held that change only appears as real and the world along with the individual
Jivas appear as reals ; but in the ultimate analysis (paramartha vicara) the
names and forms de not persist and there is nothing apart from Brahman.

Brahma - Sutra ( 11. 3. 43 - 49) mentions the part and whole
relationship between and Jva. Safnkara interpreted it as “arfisaiva amfag”
(part as it were) and meaning thereby that "part and whole" formulation is
not really acceptable within the Advaitic framework. It 1s interesting to
note here that both Ramanuja and Nimbarka held the Jiva is a real amst of
Brahman, even as the light coming out of fire is an afm$a of fire . Vallabha
maintained that Jia is atisa of Isvara because there is both difference and
identity between them. All these renderings advanced by Ramanuja,
Nimbdrka and Vallabha can obviously be seen as not compatible with the
Advaila point of view. Even Bhagavata (XII. 171) accepts the point that
appearance of rope as snake is due to adhvasa, and this yiew clearly seems
to be close to §tr?1kara's stand. It is worthy to note that Sridhara, because of
his Advaita leanings, gave more emphasis on avidya and maya and said
that like shell and siiver, the Jivas which have been treated as parts of
Brahaman are not real transformatins ( Vikara) of Brahaman but are apparent
(Vivarta). V

"mithya - drsyatvit = sukti - rajatadi - vad ityadi =" Bhévartha
Dipika, (X1.19.17)

All these clearly establish the point that S/ridhara is primarily an
Advaitin. And he never wanted to forgo the Advaita doctrine of Adh)/oasa at
the face of his leanings towards devotionalism. He is in the line of Samkara
in admitting vyavaRarika satta (empirical reality) and at the same time
accepting Nirguna - Brahmavada. For this reason, while writing gloss over
Giti (Subodhini), he started acknowledging the views of Bhaséyakilra,
Samkara as follows :

"bhasya - kara matam sanryak tad - vyakhyatrgiras - tatha, yatha
- mati sanialocya gia - vyakhvan samdrabhe.”

Hence Sﬁdhara is an Advaita Jnanavadi from philosophic point of
view; but while conceding the greatness of knowledge he had not, of course,
set aside the relevancy of devotion and in that way he had become prominent
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in bringing an integration between jnana and bhakti within the Advaita
fold.

It can be seen that Sﬁahara‘s view - point is not‘simply given due
recognition within the Advaita sect; but he had been acknowledged with
great reverence by almost all the prominent Vaisnavite thinkers of at least
eastern India including Caitanya himself. The post - Caitanya Vaisnavites
of Bengal like Jiva, Rupa and Sanatana, prominent Vaisnava thinker of
Assam like Sankaradeva and 3150 prominent Vaisnavite from Orissa like
Jagannath Das have accepted Sridhara's importance in religio - philosophical
discussion. In this context Caitanya's affinity with Sridhara needs special
mention. Though traditioral account concerning Caitanya's devotionalism
is not all found to be same, the most dominant and usually accepted rendering
seems to be that of Rimdnuja or Madhva. It is said that Caitanya, on several
occasions, had addressed himself as mayavadin. *Kavikarnapura stated
Caitanya entered the monastic order of Advaitin. * But the same writer in
his another work stated that Caityanya reached Sarvabhauma's place at
Puri and his stand was to establish Bhakti Vedanta by way of refuting
Advaita. S However Caitanya had great admiration for Sridhara who was a
prominent Advaita - bhakti - vadin. The tratition records that on one occasion
Caitanya repudiated a commentary on Bhagabata by one Ballava Bhatta on
the ground that it departed from Sridhara's track. ¢

It seems to us that Caitanya's affinity to Advaita was quite profound.
He, because of that, accepted Sridhara's rendering of Advaita which
considered bhakti as the best means for Advaita - mukti, and thus tempered
the severe monistic idealism of Advaita with emotionalism of bhakti. In
that way he presumably was a Bhagavata Advaitin and not s Smarta -
Advaitin. And that may well explain why he refuted Advaita while
discussing with Sarvabhauma (Whose point of view most probably was a
Smarta type ) . All this shows the depth of closeness between the standpoints
between Sridhara and Caitanya.
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It is possible to cast doubt over this statement of Madhva on the
ground that the name 'Samkara' found in the treatise under reference may
not definitely imply the famous Samkarachirya. However, the matter does

not appear to be decisive either way on the basis of the informations presently
available.

3. Klﬁsnadd%a Caitanya - curltamlta (Madhya, VUI, 45, 123), referred to by
De,Op. Cit,, p. 16.

4. Caitanaya Candrodaya (V. 21}, referred to by De, Op. Cit., p. 14.

5. Caitanya - caritamrta (XII. 22. 27)
"advaita - viidam vinirasya bhakti - samsth@pakam sviyamatam jagada'
referred  to by De, Op. Cit:. p. 565.

6. Caitanya - caritamrta and Kgs;n'a"dasa Kaviraj. (antya VII, 128.)

"$tidhara Sydrr nindi nija tika Kar Sridhara svimi nahin nane ete garva
dhar Sridhara svami prabhabete Bhagavata jani Jagadguru Sridhara Svami
gurukari mani”.
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SURESVARA ON PHENOMENAL REALITY

MRIDULA BHATTACHARYA

The Upanishadic scers and the advocates of the theory of absolute

non-dualism recognise the objects of the world to be relatively real. Since
the Ultimate Reality or Brahman and world stand in the relation of Reality
and relative reality, the Advaita Vedantins feel it necessary to thoroughly
examine this relationship. They seek to explain the nature of this relationship
in three ways. These three ways are the same as the three schools of
interpretation of Advaita doctrine, namely - the Reflection - Theory
(pratibimbavada), the Appearance Theory (abhdasavadiz) and the Limitation
Theory (avacchedavida). The theoreticians of the three schools of Advaita
Vedanta recognise the relative reality of the world.

Sures/vara, adisciple and follower of S/aﬁkara, is the chief exponent
of the theory of Appearance (abhdsavada), the beginning of which can be
traced to the Upanishadic tents, the Brahma-sutra and the Sunkara-bhasya.
According to this theory, the objects of the world are mere reflectional
appearances. The upholders of the theory of Appearance sometimes use
the word pratibimba in the sense of abhasa.' According to the Vivarana
school, the superimposition of the bimba is what exactly constitutes the
pratibimba or reflection. But the advocates of the Appearance theory
maintain that the reflectional appearance or abhasa is an unreality,as the
abhasya has no distinct reality of its own in any absolute sense of the term.
The pratibimba, being essentially the same as the bimba, is to be deemed
essentially as nothing, but Reality; whereas theablhiasa is a seeming outer
manifestation which can be held to be neither identical with, nor different
from nor both from Reality,” as a result of Reality appearing in and through
avidya. The superimposition of the face on some adjunct like mirror is
what is known as pratibimba. But the superimposition of the redness of
some red flower on the white crystal is clearly unreality and nothing more
than that; hence the superimposition of the redness on the crystal is abhasa.
Pratibimba is identical with the bimba. Hence it is considered to be real.
But ‘abhasa is not identical with the original and as such, is not real, but
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fulse ¥

Like the Vivarapa school the Ahasa-school also endeavours to
establish the Advaita theory of absolute non-dualism. But the former arrives
at the Advaita thesis through identity proper, that is, an account of the
pratibimba being realised as essentially identical with the bimba, while the
latter arrives at the same conclusion on sublation of what is appearance out
of the two, the other of which is reality and emerges finally as the sole
surviving essence. According to the theory of Reflection, the identity through
superimposition is direct between the bimba and the pratibimba: whereas,
according to the theory of Appearance, this identity is direct only between
the appearances and the inert objects and only indirect between Reality
and appearances as pseudo-realities.

§a?1kara expounds the theory of Appearance (abhasa) while
explaining the Brahma-sutra, ‘abhasa eva Ca. * According to his
iterpretation, the individual soul orjivais a mere appearance of the Highest
Soul or Brahman like the reflection of the sun in the water. As when one
reflected image of the sun trembles, another reflected image on that account
does not tremble, so when one individual soul or jiva is connected with
actions and results of action/s, another individual is not on that account
connected likewise.* Thus, Sankara shows that according to this theory, the
law of determinism will not be hampered.

Following the Upanishadic seers and §n°kara, Surevara nicely
formulates the theory of Appearance and takes great pain to establish the
theory of non-dualism in the light of this doctrinc. In his
Brhadaranvakab/msva - Vartika he spends much intellectual energy in
establlshmg the doctrine of @bfiasa. According to him, Brahman having
ajiiana or ignorance as an adjunct and thinking Himself identical with
ajaana, is isvara, and Brahman or Consciousness having buddhi or mind as
an adjunct and thinking Himself identical with buddhi, is called jiva or
experiencer. © As there is one buddhi per body and as the buddhis are diverse,
the appearances of the Supreme soul in the buddhis are diverse. So
consciousness which cannot be distinguished from the appearances appears,
as it were, diverse. But as g¢jAana or ignorance is aiways one and the same,
the appearance of Brahman or atman in ignorance is also one and the same.

Sure§vara develops his cardinal theory of ‘bliasa with a view to
elucidating of the relationship between Brahman and the world. The
Upanishadic expression rupam rUpam pratirupo VabhOva 7 supports the
theory of Appearance. The sacred Upanishad proclaims that Consciousness
transtorms Itself in various forms while in the process of manifesting name
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and form. Brahman comes in so many forms for the sake of making Him
known. Where name and form are not manifested, the transcendent nature
of the Supreme self as Pure Intelligence remains unknown. When name
and form are manifested, it is possible to comprehend Its nature. The
followers of Suresvara admit twofold division of appearance — Primary
appearance (Mukhya cidabhasa) and secondary appearance (gasna
cidabhdsa) which is also known as acidabhasa. The appearances of the
objects of the world experienced in daily life fall under the former and the
appearance of the snake on rope as also dream objects to the latter.®

The author of the PaficadasT draws a line of demarcation between
Brahman or Kurastha Caitanya and Cidabhasa or appearance of Pure
Consciousness in the mental mode or Vit While the former is self-
fevealing, the latter is illumined by the former. Both in the interval between
the modification of the mind or Virri, in which ciddbhdsa is reflected, and
during the absence in deep sleep, kiftastha Caitacya remains self- illumined.
The Great Sankara also in his Upadesasahasri recognizes the difference
between Brahman-Consciousness or kutastha Caitanya and ciddbhdsa or
resultant consciousness(phala caitanya). Brahman - consciousness illumines
the objects of the world, but the objects remain unknown to the
comprehender. The mental mode in respect of the object concerned removes
the ignorance of the object and cidabhsa, or resultant-consciousness
illumines the object to the comprehender. * A wall illumined by the rays of
the sun, is more illumined when the light of the sun reflected in a mirror
falls on it. Similarly, the objects of the world illumined by Brahman-
Consciousness is more illumined by the light of Brahman-Consciousness
or kutastha reflected in the Vruti (cidabhasa)." Thus, following Surefvara
the champions of the doctrine of Appearance maintain that kutastha
caitanya illumines the objects of the world in general, but the mental
modification or Vi removes the ignorance of the object and resultant-
Consciousness (cidabhasa) illumines the object in particular. '' The
Upholders of this school further state that the knowledge of a pot involves
a double Consciousness — Brahman - Consciousness and Vyiti-cum-
cidabhdsa Consciousness. The latter illumines a pot while the former, what
the Naiyayikas call anuvyavasaya, illumines the knowledge of a pot. ** so
ctdabhdsa is an abhdsa of cif or pure consciousness on the Vit whichis a
sattvika manifestation of ignorance, having for its substratum the Brahman-
conscioushess. Being a combination pf the two, cidabh@isa pertains to a
double Consciousness, — it is manifested and unmanifested; it cames into
being and ceases to exist. But Pure Consciousness or Kutasthais unchanged
and unchangeable. Thus, Vidyaranya shows that cidabhasa and kutastha
are not identical . "*
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It will not be out of place to clear up a very improtant point here
that abhisa is not the same as drstispsti. SuresVara is an exponent of the
theory of abhdsa. He is not to be misunderstood as an advocate of the theor y
of d“fmesgz Phenomenal idealism or dp_rml_sﬂ is a purely conceptual
construct, co-extensive and co-terminous with the actual apprehension or
occasional cognition, abhasa is an abiding entity and continues until the
realisation of Reality. The permanence and continuation of abhasa as an
established and veritable fact until the realisation of Reality, are
unquestionable. So it will be obviously wrong to holdabfasa, in its technical
sense, to be the equlvalentofchsnsmn inasmuch as, according to the theory
of (/rgrm\n the universe i$ a Serics of interrupted and occasional
manifestations, ar ising and terminating simuitaneously with their cognitions
of the experiencer.

Sure$vara and his followers detineate 'reality’ to be one which exists
by itself and is altogether independent, self-subsistent and unchangeable.
Whatever is transient and changing anyhow, at any time and under any
condition or circumstances, cannot be reality. What changes is only
appearance. But behind it there 15 an essence which is reality and which
does not change. Whatever is dependent on another in any way can have
no real existence of its own, but only an apparent one like snake-rope etc.
So it is to be considered as a mere appearance of some reality. Existence,
manifestation and reality which one experiences in the erapirical planc are
not of objects themselves, but are appearances of the one fundamental and
foundational Existence or Reality - Brahman,

It is to be borne in mind that Surevara and his followers do not
dispute and doubt the acknowledged order of thing in the realm of pseudo-
reality or relativity and phenomenalism. They do not say the world does
not exist at all and 1s devoid of any conditioning cause, practical utility and
pragmatic value for one, who is under the spell of ignorance. This school
admits and appraises the worldly phenomena as they are with their empirical,
cthical, moral and spiritual values from purely empirical point of view.

But arising above the stage of relative and apparent realities and
practical purposes or pragmatic values, this school further asserts that on
the ground of origin and termination, changeability, temporal, spatial and
objective durability, temporal, spatial and objective durability and
differences, the objects of the world have no existence and reality of” their
own apart from the Absolute Reality or Brahman. According to Suresara,

the criteria of ' reality’ may be laid down to be unconditionality,
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unchangeability, eternality and independence, while those of 'appearances'
may be laid down to be conditionality, changeability, perishability and
dependence. Appearance does not exist independently, at all times and
unconditionally, whereas reality is timelessly, unconditionally and
indépendently so. The champions of this school contend that that, which is
not real by itself oron its own account, cannot become so even in relation
to or in consequence of its association with something else. So finite
existence, limited manifestation and changeability are possible in the case
of appearance. So long as the one, absolute underlying Reality is not
realised, the manifolds of the universe will continue to appear {o be real or
veritable for all practical purposes. Thus it reveals that Suresvara and his
followers do not say that appearances are identical with the Absolute Reality.
But they are of opinion that the temporal and relative reality or finite
existence necessarily rest on the Infinite Existence or Absolute Realilty.
All empirical entities, being appearances and consequently indescribable |
either as real or unreal or both, are entirely and instantly sublated on
realization of the Absolute Reality, and what is ultimately left after sublation
as the sole residue is Brahman, shining spontaneously in Its pristine
splendour.
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THE METHOD OF SCIENCE
IN THE EYES OF AN ABSOLUTE SKEPTIC

BHASWATI (BHATTACHARYYA) CHAKRABARTI

With all due respects to science, the author is presenting a paper

which points out some skeptical views regarding the method of science.
Perhaps she may be excused for giving emphasis on skeptical thoughts
regarding science only on the gound that "Skepticism may be painful and
may be barren, but at least it is honest and an outcome of the quest for
truth".

Science inculcates a special sort of awful reverence in the minds
of people because of its claim that the absolute certainty of scientific
knowledge is indubitable. The present paper deals with the question : Can
such reverence towards science be justified if it is assessed from a special
angle which is prevalent in the writings of a section of Indian thinkers
known as Absolute Skeptics ? The objections with which we are at present
concemed are against the basic method employed by science to acquire
objective knowledge regarding this world. At the outset it should be noted
of course that the aim of the present author is only to draw attention towards
those skeptical questions which are very much disturbing and cannot be
regarded as merely non-sensical. It might be said that these questions are
enough to create a turmoil in the calm ocean of faith in scientific method.

The definition of 'science’ might be put thus. It is a 'body of
knowledge ascertained by observation and experiment, critically tested,
systematised and borught under 'general principles’ and which is 'capable
of predicting reproducible results that can be observed.' The men of science
in all ages give emphasis on 'observation and experiment' which are
absolutely perceptional in character. In other words, the method of science
for exploring the fundamental concepts of reality is claimed to be based on
'sense-experience' and not on 'speculations’. The authenticity of 'sense-
experience’ has been, however, challenged by a number of Indian Absolute
Skeptics. ‘Absolute Skepticism' is an attitude of thinking according to which
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it 1s not possible to know anything since all the ways of knowing including
perception are incompetent to lead to truth. The veracity of perception hailed
by scientists so much as the only method for knowing 'Facts' with absolute
certainty has been vociferously nullified by those philosophers. This attitude
is found to be prevalent in the texts of Jayardsi of the Carvaka school and
of Madhyamika thinkers like Nagarjuna and his Tollowers Candrakirti and
Aryadeva. The validity of perception has been repudiated by all of them on
various grounds. Jayarasi argues§,” for example in his book
"Tattvopaplavasimha' that the validity of perception is always open to
question since there occurs illusory perception of non-existent objects, ¢.g.
the constant perception of a thing like a thread of hair in some cases of
optical desease or the perception of mirage. > A man perceives in these
cases things which are not in existence. From this the Skeptic concludes
that it is possible in all cases of perception to have an experience of things
which are non-existent, In short, perception in general is open to serious
doubt. If one says that the perception of those illusory things is due to some
physiological disorder or to some refractions of light then Jayarasi would
argue that it might well be the case that the so-called valid perception of a
thing is also due to some other causes, physical or physiological.

It is to be remarked that the present author has no intention either
to defend Juynrzfsf or to point out any flaws in his logic. The argument
reveals only the skeptical attitude towards perception which is claimed to
be the only method of knowing the reality. A chain of arguments given by
Nagarjuna in his Vigrala-Vvavartani against the validity of all the ways of
knowing including direct perception leads also to the same eftect. The central
theme of one of those arguments advanced may be stated. The presence of
an object of perception makes perception a possibility. For how could a
perception take place if there were nothing to be perceived ? So the reality
of an object is presupposed in every state of perception. But as Nagarjuna
emphasises one cannot know the reality of an object without perceiving it.
And, therefore, the reality of a thing in turn presupposes perception of that
thing. This reciprocal dependence of perception and the object perccived
involves * a petitio and the outcome is that none of them can be regarded as
established and real.

It might be pointed out in this context that the authenticity of the
method accepted by science has not been doubted by the Absolute Skeptics
of India only. The Greek Absolute Skeptic Pyrrho and his follower Sextus
Empiricus also possess the same view. In his ‘Outlines of Pyrrhonism'’ Sextus
puts forth a table of Ten Modes of skeptical arguments prepared by Pyrrho
as a ground for denying the validity of sense-perception. The Veridical

Phitosophy and the Life-World
Vidvasagar University Journal of Philosophy a Vol.Il, June 2000



39

character of perception has been challenged by the Greek Skeptics on
grounds almost similar to those advanced by their Indian counterparts. It
may be mentioned in this context that Sextus Empiricus even puts to question
mathematical postulates like line, point and number as is evident in his
book 'Against the Physicists'.

Further, the validity of "Wapii - sambandha’ (generalisation) has
also been challenged by Jayarasi. According to him, it is not at all possible
to make any general principle what-so-ever. For observation can at best
give us knowledge of some particular and not of all. Sense-experience can
never yield universality since it is always within the limits of space and
time.* It is to be noted thai this objection advanced by this Indian Absolute
Skeptic is echoed in the view of David Hume also. '

As a matter of fact scientific method cannot be admitted to be based
purely on empiricism, though it is claimed to be so. It also involves '
Speculation’ just like metaphysics. Observation, done freely or done under
controlled environment, must be always discrete and finite. Experience at
best gives us probability. It is not even possible to speak of ‘highest
probability', since the term ‘highest' signifies infinite number of time-
sequences which can never be observed. It is to be admitted, therefore, that
knowledge regarding the fundamental concepts of reality cannot be "brought
under general principles” only by observation and experiement. The laws
of science are ultimately found to imply a belief or faith. To take,for example,
the law of gravitation. In some particular cases it is observed that
unsupported bodies fall to the ground. And by taking into consideration a
limited number of such oberved facts a general law is formulated. It is
assumed that under the same circumstances all the unsupported bodies will
act accoring to this law because an apple falls from the tree or a stone falls
from the top of hill. But how can one be so much sure that under the same
circumstances the behaviour of all the unsupported bodies will be alike ?
One might assert that no exception has been found so far. But such an
answer will not do. An object may behave otherwise in future as well as in
a distant galaxy. It might have been the case that an- unobserved object
might have behaved otherwise which escaped our notice. It is in fact not
possible in practice for any scientist to observe the behaviour of each and
every unsupported body at each and every time-unit and generalisations
are made on the basis of samples. If a strong belief or faith is not involved,
such generalisation cannot be made from certain facts, i.e., from samples.
But the scientists themselves are never ready to admit that a faith is thus
implied. Now is not this 'scientific faith' another name for 'speculation’ --- a
stigma from which metaphysics alone suffers ?
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Since the method of 'observation and experiment' is open to a
number of skeptical objection and since the method itself is also not free
{rom speculation, shall we then argue along with the Absolute Skeptics,
that science is not the only discipline giving 'absolutely certain’ knowledge
of nature ? Perhaps a second thought is necessary.
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PETER SINGER'S VIEW ON ENVIRONMENTAL ETHICS
AND
THE EXPANDING MORAL COMMUNITY

RAMDAS SIRKAR

Peter Singer is one of the most celebrated philosophers of our

time. As an influential leader of the practical ethics movement he developed
an environmental ethic. Environmental Ethics is the study of normative
issues and principles concerning man - nature interaction.

In the first section of the present discussion I shall state briefl

4

central idea of a non-speciesist ethics. His own theory of enviror ehgzﬂ”"“‘ A s}

ethics will be explained in the second section. In the last sectlonl shall
discuss his critique of the ethics based on the fundamental mora%attltude
of respect for nature.
1 :‘;«ﬁ,

Peter Singer's view of ethics recognizes an important role of reason
in our ethical discussion. This role of reason is evidenced by our admission
that the very idea of living according to ethical standards is closely related
to our ability to justify the way in which we live. He notes that the ethical
justification cannot be given in terms of self-interest only, it must extend to
the interests of others. This universal aspect of ethics, he suggests, provides
a 'persuasive’ ground for accepting a broadly 'Utilitarian position'. Thus, if
I am to be ethically concerned for my own interest then I must extend this
concern to the like interest of others. This leads to the maxim that we "must
choose the course of action which has the best consequences, on balance,
for all affected."

Some philosophers argue that in our ethical judgement we must
consider interest simply as interest. Now, if it is accepted, Singer claims,
we can formulate the basic principle of equality as equal consideration of
interests. Singer says, "the essence of the principle of equal consideration
of interests is that we give equal weight in our moral deliberations to the
like interests of all those affected by our action”. He argues that this principle
extends beyond the human species. For, once this principle is recognized
as a moral basis for relations among the members of our own species, we
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are bound to recongize the same principle as a moral basis for our relations
with the members of other species, i.e. the non-human animals. He contends
that if it is morally wrong to disregard interests of some members of our
species on account of their race, sex on intelligence, then it is also morally
wrong to disregard the like interests of the members of animal species on
account of their being less rational. So we cannot exploit animals just
because they do not belong to our own species.

Following Jeremy Bentham, Singer maintains that the capacity for
suffering or enjoyment is the necessary condition for having an interest at
all. Thus whatever, be the nature of being, this principle of equality demands
that their suffering 'be considered equally with the like sufferings' of other
beings. To quote Singer, "the limits of sentience is the only defensible
boundary of concern for the interests of others." Therefore, in our ethical
deliberations we must take account of the interests of all sentient creatures,
human and non-human animals, self conscious and non-self-conscious. By
granting moral considerability to non-human animals Singer provides a
non-speciesist ethics.

IT

In the second edition of his book Practical Ethics Peter Singer
begins his enquiry into the possibility of environmental ethics by noting
that the traditional western cthical thought presupposes a particular attitude
to nature. This particular Western attitude to nature has evolved from the
biblical account of creation. In the Genesis we find the Hebrew view of the
special status of human beings. There human beings were granted dominion
over nature. During its Roman period Christianty absorbed ancient Greek
ideas of nature and particularly that of Aristotle. Aristotle viewed nature as
hierarchical. For him beings having less rationality exist for the sake of
those having more. Thus in the mainstream Christian thought the possibility
of sinning against non-human animals or against the natural world is ruled
out. Presently, thinkers debate the interpretation of this grant of 'dominion.
John Passmore and some other philosophers try to read into this grant a
directive Lo act as stewards, 1.e. to look after nature on behalf of God.
However, Singer finds no justification for such an interpretation of the
text.

The dominant western tradition influenced by the mainstream
Christianity, assumes that the natural world exist for the benefit of humans.
Morality begins and ends with human beings. Nature being deviod of any
intrinsic value, the destruction of any part of nature is not sinful, if by such
destruction we do not harm other human beings. Thus for two thousand
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years Western ethics has been anthropocentric. However, Peter Singer
suggests that within the moral frame work of this human-centred Western
tradition it is possible to develop enviornmental values like the preservation
of nature. This he thinks, can be done by relating our concern for nature to
human well-being, of present and future generations.

He is convinced that even within the anthropencentric moral
framework "the preservation of our enviornment is a value of the greatest
possible importance”. For example, he draws our attention to the fact that
the green house effect threatens to cause a rise in sea-level that will inundate
the lowlying coastal areas like the Nile delta in Egypt and the Bengal delta,
affecting the house and livelihood of 46 million people. This calls for our
serious concern about enviornmental preservation.

The argument takes a stronger form if we formulate it in terms of
future generation. When a virgin forest is cut or drowned to build a dam the
link with the past and the natural life cycles of the plants and animals are
destroyed. Obviously no short-term benefit can "buy back the link with the
past represented by the forest”. Thus, he recognizes the priceless and timeless
value of wilderness. However, he is quick to note that his argument does
not show that cutting forests cannot be justified in special cases. In such
special cases the justification should take full account of the value of the
forests to the future generations. He also accepts the argument for
preservation based on appreciation of the beauties of the wilderness. He
points out that for many people, the wilderness is the source of the aesthetic
feeling having spiritual intensity. He even urges us to encourage future
generations to have a feeling for nature. Again, it is a unique experience to
see a part of nature that 1s untouched by human being. We cannot deprive
future generations in this regard. By destroying wilderness we shall be
causing irreparable losses on the generation to come.

This rarity of the wilderness provides another strong argument for
the preservation of wilderness and its irreplaceable resources even within
the anthropocentric moral framewark. We have seen that Singer's ethical
theory proposes an extension of the ethic of dominant western tradition.
He also claims that a truly enviornmental ethic can be developed on the
basis of such ethical extension. To quote him, "At its most fundamental
level such an ethic fosters considerations for the interests of all sentient
creatures, including subsequent generations stretching into the far future.
It is accompanied by an aesthetic appreciation for wild places and unspoiled
nature". :

Obviously as a practical ethicist he cannot disregard the growing
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cnviornmental concern. Yet, for him, a tree, a mountain or a rock do not

have interests and, as such, cannot be harmed by human action. Hence they
can have no place in ethical discourse. Thus he felt the need to make room
for enviornmental value in his moral philosophy. He found the way out in
the concept of habirar. He noted that the stream or the mountain was the
home of many animals whose rights should be respected. On this ground
the destruction of enviornment by human action could be unethical.

In any serious exploration of enviornmental values a central issue
will be the loci of intrinsic value, i.e. valuable in itself. Opposed to this
value is instrumental value, 1.e., value, as a means to other ends. As a non-
speciesist moral philosopher, Singer argues that if we find intrinsic value
in human experiences, we cannot deny this value in at least some experiences
of non-human beings. For him intrinsic value extends up to sentient
creatures. So if a proposed dam would cause suffering or even kill thousand
or more of sentient creatures, by inundating the river valiey, then in our
cost-benefit analysis we must take account of this loss. Moreover, if we
destroy the habitat of sentient creatures by building the dam then the loss
would be a continuing one.

It is a truism for Singer that a society's ethic must consider those
conditions that are necessary for our survival and also for a stable and
lasting conmunity. Presently, the rapid increase in populaton and the
enviormental pollution caused by growth industry threaten to wipe out our
society. Though the danger of our enviornment is not imminent and obvious,
we should develop a sensible enviornmental ethic within a short period.
This ethic, he suggests, would regard every enviornmentally harmful action
as questionable and unncessarily harmful actions as ethically wrong. Thus
saving and recycling would be regarded as virtue, while unncessary
consumption would be regarded as a vice. Even our preference for any
particular type of recreation is not ethically neutral. For example, the
additional consumption of fossil-fuel and the consequent discharge of
carbondiaxide makes motor car racing ethically less acceptable than cycling.

Considering the plight of the people who live in cities and towns,
this ethic would encourage us to keep our families small. In the persent
industrialized societies accomulation of cousumer goods provides the
yardstick of success. The enviornmental ethic developed here would not
approve such materialist ideals. Rather this ethic would measure success in
terms of development of one's ability and of experiencing real fulfilment
and satisfaction. This ethic also fosters frugality for mitigating
enviornmental pollution. Peter Singer even goes to the extent of saying
that wasting of materials that can be recycled is "theft of our common
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property in the resources of the world." By Practising frugality we shall

enter into a different type of moral life where consumption of unnecessary
product will be considered moraily wrong.

This new ethic demands that we be more thorough in our
understanding of extravagance. The world we live in is now under pressure.
In this context, if we consider the long term valtue of the rain forest then the
timber products made by destroying this forest are extravagant. Similarly,
the paper products are also extravgant, because these are produced by
destroying ancient hardwood forests.

Extravagance in cur {ood habits is ultimately a matter of serious
enviornmental concern. Singer claims, 38% of grain crop produced all over
the world is now used as animal foods. The number of domestic animals
are three times more than the human population. World's 1. 28 billion catlle
outweigh the human population.

The factory farming method adopted by the industrialized countries
is responseble for the huge consumption of fossil fuels. Chemical fertilizers
and farm animals produce the green-house gas viz nitrousoxide. Forest
dwellers both human and non-human are driven out of their homeland in
order to clear the forest for the grazing of catlle. In course of these grazing
huge quantity of carbon dioxide are released in the atmosphere. The world's
cattie are also thought to produce 20% of the methane released into the
atmosphere. All these constitute a compelling reason for plant-based diet.
Though this enviornmentai ethic encourages simple life, it never condemns
pleasures. Of course these pleasures do not come from over consumption.
Instead, we can find real pleasure and satisfaction from warm personal
relationship, from being close to our children and friends. Enviornment-
friendly sports and recreation can also be a source of such pleasures. We
can have enough pleasures from plantbased diet. Appreciation of the beauty
of wilderness is another source of such pleasure.

511

The type of non-anthropocentric individualism exposed in Singer's
non-speciesist ethics has, at least, two presupositions. First it presupposes
that only individual can be bearers of interests. This is so because only
individual's organism can possess sentience. Secondly, this ethical view
also assumes that an entity is real if an only if it is observable or if it can be
confronted. Acceptance of these two assumptions leads Singer to exclude
all types of holistic entities like species, eco-system etc. from the moral
community.
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Singer examines two such attempts (o extend the boundary of moral
community. The first attempt he considers is an ethic based on the attitude
of revarence for life as advocated by A. Schweitger and Paul Taylor. Though
sharing both the assumptions they contend that moral considerability does
notend with sentience. Schweitzer considered every organism as individuals
whose suffering or death must be avioded it possible. According 1o
Sehweitzer, "Just as in my will - to - live there is a yearning for more life *
and an exaltation called pleasure and also fear of annihilation., so is (he
case with " the will - to - live - arround me". For him, "a man is really
cthical only when he obeys the constraint laid on him to help all fife" when
possible. In his opinion such an ethical person does not shatter even an "ice
crystal that sparkles in the sun”. Singer has rightly pointed out that
Schweitzer's position is not acceptable because an ice crystal is not alive at
all.

Paul Taylor's more refined view is that every living thing is
‘pursuing its own good in its own unique way" This helps us to see all
fiving things as we see ourselves. Therefore the existence of these has the
same value as our own existence. To say that all living things have a good
of their own is simply to say that it can be benefited or harmed. This good
is objective in the sense that it is independent of what any conscious being
happens to think about it! For example, a certain quantity of water is good
for a particular plant whether [ acknowledge it or not. Again. T can claim
that this water is good for that plant without supposing that the plant itself
knows this. Possessing such 'good-of-its-own' is necessary for descrving
moral respect. Now, Taylor believes that every living being that has a good-
of-its-own merits moral consideration. He also upholds the \\/iew“thut the
realization of the good of an individual is intrinsically valuable. These basic
ideas constitute the fundamental moral attitude that Taylor calls respect for
nature. Singer finds difficulty in the defences provided by Schweitzer and
Taylor. The difficulty is due to the metaphorical use of language. We often
tatk about plants 'seeking' water so that they can survive. This often helps
us to talk about their 'will-to-live’ or of their 'pur-suing their own good'.
Singer points out that as plants are not conscious and cannot engage in
intentional behaviour, this use of language must be metaphorical. Singer's
objection runs like this : "One might just as well say that a river is puksuing
its own good and striving to reach the sca, or that the 'good’ of a guided
missile 1s to blow itself up along with its target”. He points out that plants
never experience 'yearning' 'exaltation’, ‘pleasure’ and 'terror’.

He again claims that it is possible for us to offer a purely physical
explanation of the behaviour of plants, rivers and guided missiles. So, in
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the absence of conciousness there is no good reason for having greater
respect for the physical processes that take place in the growth and decay
of living things than for these in the non living things. Though thefe may
be some difficulties in Taylor's ethical theory, Singers' critique of this theory
does not appear to be sound enough. This is evidenced by his grouping
plants, rivers and guided missiles in the same class. In spite of the fact that
plants lack conscious will and intentional pursuit there are inportant
differences between plants, rivers and guided missiles which Singer fails
to see. He considers all these as purely physical processes.

In this context it is improtant how H. Rolgton HI distinguishes a

plant from other inanimate obiects. First, though not an experiencing subject,
a plant is not an inanimate object either. It is not a gecomorphological process
like a river. Plants are alive and self-actualizing - it can produce vegetative
modules as well as reproductive modules. Secondly, like any other organism,
sentient or not, a plant, Rolston says, "is a spontaneous, self-maintainig
system, sustaining and reproducing itself, executing its programme, making
a way through the world. ........
Something more than physical causes, even when less that sentience, 1s
operating within every organism. There is information superintending the
causes; without it the organism would collapse into a sand heap
it gives the organism atelos, 'end’, a kind of (non-felt) goal, this information
is coded in the D.N.A." Thus, for him che genetic set is a normative set. So
an organism is an evaluative system. We "pass to value when we recognize
that the genetic set is a normative set” Though the organisms have no will
or desires, they have their own standards. Any organism has a good-of-its-
kind and it defends this. Hence when Taylor claims that a plant has a good-
of-its-own this claim cannot be dismissed as metaphor.

Finally, we must admit that Peter Singer has enlarged our vision of
ethics which was too humanist in the past. He is very much responsible for
the change of our attitude towards animals. Inspite of this advance we must
take note of the important insight provided by the ultimate moral attitude
that Taylor calls respects for nature.

This is a slightly revised version of the paper presented in the seminar on
Environmental Ethics held on 25 February 2000 at Vidyasagar University.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ETHICS :
A DEFENSE OF NON-ANTHROPOCENTRISM

SANTOSH KUMAR PAL

Environmental Ethics is the study of normative issues and

principles relating to human interaction with the natural environment. It
appraises human actions, life-styles and policies - both of individual and of
corporate bodies. For evaluating human actions relating to the environment,
two opposing points of view are found : Anthropocentrism and Non-
Anthropocentrism. According to anthropocentrism, human beings are
superior overall to the members of other species, and as such, it is solely
human interest that really counts in environmental matters. In contrast,
non-anthropocentrism holds that members of all species are equal, and as
such, in environmental considerations we have to count interests of all
species.

To me, this opposition between anthropocentrism and non-
anthropocentrism seems to be theoretical; on the practical level the
supporters of both perspectives might agree on a common set of principles
for achieving environmental justice. For this, both of them should, of course,
have to sacrifice the excesses. In what follows 1 shall try to present a
detensible version of non-anthropocentrism, which would accommodate
the rational demands of anthropocentrism.

Let us first see what non-anthropocentrism really means. The
supporters of this perspective hold that we have no non-question - begging
ground for regarding the members of any living species as superior to the
members of any other. It allows that the members of species differ in a
myraid of ways, but argues that thos= differences do not provide ground
for thinking that the members of any one species are superior to the members
of any other. It denies that the differences among species are sufficient for
thinking that humans, in particular, are superior to the members of other
species. Of course, the supporters do not fail to recognize that humans
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have distinctive traits which the members of other species lack, like
rationality and moral agency. But at the same time they point out that the
members of non-human species also have some distinctive traits that human
beings do not have, e.g. the homing ability of pigeons, the specd of the
cheetah, and the ruminative ability of sheep and cattle,

The supporters of this point of view also dismiss the claim that the
distinctive traits found in human species are more valuable than the
distinctive traits that members of other species posses on the ground that
there is no non-question-begging standpoint from which we can justify
that claim. From the human standpoint, rationality and moral agency are
more important than any of the distinctive traits found in non-human species,
because, as humans, we would not be better off if we had sacrificed these
two traits for the distinctive traits £ound in non-human specics. The
supporters of non-anthropocentrism will not, however, hesitate to point
out that the same holds good for the non-human species also. Cheetah,sheep
and cattle would not be better off if they were to trade in their distinctive
traits for the distinctive traits of other species.

It is sometimes thought that the members of some species might be
better off if could retain their own distinctive traits, while acquiring one or
other of the distinctive traits possessed by some other species. For example,
we might be better off if we could acquire the speed and strength of the
cheetah while remaining intact our own distinctions. Likewise, it would be
better off for the cheetah if they also have the rationality of human. But,
though thanks to gene-technology, we can think of some progress in that
direction, main distinctive traits of a species cannot be transmitted to the
members of other species without substantially altering the original species.
In order for the cheetah to acquire the distinctive traits of humans, it would
have to be so transformed that its paws become something like hands to
accommodate its man-like mental capabilitics and virtually losing its own
distinction and thereby ceasing to be a cheetah. And. with the exception of
our nearest evolutionary relatives, the same holds true for the members of
other species. Thus we find no non-question-begging ground on the basis
of which we can reasonably judge that distinctive human traits are more
valuable that the traits of the other species. And thus judged, we would
have to regard the members of all species as equal.

Now, if we put aside the excess of non-anthropocentism, and be
rational, we will find that the theory of equality of species still allows for
human preference.
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First of all, human preference can be just:fied on grounds of defense,
and we might have.

A Principle of Human Defense . Actions that defend onself and
other human beings against harmful aggression are permissible even when
they necessitate kitling or harming animals or plants.

This principle is analogous to the principle of self-defense that
applies in human ethics and permits actions in defense of onself and other
human beings against harmful aggression.

Secondly, human preference can also be justified on grounds of
preservation. Accordingly, we have :

A Principle of Human Preservation : Actions that are necessary
for meeting one's basic needs or the basic needs of other human beings are
permissible even when they require aggressing against the basic needs of
animals and plants.

Preservation of basic needs of oneself and of other fellows is
necessary to maintain the standard of well-being. The basic needs, if not
satisfied, lead to lacks or deficiencies with respect to a standard of a healthy"
life. This principle, however, rough'y amounts to the principle of self-
preservation in human ethics that permits actions that are necessary for
meeting one's own basic needs or the basic needs of other people, even if
this requires failing to meet the basic needs of still another people. For
example, the people of First World countries use their resources to feed
themselves, even if that necessitates failing to meet the basic needs of people
in Third World countries.

Anyhow, this principle supports in a way a degree of preference
for human species. Then , where is the equal consideration of interests for
all species ? If we think a little, we would find that this is not incompatible
with the principle of equality. Favouring the members of one's own species
with regard to basic needs is characteristic of the members of nearly all
species. In addition, if we sacrifice our basic needs for the members of
other species, whenever those needs conflict with our own, we would soon
be facing extinction and fortunately, we have no reason to think that we are
morally required to bring out our own extinction. For those reasons, the
degree of preference for our own species found in the above Principle of
Human Preservation is justified, even if we were to adopt a non-
anthropocentric perspective:
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But this preference for humans cannot go beyond limit, and the

limit compatible with non-anthropocentrism is expressed by the following
third principle : )

A Principle of Disproportionality - Actions that meet non-basic or
fuxury needs of humans are prohibited when they aggress agains: the basic
needs of animals and plants.

Undoubtedly, the admission to such a principle with respect to
hon-human nature would significantly change our life-style. But such a
principle is unavoidable if there is to be any substance to claim that the
members of all species are equal. We can no more consistently claim that
the members of all species are equal and at the sometime aggress against
the very basic needs of animals and plants when this serves our non-basic,
luxury, needs than we can consistently ¢laim that the members of all species
are equal and aggress against the basic needs of our fellow human-beings
when this serves our non-basic, luxury needs. Consequently, if species
equality is to mean anything, it mus( be the case that the basic needs of the
members of non-human species are protected against aggressive actions
which only serve to meet the non-basic needs of humans as demanded by
the Principle of Disproportionality.

So far we have been able to show that the equal consideration of
species requires that the humans should not aggress against the basic needs
of the members of other species for the sake of the non-basic needs of the
members of our own species (the Principle of Disproportionality), but it
permits us to aggress against the basic needs of the members of other species
for the sake of the basic needs of the members of our own species (the
Principle of Human Preservation), and also permits us to defend the basic,
and even the non-basic needs, of the members of our own species against
harmful aggression by members of other species (the Principle of Human
Defense).

At this point, we like to refer, though briefly, to the theory of
Ecological Holism (which is otherwise called Deep Ecology). Ecological
holism counts two different kinds of things as morally considerable : The
biotic community as a whole and the large eco-systems which constitute it.
Individual animals, including humans, as well as plants, rocks, molecules,
etc. which constitute these large systems, are not morally considerable.
They matter only insofar as they contribute to the maintenance of the
significant whole to which they belong. To put it in other words, the good
of a species, or of an eco-system or of the whole biotic community can
trumip the good of individual beings.
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This Wholism seemingly requires that we abandon the Principle
of Human Preservation. Assuming that people's basic needs are at stake,
how could it be morally objectionable for them to meet those needs, even if
this were to harm non-human individuals, or species or the whole ecosystems
? Of course, we can ask people in such conflicting cases not to meet their
basic needs. But when their basic needs are at stake, what rationale and
moral ground do we have to ask for such a sacrifice ?

I

The staunch supporters of anthropocentrism, however, will not be
satistied with any 'provision of reservation.' Rather they come to argue in
favour of human superiority. The humans have a right to dominate on the
members of non-human species. To get insight into their claim. We have to
review the anthropocentric standpoint.

To start with, anthropocentrism denies that the members of all
species are equal. The supporters of anthropocentrism claim that humans
are superior because they, through culture 'realise a greater range of values'
than members of non human species ; or that humans are superior in virtue
of their 'unprecedented capacity to create ethical systems that impart worth
o other life-forms’, Now, if this superiority is acknowledged, let us see,
what follows. ‘

First of all, we will still need a Principle of Human Defense. And
there is no need to adopt a different version of the principle from that
favoured by the non- anthropocentricists. Whether we take humans to be
equal or superior to the members of other species, we will still require a
principle that allows us to defend ourselves and other fellow beings from
harmful aggression, even when this necessitates killing or harming animals
or plants. ‘

Secondly, we will likewise need a Principle of Human Preservation.
Here too we do not require a different version of the principle from that
proposed by the non-anthropocentricists.

The crucial issue is, whether we will require a different principle
of Disprortionality. If we judge humans to be superior to the members of
other species, will we still have grounds from protecting the basic needs of
animals and plants against aggresive action to meet the non-basic or luxury
needs of humans ?
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Here a distinction is to be made between two versions of preference.
(1) We could prefer the basic needs of animals and plants over the non-
basic or luxury needs of humans when to do otherwise would involve
aggressing against (by an act of commission ) the basic needs of animals
and plants. (2) We could prefer the basic needs of animals and plants over
the non-basic or luxury needs of humans when to do otherwise would involve

simply failing to meet (by an act of omission) the basic needs of animals
and plants.

In enviromental ethics - be it anthropocentric or non-anthropocentric
- we have some ground for morally distinguishing the two cases, favouring
the basic needs of animals and plants when to do otherwise would involve
aggressing against those needs in order to meet our own non-basic or luxury
needs, but not when it would involve simply failing to meet these needs in
order to meet our own non-basic or luxury needs. But the fact is that in
most of the ways that we have of preferring our own non-basic or luxury
needs do involve aggressing against the basic needs of animals and plants.
Then the point is : Would not human superiority provide grounds tor
preferring for ourselves in this way ? Should not human superiority have
more theoretical and practical significance than we are allowing by
reservation, so to say ? We would show here that if we look for the most
morally defensible position, we have to leave that excess.

The claim that humans are superior to the members of other species
s like the claim  that a person came in first in a race-competition where
others came in second, third, fourth, and so on. It would not imply that the
members of other species are without intrinsic value. In fact, it would imply
just the opposite : that the members of other species are also intrinsically
valuable, although not as intrinsically valuable as humans, just as the claim
that a person came in first in a race implies that the persons who came in
second. thrid, fourth, and so on, are also meritorious, although not as
meritorious as the person who came in first.

This line of argument gets further weight once we consider the
fact that many animals and plants are superior to humans in one respect or
another, e.g., the sense of smell of the dog, the acuity of sight of the eagle,
or the photosynthetic power of green plants. So any claim of human
superiority must allow for the recognition of excellences in non-human
species, even for some excellences that are superior to their corresponding
human excellences. Moreover, if the claim of human superiority is to have
any moral forces, it must rest or non-question-begging grounds.
Accordingly, we must be able to give a non-question-begging response to
the non-anthropocentric agreement for the equality of species. Yet for any
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such argument to be successful, it would have to recognise the intrinsic
value of the members of non-human species.

Il'l.uman needs, both basic and non-basic, are always preferred to
even basic needs of the members of non human species, we would not be
giving any recognition to the intrinsic value of non-human nature. Now, if
we allow non-basic or luxury needs of humans to trump the basic needs of
non-human nature half the time and half the time we allow the basic needs
non-human to trump the non-basic or luxury needs of humans, it would be
a step ahead in the right direction. But this would not be sufficient. The
reason is that it does no more support the practice of aggressing against the
basic needs of non-human nature to satisfy our own non-basic or luxury
needs than the claim that a person came in the first in a race would support
the practice of aggressing against the basic needs of those who came in

second, third, fourth and so on, to satisfy the luxury needs of the person
came first.

I

At this point it might be contended that our argument so far
somehow presupposes an objective theory of value, the theory that regards
things and beings as valuable because of the quality they have, rather than
a subjective theory of the same which regards things and beings as valuable
simply because humans happen to value them. The traditional subjective
theory holds that things and beings are valuable because human beings
value them, either instrumentally or intrinsically.

But the point here is : why should we think that humans alone
determine the value of things and beings ? Why should we not admit that
there are things that are valuable because the member of non-human species
value them ? E.g.,why do we not admit that grass is valuable because zebras
value it, and that zebras are valuable because lions value them ? Nor would
it do to claim that we authoritatively determine what is valuable for
themselves. For what others value should at least be relevant data when
determine what is valuable for us. Another problem is that we probably
would not want to say that just anything we happen to value determines
what is valuable for outselves. For surely we would want to say that at least
some of things that people value, especially people who are evil or deficient
in certain ways, are not really valuable, even for them. Merely thinking
that something is valuable does not make it so.

Also be noted here that with respect to some of things we value
them intrinsically, our valuing them depends simply on our ability to discover
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the value that they actually have based on their qualities, whereas for other
things that we value intrinsically, the value that these things have depends

significantly on the way we are constituted . If we were constituted
differently, what we value aesthetically would be different as well. The
same holds true for some of things that we value morally . For example, we
morally value not killing human beings because of the way we are so
constituted. If we were constituted differently such that killing human being
was immensely pleasureble for those humans that we kill, then that act
would not be wrong. If this be so, then value can be recognised both from
anthropocentric and non-anthropocentic perspectives.

From the above discussion it follows that in our environmental
cthics we can accommodate, at least on the practical plane, the Principle of
Disproportionality, i.e. the principle that actions that meet non-basic or
tuxury needs of humans are prohibited when they aggress against the basic
needs of animals and plants. This, in turn, proves that we can maintain a
non-anthropocentric ethic, while accommodating the rational and non-
question -begging demands of anthropocentrism. It may seem that such
environmental ethics frowns upon our luxuries and pleasures. But pleasure
does not come only from aggression on the basic needs of animal and plants.
Pleasures also come trom worm personal relations, from being close to
children and friends, from sports and recreation, from works of arts and
entertainments that does not cost the earth, and from appreciating the
unspotled places in the world in which we live.

This article is a slightly revised version of an article presented in the scminar on
Environmental Ethics held on February 2000 at Vidyasagar University.
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