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Propositional Knowledge : Conditions and Possibility

D. N. Dwivedi
Formerly Professor & Head, Dept. of Philosophy

Allahabad University, Prayagraj

'Knowledge' is used in different senses but the most important
use is propositional knowledge. In Western philosophy Plato is
the first philosopher to discuss the nature of propositional
knowledge in his book Theaetatus (201c-210b). After
distinguishing this sense of knowledge from opinion and true belief
he analyzes knowledge as true belief with a rational account. But
he does not finally endorse it. However, in traditional Western
philosophy, this led philosophers to define knowledge as justified
true belief (GTB). According to this standard view knowledge
consists of three conditions: Belief, Truth and Justification. These
conditions may be expressed as, S knows that p if:

1. S believes that P.
2. Pistrue.
3. Sisjustified in believing that P.

This account of knowledge maintains that belief is necessary
for knowledge, If S knows that P, S also believes that P; but mere
belief is not knowledge. People have so many beliefs but these
beliefs are not knowledge because beliefs may be false and if any
state or disposition of the mind is false it can’t be knowledge. If
someone says “I believe that P” he implies that he does not know
that P; and if someone knows that P, but says that he believes that
P, he is simply misleading his audience. If someone knows that P
but is not sure he may take a precaution and say that he believes
that P or he may express his hesitation by saying that he believes
that P. If someone has learnt something but has forgotten it he
may know it without believing it, as C. Radford has pointed out.
Moreover, there are cases where people may explicitly deny belief
in the context of knowledge. A mother may come to know that
her only child is dead yet she may say “I don’t believe it”. Similarly
in some contexts a person may say “I know it, I don’t believe it” or
“It is knowledge, not believe.” But these examples are not decisive.
It is true that any belief is not knowledge, only a true belief may
constitute knowledge. Similarly, if someone knows he must not
say that he believes unless he is taking some precaution or he has
some hesitation or he is not sure. If someone knows but says that
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she cannot believe it she is simply expressing her emotional distress
- she finds herself emotionally unable to accept the fact. Finally to
say it is knowledge, not belief” or “I know it: I don’t believe it" is
simply an emphatic way of asserting knowledge, not excluding
belief. To say of a structure it is a mansion not a house is not to say
that a mansion is not a house. It only emphasizes the grand
architecture of the house.

However, some philosophers find the belief condition
troublesome. A.J. Ayer uses “S is sure that P” and R. Chisholm
writes “S accepts that P in place of “S believes that P”. One may
also use “S is convinced that P” or “One has the warrant that P”
and other similar locutions. It is possible to take these expressions
as equivalent in some sense. The moot point is whether a
psychological state or disposition is necessary for knowledge.
Generally, any talk about knowledge is necessarily related to a
subject of knowledge and for this reason knowledge is always
conceived in relation to a psychological state. Even in Indian
philosophy knowledge (prama) is defined as a type of experience
(anubhava). In certain locutions we talk of knowledge as forming
an independent realm or domain. In this sense articles and books
contain knowledge or, as it is said, we obtain knowledge from
books. We also talk of artificial intelligence or computer as giving
us knowledge. In this sense knowledge is simply a set of true
propositions. In a sense to know is to solve problems, to answer
relevant questions, to process available informations etc.; and
computers can perform all these intelligent activities in a better
way than human beings. But can we ascribe knowledge to books
and computers? It is never said that a computer knows (at least in
the literal sense). So we may go with the orthodoxy and agree
with the view that knowledge involves belief or some psychological
condition. If one may know without knowing that one knows one
may also believe without being conscious of the belief.

The second condition, the truth condition is the least controversial.
To know that p is to know that ‘p’ is true. If it is false that Russell
is the author of Tractatus no one can know it There are, however,
cases of usage which may suggest that truth is not a necessary
condition for knowledge. It is said that people in the medieval
times knew that some women were witches, or that leprosy was
the result of some sin. But it is clear that they did not know, they
only thought that they knew. But there is a more serious problem.
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People claim to know false empirical theories. One may know that the
theory is false still we say that we know it. Here the obvious solution is
that this is a case of knowledge as acquaintance not of propositional
knowledge. However, there is a real problem also. So far as day to day
knowledge is concerned we may have definite knowledge but if we go
to the higher realm or theoretical level of knowledge uncertainty is
unavoidable. In order to explain some phenomena a theory is accepted,
but later if new evidences are discovered the theory may be rejected.
This is how knowledge grows and advances. So at a higher level
knowledge is bound to be content with probabilities.

The third condition is most controversial. Why is justification
necessary? Why can’t we say that knowledge is true belief? The
traditional reply is that a true belief may be improperly formed and
its truth may be a lucky guess, and a lucky guess is no knowledge.
In order to be knowledge a true belief must be justified. Some
philosophers make a distinction between knowledge in a weak sense
and knowledge in a strong sense and hold the view that knowledge
in the weak sense does not need justification. In this sense knowledge
is simply true belief for example, an examiner asks a question and if
the examinee gives the correct answer it is presumed that he knows
without caring for his justification. However, philosophers are
interested only in the strong sense of knowledge. In this sense of
knowledge justification is generally given in terms of evidence. I
will not consider here the debate of internalism and externalism
nor whether the justification is propositional or doxastic or
experiencial. My main purpose is to find out whether justified true
belief guarantees knowledge. True belief is rejected as knowledge
because the belief may be true by luck. Does a justified true belief
rule out luck? Exceptions to the traditional definition of knowledge
were already pointed out by Meinong and Russell but a brief article
by E.L. Gettier (1963) proved to be a turning point. He gave two
counterexamples to show that justified true belief may not constitute
knowledge. Even a justified true belief may be true by luck. One of
these is as follows. Smith has good evidence for the false proposition
: (1) Jones owns a ford. From this he derives the following
proposition; (2) Either Jones owns a ford or Brown lives in Barcelona.

Since Smith has good evidence for (I) and (2) is a valid
inference from (1) and (2) is true he is justified in believing the
proposition (2) which is true. But he does not know it, because it is
true by chance. In this example it is assumed that a belief or
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proposition can justify a false proposition. It is possible because there
is a gap between evidence and p so that the evidence does not entail
a true proposition. If the entailment relation is accepted the scope
of knowledge will be extremely limited. Hence philosophers
generally agree that evidence can justify a false proposition.
According to some philosophers the proposition p should
not be Inferred from any false belief. Gettier’s counterexamples
are not correct because they involve a false premises. But there are
Gettier like cases in which there is no inference from a false
proposition. R.M. Chisholm has discussed a case of perceptual
evidence. A man, sitting in his verandah in the early morning,
looks at an animal which he takes to be a sheep which is really a
dog. On this evidence he believes that there is a sheep in the field.
But unknown to him there is really a sheep in the field. Thus he
has a justified true belief yet there is no knowledge: Similarly
Goldman has given a Bam County case. So no false premises does
not solve the Gettier problem. As is clear from perceptual
counterexamples “justified true belief” does not always constitute
knowledge. Hence some philosophers point out that a fourth
condition is required. Some philosophers call it the indefeasibility
condition. Justified true belief is knowledge of the evidence does
not depend on any falsehood. There must not be either a false
proposition or a defective perceptual evidence. However, some
epistemologists bring in two modal factors as the fourth condition
- sensitivity and safety. According to Robert Nozick the fourth
condition is : If p were false S would not believe it In the
counterexamples given above if the subject had known the
falsehood he would not have believed the propositions. Similarly
according to Sosa the fourth condition is in all nearby worlds where
S believes that p. p is not false. It is not possible to discuss these
points in detail in this paper but the following points must be
mentioned. Just as Saul Kripke has said sensitivity condition does
not apply to all cases. Secondly indefeasibility and safety conditions
render the definition of knowledge circular. One must already know
that the evidence is not false and the safety conditions are satisfied.
Instead of talking about counterexamples and different
strategies let us consider a simple case of justified true belief.
Suppose there is an um containing ninetynine black balls and one
white ball. On the basis of probability calculation a person believes
that if he draws a ball from the um he will get a black ball. He
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draws a ball and gets a black ball. His belief is justified and true.
No falsehood is involved here. But does he know that the ball will
be black? Instead of the black ball he could have got a white ball.
So his belief is true by luck. The evidence is relevant and very
strong, but the truth is only accidental.

It shows that even in the cases where no falsehood is involved
a justified true belief may not be a case of knowledge. So what's
wrong with the traditional definition of propositional knowledge?
The real point is that the traditional definition of knowledge is a
truth functional account of knowledge. The three factors - belief,
truth and evidence (or justification) are independent elements. If
there is no intimate link between justified belief and truth it is merely
a chance or luck that the belief is true. Belief, somehow, must register
(D.M. Armstrong’s expression) truth as a thermometer registers
temperature. It is for this reason that some epistemologists have
proposed naturalistic accounts (definitions of knowledge.

According to A.L Goldman a causal theory of knowledge
can avoid the gap between true belief and knowledge. Goldman’s
causal theory is a sophisticated one, but it may be put in the
following simple manner. S knows that P if:

1. Pistrue
2. S believes that P:
3. S’s belief that P is caused by the fact that P.

We are biological creatures endowed with sense organs
which gather information, and mental or rational capacities which
produce knowledge. Or if someone is atheist and believes in
creation one may think that God has designed us in such a way
that facts cause true beliefs in us. For example I know that there is
a tree before me because the tree itself causes the true belief in me.
Knowledge is appropriately caused true belief, because causal
production of a belief is a case in which the fact, object, or other
thing in virtue of which the belief is true plays the prominent role
in producing the belief. The belief is caused in a way that guarantees
its truth. The causal view can explain even some cases of future
knowledge. Suppose I am reading a book and I intend to read it
for some days in future also. My reading of the book in future
cannot itself cause the belief that will read it in future for the simple
reason that this has not yet taken place. But there is a causal
production of true belief here because my intention to read the
book is causally responsible for both.
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But the causal account does not cover all the cases of
propositional knowledge. Suppose I claim to know some future event
which is not connected with my mental state in any way. Now this
future event cannot cause the relevant belief in me. There are also
universal facts. The universal facts are not given objects which can
causally produce any belief. There are also a priori conceptual truths.
For example, I know without any empirical observation that if a
tree is taller than the second tree and the second tree is taller than
the third tree then the first tree is taller than the third tree. This is
merely a matter of conceptual apprehension. This truth does not
represent any empirical truth which can produce the belief. Similarly
there are causal errors. We are all familiar with the cases where
objects cause false beliefs. So mere causal production of beliefs is no
guarantee of truth.

In view of these and other difficulties some supporters of
naturalistic account of knowledge accept process or source reliabilism.
Here is a simple example of such a view : S knows that p if:

1. P is true.

2. S believes that P.

3. S’s belief that P is produced by or grounded in a reliable
cognitive source (or process).

Dretske, Plantinga etc. think that knowledge is a true belief
grounded in a reliable cognitive source. Our senses, inner
reflections, inferences, verbal testimony etc. are generally reliable
sources of true beliefs. Dretske says that there is an added
advantage also. We cannot ascribe justified belief to animals but it
is correct to ascribe knowledge to animals. The reliable grounding
approach can easily explain even universal and apriori conceptual
truths. Perceptual knowledge is grounded in senses, inferences
are rooted in reasoning powers of the mind and verbal testimony
is grounded in a proper authority. These sources have biologically
evolved and are generally reliable sources of knowledge. Our
survival depends on them. Hence knowledge can be defined as
reliably grounded true belief. But this approach also faces a number
of difficulties. Our cognitive faculties are generally reliable, but
they do not always give true information. Take the case of
testimony. The chance of obtaining a true belief depends on the
degree of reliability the more reliable a person is the more reliable
is his testimony. We must know then how reliable a person is. If
we take our senses, in the context of perceptual beliefs, we must
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know that they are functioning in a normal way, and “normal’ itself
is a problem. We must also already know that there are no external
and internal influences. Take for example the case of vision. Its
reliability varies so much with conditions of observations-light,
distance etc. There are also external interference and internal problems
such as drug, hallucinations etc. We always face the problem of
specification. Thus even in reliability theories chance or good luck
plays a crucial role. Finally whether knowledge is understood as
appropriately caused true belief or reliably grounded true belief a
complete explication of these accounts necessarily involves the concept
of knowledge which renders the definition circular.

Causal and reliability theories were advanced to get rid of the
chance or luck factor But Gettier like counterexamples may be given
even in these naturalist definitions of knowledge. In response to Gettier
paper a number of attempts were made to eliminate the good luck
factor by adding one or more conditions to the three conditions. But
these attempts failed. In her paper “The Inescapability of Gettier
problems” (The Philosophical Quarterly - 1994) Linda Zagzebski
argued that any analysis of knowledge as justified true belief with a
fourth condition can always lead to a Gettier-like counterexample.
She offered a recipe for constructing counterexamples

1. Start with an example of a case where a subject has a

justified false belief that also meets the fourth condition.

2. Modify the case so that the case is true merely by luck.

This model applies to all cases of justification if the truth is
independent of justification. The accounts of reliable grounding
are liable to Gettier like counter examples. Suppose a man’s eyes
are functioning properly. He sees a man sitting in a room whom
he takes to be his friend X. But the man sitting in the room is the
exactly similar looking twin of X. He has a well grounded false
belief. Now suppose that his friend X is also in the room. So he has
a well grounded true belief which is not knowledge. The only case
in which a counterexample docs not arise is the one in which the
evidence or cause entails truth.

There are also some rare examples of knowledge in which
neither justification Ist nor naturalist accounts of knowledge seem
to fit. A person always tells which horse will win the race though
he does not know how he knows the result. He has no personal
interest in the race, nor he keeps any record. There is not justification
and if there is a process or a causal clement nobody knows it. There
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is also the case of an idiot savant. Such people are mentally deficient,
yet they have some extraordinary abilities. Some of them give answers
to arithmetical problems that require long calculations. In these cases
also there is neither justification nor known processes.

There is a moral or normative approach also. I cannot discuss
it in detail but a brief mention is desirable. Since 1950s Chisholm
has offered a deontological account of justification. He says that a
proposition is epistemically justified for S if it is false that S ought
to refrain from accepting p. In other words to say that p is justified
is to say that accepting p is epistemically permissible or accepting
p is consistent with a certain set of epistemic rules. However a
normative approach is not necessarily deontological. Alston says
that a normative justification may be given in terms of what is
epistemically good from the viewpoint of maximizing truth and
minimizing falsehood. Alston connects epistemic goodness to a
belief being based on adequate grounds. Some philosophers have
advanced a virtue. Theoretic approach to knowledge. Ernest Sosa,
one of the most prominent thinkers of this approach, developed
from his earlier view on safety. He rejects the tripartite view of
knowledge in which belief, truth and justification are logically
independent. His virtue theoretic approach treats knowledge as a
particularly successful or valuable form of belief and explains what
it is to be knowledge in such terms. In his Virtue Epistemology
(2007) Sosa identifies knowledge with ap! belief. In this connection
he considers also adroitness and accuracy.

It is rudeness to dismiss a theory without analysis and proper
discussion. But a number of philosophers have rejected these moral
approaches to knowledge as superfluous. In my view knowledge
is accepted as intrinsically good and one of the virtues, but an
analysis of knowledge in the normative terms does not solve the
epistemic problem.

The different approaches to the nature knowledge have their
own problems and difficulties. Both justificationist and naturalist
approaches may be accepted after proper amendments, though
we do not yet know how to do it or these two approaches the
reliabilist theory seems to have a better prospect. If reliabilism also
fails then there should be no hesitation in accepting the view that
knowledge is unanalyzable and indefinable Knowledge comes first
and other epistemological concepts may be analyzed in terms of
knowledge.
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Knowledge and Belief : A Contemporary Perspective

Hari Shankar Upadhyaya
Professor, Department of Philosophy
University of Allahabad, Prayagaraj

There has been made a distinction between knowledge and
belief from the very beginning of the western philosophy. The
questions like; what is knowlege and what is its relation to belief,
opinion and truth are as old as philosophy itself. There is a general
agreement among philosophers that whatever we know must be
true, whereas our beliefs are either true or false. The realm of
human knowlegde is very limited, whereas beliefs cannot be
confined to mere consistent rational beliefs. There are unconscious
beliefs which are easily recognizable at conscious level. These
beliefs have been discussed in connection with the psycho-anayltic
theory. They influence human life, thought and culture. Thus
believing is a wider notion than that of knowing. The concept of
truth is related to both knowledge and belief. Knowing entails an
explication of truth. If someone knows that P (Where P stands for
a proposition) and P lacks truth, it will lead to self-contradiction.
It shows that a case of knowledge cannot be mistaken. Morevoer
in case of believing a proposition the claims of truth may be given
up from a belief-sentence without any absurdity, i.e., a belief-
sentence may be false and it does not enter into the truth value of
the intentional function of belief-sentence. Thus, knowledge and
belief are conceived as different to each other. There are two rival
theories of knowledge regarding its relation to belief:

(i) Knowlege and belief are two different mental states and
they are opposed to each other. This thesis has been
advocated by J.C. Wilson and H.A. Prichard in the
contemporary British philosophy. They have refuted the
belief -view of knowledge. According to them knowledge
and belief are two radically different mental-states. They
claim that knowledge is completely sui-generis, unique,
primitive, unanalysable and hence indefinable. In this regard,
J.C. Wilson, H.A. Prichard, Colin Redford, David Annies,
A.D. Woozley and others have advocate that belief is not
an indispensible condition of knowledge.

(ii) Knowledge is a justified true belief, i.e., it is a species of
belief. The thesis that knowledge is indefinable has been
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rejected by a group of philosophers, like A.J. Ayer, G.Ryle,
J.L. Austin, R.M. Chisholm and P.T.Geach. These
philosophers do not accept the thesis that knowledge and
belief are two different mental states. Ayer and Ryle have
used the verb 'Know' as a disposition. According to Ryle
'Knowing' is a 'capacity verb' that is different from believing
that is 'tendency verb'. In this regard, Ryle has made a
distinction between 'knowing how' and 'knowing that'2.
Similarly, J.L. Austin has used 'know' as a disposition that
is different from 'believing'. According to him, 'knowing' is
a 'performative verb® that is closely related to 'promising'. It
provides a guarnatee of successful performance. R.M.
Chisholm* has used 'know' in the episodic sense, wherease,
P.T. Geach® takes it in the sense of a mental act. Some
philosophers have argued that knowledge is a justified true
belief plus, i.e., some fourth condition of knowledge. From
this point of view, all cases of knowledge are the cases of
justified true belief. So knowledge may have more than
three factors as its conditions.

The dictum that 'knowledge cannot be mistaken' is neutral
between these two rival theories mentioned above. If knowledge
is taken in the sense of an infallible mental state, even if a belief
were true and justified, it would not be a necessary condition of
knowledge. The calssical definition of knowledge does not support
the view that knowledge is special, unique and infllable state of
mind. This theory of knowledge holds that truth of the belief needs
to be conclusively justified. Since Plato, the demand has been made
that truth of the belief must be linked up with its justification, viz,
the belief must not be true be chance. The knower must use some
suitable method to acquire such a true belief. Thus the main issue
of debate would be: Whether belief is an indispensable condition
for knowledge or knowledge and belief are two different mental
states? What is relation between knowledge and belief? What is
relation between knowledge and conviction or certainty? From
the beginning of Greek Philosophy, specially in the works of Plato
(Meno, 98 and Theatetus 201) problems related to these questions
are being discussed and the three factors, namely, truth, belief
and evidence (justification) have been treated as necessary
conditions of knowledge, which is known as 'tripartite conditions
of knowledge'. Roughly speaking, if a person, 'S' says 'I know that'
'P', then 'S knows P', if and only if:
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1. Pistrue
2. S believes that P
3. Sisjustified in believing that P.

However, the contemporary western philosophers, by and
large, have advocated the tripartite conditions of Knowledge in the
the above mentioned form or in some other form, but these
conditions have not been accepted in toto. The conditions have
been challenged and philosophers have emphasised on the
modification of the tripartite conditions of knowledge.

The views of A. Meinong®, B. Russell’, RM. Chisholm, Keith
Lehrer®, Thaleburg, G.Harman’, Marshal Swain', D.M. Armstrong"
and others are significant in this regard. The contribution of E.L.
Gettier has paramount significance with reference to the
modification of the tripartite conditions of knowledge. He has
written a well known article, Is justified true belief knowledge?'
(Analysis: 1963)'2, which became most popular in the contemporary
philosophy. In this article, Gettier has given two counter-examples,
against the tripartite conditions of knowledge. In these counter-
examples, he has pointed out that despite the three conditions of
knowledge, there is no knowledge at all.

R. Almader points out that Getter's proof rests on the
untested assumption that the evidence sufficient for knowledge
does not entail truth. He has challenged Gettier's first counter
example that one can be justified in believing a proposition that is
false’. He claims that Gettier's counter-examples are not
conclusive. In the case of inductive justification, there always
remains a gap between an evidence and the truth. Similarly,
Dretske and Thalberg' have claimed that Gettier's counter-
examples are not genuine. Indeed, these counter-examples have
not mentioned the cause of justified true belief and evidential
justification is not transmissible through deduction. There is a need
of strategically wise method to hit upon truth. If the knower hits
upon the truth, the evidence will be more significant in support of
truth and the method of reaching the truth, would become
insignificant.” These critics are of opinion that ways and means
through which a belief is derived must be non-defective.

C.G. New has criticized Gettier's counter-examples because
he has inferred 'Someone owns a car' from 'A owns a car'. In such a
case it is assumed that if the latter is an instance of justified true
belief, then the former would also be an example of justified true
belief. He points out that the problem raisd by Gettier does not
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arise at all. There are some cases in which the inference from 'A
owns a car' to 'someone owns a car' cannot be treated as genuine.

In this regard, Gilbert Harman has also tried to refute Gettier's
counter-examples. He calims that the inductive inference involved
in the Gettier's counter-examples cannot be treated as an inference
to the best explanation. Gettier was unable to give a proper
explanation to what he had calimed to know. Therefore Gettier's
pattern of reasoning is defective to yield knowledge."” Inspite of
these objections, Gettier has attracted attention to the problem of
justification regarding the definition of knowledge.

Several philosophers have made comments differently to the
problem raised by Gettier. Some epistemologists do not accept the
genuineness of Getteir's counter-examples, whereas some of them
are in full agreement with the problem raised by him. They hold
that these conditions are not sufficient to constitute a fool proof
definition of knowledge. This is the most common reaction to the
Gettier's problem. These philosophers have emphasized on the need
of a fourth condition to supplement the other three conditions of
knowledge. These accounts give a very sketchy picture of the
problem. There is enormous philosophical literature on the issue
in the contemporary western philosophy. Consequently the
original problem has become more complicated. This is why Robert
Nozick was evoked to make the ironical remark, "So messy did it
all seem that I just stopped reading that literature" .

The main issues regarding the definition of knowledge arise
due to the assumption that only conclusive evidence and absolute
certainty can illuminate the nature of knowledge, i.e. absoulte certainty
and conclusive evidence have been treated as necessary conditions
of knowledge. The view is controversial and have been challeged.
Some philosophers like Unger' have used certainty in the absolute
sense, whearas others like Frankfurt have claimed that there is no
absolute certainity. It is just a relative term that is generally conceived
to be suspectible of variations in degree. People make statements, like
"sufficiently certain, "more than ever", 'quite certain' and so on."

Thus the concept of certainty has been used in two senses :
absolute sense and relative sense. In this regard, the views of
Wittgenstein are significant. He says, " Certainty is generally thought
to be susceptible of variations in degree," "more certain than ever",
"quite certain" and so on. According to Wittgenstein,® "Knowledge
and certainty belong to different categories. They are not two mental
states like, surmising and being sure." Whether I know something
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depends on whether the evidence backs me or contradicts me.
Contarary to this, acceptability of a certain proposition does not
depend upon an evidence for its truth. Thus there is a clear distinction
between knowledge and certainty. If S (where S stands for a subject)
is certain that p', it would mean that its acceptability is inherent in
the linguistic practices themselves. There are no circumstances in
which evidence can be presented within our language-game. Contrary
to this when someone says, 'l know that p', He must be prepared to
provide compeling grounds (evidence) in support of what he knows.
Almost in cases of certainty, there remains no proof to maintain that
when I am sure that P is true, thet P must be true. Indeed, It may be
just one's conviction that p is true. However, these convictions do not
prove that p is true in fact. Almost questions regarding the claims of
knowing belong to the legitimacy of the title to be sure.

The protagonists of tripartite conditions of knowledge claim
that the definition of knowledge must be carried out with reference
to such notions as belief, opinion, being sure and certain. However,
they hold the view that knowledge cannot be identical with merely
justified true belief. It reveals that something more is required for
definition of knowledge. Thus the tripartite conditions of knowledge
are insufficient. There are several cases in which people consistently
get something right without suitable reasons. In this regard, D.H.
Lawrence® has given an instance about the story of "The Rocking
Horse Winner." The boy in this story gets something right consistently
without knowing how. He became the winner of a horse race simply
by riding a rocking horse. Similarly, there are several cases in which
people consistently get something right without being sure.

Even in some cases people claim that they know by intuition.
The use of knowing by intuition rules out the possibility of rational
grounds. In such cases, the knower is not supposed to explain
legitimacy of his knowledge with reference to an evidence. In this
regard, A.D. Woozley??, E.J. Lemmon, David Annies and Colin
Redford have claimed that knowledge may be possible without
belief and without being sure.

In this regard, the views of J.L. Austin, are also significant
who has refuted the conditions in his own way. He points out that
the conditions of knowledge do not stand in such a way as it is
claimed. The absence of these conditions do not necessarily refute
the possibility of knowlwdge. Even the notion of evidence as a
necessary and sufficient condition of knowledge cannot be
maintained. He claims that the most of cases of knowledge cannot
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be settled by replying the questions about what is evidence? What
is certainty? What is doubt? and the like. In fact, there cannot be an
unanimous (common) response to these questions. the meaning of
these questions may change with variation of context and situation.
in his 'Sense and sensebilia', Austin says, "If theory of knowledge
consists in finding grounds for such answers, there is no such thing."
He has tried to furnish the thesis that 'know' is a 'performative verb'
and it is not concerned with any kind of description. If 'I know' is
used as a descriptive phrase, it will be an example of 'descriptive
fallacy,”. He has assimilated 'T know' to 'T promise' and successful
performance of act in question. Thus, 'T know' is not just a reporting
of facts about oneself. From Austin's point of view, it would be
inconsistent to ask the questions 'under what conditions it is known
to be true.' The relevant question regarding knowledge would be
under what conditions someone succeeds in performing the act in
question. Indeed, Austin has given a parallel status to 'knowing'
and "promising'. He has linked 'I know' to 'I promise'. He has tried
to maintain that 'I know' is not a descriptive verb. This is like 'I
promise', that is non-descriptive'. In this regard, Jonathan Harrison
has challeged Austin's thesis. He has questioned the resemblance
between knowing and 'promising' as it is misleading. Indeed 'I
promise' cannot be treated just a claim of promising, rather it is
promising itself. Contrary to this, when someone says 'I know', it
would mean a claim of knowing. Just to say 'l know' and 'Knowing
in the actual sense' are not identical. Therefore a parallel status to
'knowing' and 'promising' cannot be maintained.*

If someone fails to perform the required action, it would not
mean that he did not promise. The illocutionary force of an utterance
may vary from context to context and so more in accordance with
the speaker's intention. Therefore, it would be essential to know
the circumstances in which the phrase 'l know' has an illocutionary
force. Thus 'I know' cannot be treated parallel with 'I promise'. By
virtue of this, Austin's refutation of the conditions of knowledge
cannot be maintained.

K.R. Popper and Popperians have taken knowledge as a
growing phenomenon. They have claimed that the quest for
certainty would be a futile quest. There is no possibility of absolute
certainty. However, we have enough certainty for most of our
practical purposes. Popper does not consider 'certainty' and
justification' as necessary consitions of knowledge. Instead he has
raised the problem related to growth of knowledge. According to
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him, most of our knowledge grows through experience, by trial
and elimination of error. Indeed, Popper has treated epistemology as
a theory of scientific knowledge. In the classical epistemology the
term 'knowledge' has been used in the subjective sense which consists
of a state of mind, the consciousness, a disposition to behave and to
react. Contrary to this, Popper has used 'knowledge' in the objective
sense, which consists of problems, theories and the like. The use of
knowing in this sense may be independent of any body's claim of
knowing and behaving. In this sense, knowledge is free from knowing
subject. He has called it the 'Bucket theory of mind.' He claims that our
knowledge grows by conjectures and refutations, i.e., the scientific
knowledge grows by elimination of mistaken beliefs.”

The followers of Wittgenstein have advocated that epistemology
is not fundamentally concerned with the explication of the necessary
and sufficient conditions of knowledge. The epistemic terms like
knowing, believing, thinking, surmising and the like have semantic
characteristics. Therefore it is not possible to apply necessary and
sufficient conditions regarding epistemic concepts. There is just a
'family resemblance' among various cases of knowledge. Thus, it
would not be possible to identify absolutely identical or common
characteristics among various cases and instances of knowledge.
The various cases of knowledge have just a family resemblances in
common, i.e., they are just the cases of knowledge. He claims that
the epistemic problems are basically semantic by nature. Therefore,
epistemology cannot be treated as a discipline that is fundamentally
concerned with the definition of knowledge. However the
Wittgensteinian conception has been challenged by Keith Lehrer.
The conditions of knowledge are valuable to provide certain
paradigms to use epistemic terms in various contexts and thereby
application of knowledge in a particluar case. Indeed, it is very

difficult task to explicate whether there is a family resemblance

among various usage of epistemic terms?.

Thus, there is a difference of opinion among philosophers
regarding the reliability of these conditions of knowledge. Even if
they are maintained as necessary and sufficent conditions of
knowledge, the possibility of error cannot be ruled out. Moreover,
these conditions are not applicable to every case of knowledge.
The attempts have been made to face the objections raised by
Gettier by showing that no false proposition can be included in
the set of justifying statements. The possibility of such false
propositions in the set of justification have been eliminated by
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introducing non-evidential statements as the ground of
justification. From this point of view, some cases of knowledge
have been treated as directly evident or self-evident, but self-
evidential knowledge have been considered controversial. Gettier's
counter examples are applicable to the extent, as far as, the
existence of basic knowledge cannot be established independently.
At most it may be claimed that the conditions are not applicable
to every case of knowledge, i.e., at least they are not applicable to
basic knowledge and the like. However, philosophers have tried
to reply objections raised by Gettier by taking into account
triparatite conditions plus some other conditions. Indeed the
questions related to the possibility of knowledge cannot be settled
by discovering what knowledge is, i.e. by definition of knowledge.
Most of the questions regarding knowledge claims belong to the
letgitemacy of the title to be sure. Ayer” conceives that right to be
sure may be acquired in various ways and hence the description
of these conditions cannot be included in the definition of
knowledge.

The philosophers of recent past do not find these conditions
sufficient to constitute knowledge proper. Russell, Moore, Meinong,
Gettier and others have given some counter-examples in which
these conditions do not obtain. There are some claims of knowing
which fulfill all the three conditions, but there is no knowledge at
all. However, fourth condition of knowledgeas mentioned by some
philosophers cannot be treated apart from the three conditions of
knowledge mentioned earlier. In Gettier's counter-examples the
inductive evidence is in position to justify both true and false
propositions. These counter-examples may be faced by showing
that only true propositions should be included in the chain of
justification and the means of justification must be non-defective.
In this regard, it seems that the main issue is the occurence of false
belief in the set of justification. In order to remove false propositions
or beliefs from the chain of justifcation, the means of justification
must be free from all defects and no false proposition should be

included in the set of justifying propositions. Some epistemologists

have advocated a moderate form of ' Foundationalism'®® as a proper

method of justification to eliminate false propositions from the
set. From this point of view, there must be some self-evident beliefs
(propositions) which can be treated as intuitively evident. These
self-evident beliefs have been regarded as foundational. The
coherent sets of superstructural beliefs (propositions) are grounded
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on these foundational beliefs. The foundational beliefs are logical
presuppositions of super-structural beliefs. Both protagonists and
antagonists of the three factors theory take knowledge as
compresence or coordination of the object and the subject. The
problem regarding the notion of knowledge is whether it is
compresence, i.e.,, whether it is merely objective. Most of contemporary
philosophers have ignored the transcendental aspect of knowledge®.
Indeed, there are two aspects of knowledge: empirical and
transcendental. From empirical point of view, knowledge is
compresence, whereas trnascendetnal aspect of knowledge cannot
be treatd as compresence, rather it is an inverted reflexion.
Transcendental aspect of knowledge, arises from the situation that is
presupposed by empirical knowledge. The transcendental aspect of
knowledge is the logical presupposition of the empirical knowledge.
In the absence of the transcendental knowledge, empirical
knowledge is liable to become skeptical. Transcendental knowledge
may be treated as identified with subjective knowledge in virute
of its contrast to the objective knowledge.

With the above discussions, it appears that there are various
aspects, forms and levels of knowledge. Each form of knowledge
requires corresponding criteria for its justification. It is needless to
say that the criteria of empirical knowledge cannot be adopted to
know values, i.e, goodness, beauty and other higher virtues. Indeed
knowledge of goodness, beauty and other higher values would be
different from scientific knowledge. If scientific knowledge is taken
as a growing phenomenon; it would not be possible to define all
cases of knowledge in terms mechanical and static criteria (or
conditions). The intuition as source of knowing moral and other
higher values may not be necessarily mystical. In epistemology,
the term 'intuition' is used in the sense of self-evident and natural
insight of reason. However, it is something rare and canot be
acquired by all. Intuition, in this sense, has been taken as the unity
of knowledge and experience. Therefore, the criteria that are useful
to know theories and facts of natural sciences, they cannot be
applied in the realm of higher values as well as conceptual science,
like logic and mathematics. The traditional western philosophers
have made attempts to define all cases of knowledge in terms of
identical conditions. Sangam Lal Pandey has ironicaly remarked
that this attempt is just like to define knowledge in terms of

Procrustean Bed®. Therefore, there is no need of a fool proof definition
to apply into every case of knowledge. If there are no fool proof
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criteria to define knowledge as such, it would not cause any harm
to our notion of epistemology. Indeed, the problem to define
knowledge becomes more and more complicated because of
openness of our inquiries into the nature of knowledge and growing
nature of scientific bliefs. However, thinking and rethinking are
basic tools for growth, development and openness of knowledge
and hence there cannot be identical criteria to furnish a mechanical
and static definition of knowledge as such. In the changing scenario
of the globalizing society a reconstruction of epistemology and
thereby shifting of paradigms of knowledge would be requirement
of today's philosophy.
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Normative theories include in the main, consequentialism,
non-consequentialism, contractarianism and virtue theories.
Consequentialism is considered not as a monolithic theory that
does not conceive of any other contributing theory. Utilitarianism
is an extremely important consequentialist theory, egoistic
hedonism, and even authoritarianism does not fall apart. My
scheme is to point out the several areas of contest in normative
theory in recent times, with special reference to Consequentialism.
I will consider the position of William Shaw to initiate the debate.

Shaw’s Consequentialist position

Consequentialism is a general way of thinking about right
and wrong of what we intend and do and thus provide a
comprehen-sive normative theory covering in its fold the available
and possible theories in normative ethics. This is so because right
and wrong are functions of what we intend and do and
subsequently find out the consequences of what we intend and
do. Hence, normative judgment or evaluation of our actions as
right and wrong are affected by consequences of our actions.
Consequentialism differs from the non-consequentialism in as far
as the latter hold that other things do matter for moral evaluation
not only consequences. Hence, the controversies, arguments,
counter arguments crop up due to non-consequentialists’
disagreement. Nevertheless, among consequentialists, there are
disagreements with regard to import and importance of “best
consequences” and the possibility of any “moral freedom” if
consequences are the only crucial things. In this regard, Shaw point
out that though there are shades of consequentialism due to
aforementioned disagreements on nature and value of consequences,
nonetheless, he has in mind a “standard form” of the theory. He
thinks that there are reasons to declare other forms as “nonstandard”.
(Non-standard is however, not non- consequentialism).

Standard consequentialism does not advocate that
consequences of our actions should be sufficiently good but it ought
to be “best’. For this reason, it is a “maximization theory”. However,
one should add to this the truism that actions performed at a
particular time and to consider associated factors are of great
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importance. Peter Vallentyne despite being sympathetic to
consequentialism has reservation about this maximizing concept. But
we will not take on the dispute right now. We have to build the
proper climate of debate by knowing more about the standard theory.

There are at least three major constraints in this theory: first,
there is a lingering sense of ‘imperative” in as far as maximizing good
is concerned; there is no back up to it in this theory. Next, an action
producing best consequence amidst alternatives to choose ought to
be the one which produces the best consequence not conceivable in
case of any other available alternative. Finally, if alternatives, all of
them produce bad results, the chosen one may be right action despite
producing bad result but not as bad as other alternatives. Hence,
imperative to maximize irrespective of bad result should be cared for
in standard consequentialism. Now, other consequentialist like
Alastair Norcross raise an issue here about ‘scaling” of good-better-
best, badworse-worst consequences and choosing the best among
the more fallen ones. But we have to pass it now.

For a consequentialist, consideration of overall value of the action
itself is of great importance. Hence, evaluation of rightness of action
or what is goodness of its consequence should be viewed on the basis
of overall value of the action in view of other actions we could perform
their consequence respective values as well as separate consideration
of positive or negative value of subsequent effects.

Another condition of the theory is that some results are just
good themselves not good by virtue of any perspective about
comparative goodness or badness. Hence, consequentialism needs
to be an “agent neutral” theory. However, this is disagreed by
some non- consequentialists like J.J. Thomson? because evaluations
of results are agent relative and perspectival. This has been
suggested by some consequentialists as well but that is a “non-
standard” form of consequentialism.

Arguments in Favour of consequentialism:

* The main argument that the standard theory have is that
evaluation of action’s outcome as good or bad is essentially
non-normative, that is, it does not beg norms for such evaluation
or else there will be an ever ending problem of goodness-
rightness divide. If consequences are evaluated to be good on
the basis of a norm spelling out its right base, then the norm
itself has to be further valued for its touted right base which
ends up in goodness of consequence of that action.
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* Once, this goodness-rightness divide dissolves as unnecessary,
the goodness and rightness of consequences becomes agent-
neutral. To avoid latent ambiguity, consequentialists argue
that goodness of an action or its badness judged in view of
best consequences is not relative to agents’ perspectives; hence,
it is tout court or without qualification, good or bad.

* Again, tout court would amount to assert that goodness and
badness of actions in view of best consequences does not depend
on any normative evaluation. Hence, it has been further asserted
that non-normative judgment is in fact, to come out of
dependence on any right or wrong normative principle (in most
cases monolithic as mentioned before). And if that be the case,
this becomes crucial in making a distinction between
consequentialism and nonconsequentialism because for a non-
consequentialist, normative principle is needed for evaluating
goodness of an action irrespective of looking at what the
consequences were like, good or better or best. In this sense,
best consequences need to rely solely on whether we perform
our unconditional duty. Hence, consequences tout court amount
to goodness or badness irrespective of normative rightness is
the conclusion that distinguishes non- consequentialists from
consequentialists. Here again, the non-standard
consequentialists miss the point to say that some sort of right
normative principle do enter into the evaluation of goodness of
action despite consequences at hand. Dispute is really between
the standard and the non-consequentialists, not between the
non-standard consequentialists and non- consequentialists.

* There are some problems with standard consequentialists
about the nature of consequences. The problem is what
consequences are like, expected or actual? The
consequentialist need not stress on actual consequences
because no one foresees consequences and no one is able to
completely foresee consequences and no one has a complete
idea of consequences beforehand. Hence, consequences that
count are only expected or probable with probability of risk
calculus. Misjudgment of rules of actions is but a natural
phenomenon not to be thought natural in humans but only
contextual. There is but one way to come out of this trifling
situation- “conscientious judgment” of values in given
circumstances. Nevertheless, several unforeseen factors might
disturb the judgment and result turns out to be worse.
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Therefore, one need to assert that in a given circumstance,
conscientious, reasonable judgment of value of an action or
expected value of consequences of an action is right (and good)
even though in actuality (in future), the consequences
emerging on ground level of reality may be poor or bad. Hence,
tout court the theory presupposes rational, conscientious,
context based judgment of value of an action.

It is at this point that the actual consequence based view
disagrees because in that we have an idea of objective rightness
(and goodness) of actions despite caring for best consequences
but not the reasonable, conscientious judgment of agents that might
be erroneous. This standard theory replies that ethical theories
are in the main action guiding than foretelling and idealizing. For
that matter to maximize expected value an agent is morally bound
to act and for that she has to decide on expected goodness of action
among available alternatives. Nothing is objectively right and good
that may be seen.

However, the bone of contention is whether or not the
consequentialist acceptance of error is not an acceptance of
impossibility of finding a method for estimating expected value of
an action in a given situation? The consequentialist justify the
estimate of expected value on a few grounds: (a) prior knowledge
of results of actions in more and less similar situations; (b) striving
for good producing action is a moral requirement; (c) almost all
normative theories are facing the problem of futuristic value
judgment and (d) options for action being open, there is no way
but to act on expected value.

Consequentialism: Utilitarian and non-utilitarian

There may be future confusion about standard
consequentialism as utilitarianism. Utilitarian theory in its accepted
form may be hedonic or non-hedonic in as far as it is either a
theory of pleasure maximization or theory of beneficence or well-
being. We may agree on one point, that is, it stresses on production
of maximum good over evil in the world. What the variant of
‘good” and ‘evil” ought to be is another point. Further, utilitarian
do rely on the idea of ‘best consequences’ of actions because that
is the paradigm of goodness and rightness, whatever name you
give to the said ‘best thing’. It is here that non-utilitarian
consequentialist would disagree because value of an action does
not beg either the monolithic conception of hedone or eudemonia.
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Entering into non-utilitarian thesis would amount to
acceptance of some “intrinsic values” as autonomy, equality,
liberty, beauty and so on. In case of equality, it may be further
said that wellbeing of each individual cannot be ‘equal’. Hence,
standard consequentialism in not a theory of well-being or
utilitarianism if by that we mean it is a monolithic hedonic or
non-hedonic theory. However, it covers the main spirit because
all depend on a theory of expected value or best consequence. An
interesting point is that the standard from keeps safe of the
naturalistic fallacy by not equating ‘best consequences” with any
natural value. Nevertheless, its assertion like tout-court, rational
conscience and non-intrinsic goodness may be put to scrutiny for
being cozying towards intuitive judgment of value.

The Problem of Justification

This last point is a passage to the problem of justification in
ethics, a meta-ethical problem. Shaw, like Hardin?, is of the opinion
that consequentialism is not amenable to any strict logical proof
but rely on intuitions of consequentialist value, which cannot be
either objectively demonstrated or disproved. However, Shaw does
not (like G. E. Moore*), believe that ‘morally right” and
‘maximization of good” (or what produces the best consequences),
is of the same meaning or that consequentialism is true by definition
because, their ‘logical equivalence’ may be accepted as selfevident
or intuitively true. More interestingly, it is always our duty to
produce best consequences or good. Hence, conception of duty is
bound to the conception of producing best consequences. Is this
permitted by non- consequentialist deontologist for instance? Leaving
this now, Shaw asserts (much like J. S. MilP°), that if consequentialism
is not amenable to any proof (not even intuition for that has been
countered for its defects); hence, one reason for its “attractive” and
‘convincing’ nature is that one believes it to be the most coherent,
systematic and plausible orientation to ethics. Shaw brings in his tout-
court argument once again. But why do we believe fout court in a
theory? He further asserts that the correctness of this basic standard
strikes as an essence of rationality or basic to rational conduct and basis
of assessing prudential behavior. And this is the main, what he calls,
higher than lower-level non-consequentialist intuition because such
intuition is simple, undistorted by subjectivism, authoritarianism,
cultural relativism and numerous unworthy intuitions. It clears off
the moral necessity inherent in a deontological theory as well.
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Deontology as a counter theory and moot points of disagreement

Shaw’s reference to deontology as a counter theory demands
attention. The moot point is that goodness of an action does not
beg assessment of best consequences according to the deontologists
because action of best consequences may turn out to be wrong or
acting not in view of producing best consequences for goodness of
actions may be right or both may be the case. The deontological
restrictions call for refraining from assessing best consequences
for goodness of actions and deontological permission is that the
moral agents need not put them to a great compulsion to leave no
room for freedom to do other important things. The last one takes
us to the counter point of expecting too much in morality.

We may now point out the moot points of disagreement:

* Non-consequentialists disagree on assessment of best
consequences and nothing at all.

* Non-standard consequentialists disagree on the “best” or the
maximization part of consequences (Vallentyne).®

* Non-standard consequentialists disagree on too much
expectation factor on the part of moral agent leaving no moral
freedom to do other useful things.

* Non-standard consequentialists disagree on scaling i.e., good-
better- best in consequence assessment (Norcross).”

* Disagreement with non-consequentialists about agent
neutrality in consequence evaluation (Thomson).®

* Actual consequence based views disagree with expected
consequence based views.

* Deontologists, disagree on two count; no restriction on best
consequence assessment and of moral freedom being denied.

* Ground for appropriate moral justification is missing.

We may say that contemporary moral debate concerning moral
theory is between the consequentialists and the non-consequentialists
notwithstanding disagreements with consequentialism on a few
details. Controversies thus stand out on the grounds of:

1. Maximization thesis, its validity, nature of what ought to be
maximized and the possibility of scaling;

2. Moral agents’ freedom, whether that is really curtailed in
consequentialism and

3. Grounds of justification of the theory in view of agent neutrality.
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First Debate: Maximization thesis

Vallentyne takes on Shaw and other consequentialists on two
counts: If it is “core’ type or “act’ type, the more traditional one, it
relies on a ‘single value’, which is, “none other than value of
consequences of actions done”. This is more appropriately a view
that in choice situation, only consideration of maximal value
probability of consequences will count as the right and good choice.
This is then in a broad sense, not an agent focused theory of value
because in that respect, there may be several prudential values for
each agent.

Vallentyne also takes on the ‘standard” type. The objections
are that maximum value theory fails to recognize that it is a
misconception to believe that we are left with a range of moral
options or morally permissible choices in a situation. All cores and
standard type fail to recognize that there are in fact, some
constraints that limit our promotion of desired value (consequence).

The standard form may be taken first for elaborate scrutiny
and rejection, says Vallentyne on these grounds:

If standard theory is right, it will accept that no constraint is
conceivable in the face of value maximization. Hence, no deontic
values like ‘Shall not kill the innocent” as a constraint to
consequential value maximization may be conceived. But, the
theory does conceive of a constraint of excessive sacrifice for well-
being, which goes right against the value maximization of agents.
For Vallentyne there are significant limits on the extent to which
morality requires us to actively sacrifice well being. Ethical egoism
as consequentialism cannot be charged for this, the onus is on the
utilitarian of the act type in particular. All agent favouring
consequences may be left out of this charge. Act utilitarianism
being a solid agent neutral theory, it has less room for permissibility
of value choice. The chief reason is that it is a “fine grained complete
theory of value”, that is, it fully analyses comparative values and
just pick-up one leaving no option for choice. This leaves no room
for value comparison as value selection is complete in all ways.
Vallentyne gives a clean chit to coarse-grained or incomplete
consequentialism as these are sufficiently agent favoring.
Second Debate: Moral Freedom

Another objection against the standard form is that it leaves
little or no room for moral freedom owing to heavy restriction on
moral agents to choose among feasible actions. Only the best
consequences producing actions need to be considered. Ethical
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egoism keeps off this charge because it does leave moral freedom
or choosing options whether that is hedone or satisfaction or
individual salvation. Agent relative theories are thus scot free.

Vallentyne thinks that these charges hold good in case of
rule utilitarianism because it is again a fine grained complete theory
in case of permissibility of choice- only best consequence producing
action has to be chosen despite a constraint on the part of following
a rule. Because following a rule supervene on only one end, that
is, best consequence production.

Utilitarianism does not recognize supererogatory action
values; not even the coarse grained theory would allow this
because supererogation cannot overstep the core value of best
consequence production. Supererogation threatens to be an
overreaching value.

Debate three: Problem of Justification

If agent neutrality is championed how do we justify the
consequentialist theory? There is no justification available in favour
of the said theory of value, which is just a theory matter-of-factly
true and clearly sidesteps logical reasons for moral motivation or
action guiding role of moral theory, a movement from what is
good to what ought to be rightfully done.

The con-view:

That good to right movement is not logically justifiable in
case of standard and scalar consequentialism can be best
understood in the backdrop of internalism-externalism debate, that
is, a smooth passage to meta-ethical discussion. In fact, the
normative theory related discourses seamlessly move to meta-ethics
as well as virtue related and application related problems. But I
have constraints to not take up these problems here.

We are not taking up the famous Bentham-Mill” non-
provability thesis here. We will focus more on the contemporary
pro-con views on justification of moral motivation for moral action
as conceived by the standard consequentialist and others. To begin
with a sweeping comment: moral justification of why right actions
are right and motivates us may be found either internal or external
to us, known respectively, as internalist and externalist
justification. Internalists argue that there is a cognitive ground to
justification, whereas the externalists argue for a non-cognitive
ground to such justification. The former banks on cognitive state
of mind because justifying is cognition of a truth followed by
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speech acts- “I know that this is right to do” or “I know that this is
a wrong policy”; whereas the latter banks on something other
than cognition of truth but does recognize the importance of
speech act because justifying is judging the validity of claim or
claims which in turn is a mental act but expressing it is not
declaring a truth or description of what is in the mind as an evident
truth, rather evocation of feelings, emotions, prescriptions etc. In
this sense, the former theory concentrates on cognition and speech
act and the latter theory concentrates on evocation of our attitude
or conative attitude taken towards object under the same mode of
presentation as the judgment employs.

The Right-Good Imbroglio: Contractarians and Virtue Theorists

Normative theories are expected to deal with the questions
of right and good. In the common parlance, as we have seen thus
far, right consideration is consideration of duty, what we ought to
perform and good consideration is consideration of moral values
or worth or virtues we need to have. Then right consideration
relates to moral worth of actions (deontic) and good consideration
relate to character worth of agents (aretaic). Normative theories
hopefully address to both. But which actions are worthwhile
demand norms for judgment, which is in a debate soup and we
are in a soup so far as finding out guide to actions. The next question
is: what kind of a person I should be? This is a concern of virtue
and the theories that relate to it are in some problems. Yet, it is
equally worthwhile in normative theory discussion. We need to
consider it seriously. Utilitarian and Kantians have already
addressed to the deontic part, we need to see what contractarians
say. But before that a remark on virtue theories. Virtue theories
are extremely critical of monolithic normative theories even if these
were included in consequentialism because the theories are in fact,
abstract, do not consider separateness of agents in actual contexts
or are a-historic or callous to socio-historicity, to which virtue
theories give great importance. Is it anti-theoretical? How can that
be if character considerations are within normative fold? Is there
a way out to resolve the conflict? We find that normative ethical
theories have internal entropy but can lattices of equilibrium
emerge in entropy? These are debated in contemporary theoretical
ethics which we have seen has no perennial conflict with meta-
ethics or even applied ethics, though not my concern here. Let us
first consider contractarian responses to the deontic view. Does it
join anything more to the debate we have seen?

(28)



Contractarians do have something to say on the deontic
question. And much like other foundational claims, it has
foundational claim, most evidently found in the writings of John
Rawls, Thomas Scanlon,’ Samuel Freeman' and others, more or
less the torch bearers of Plato and social contractarians. Though
there is a Hobbesian “self-interest” claim made by David
Gauthier,” we have a “right-based” theory (of our interest)
supported in our times by Samuel Freeman, Freeman takes up the
debate with Vallentyne to counter his critique of standard
utilitarianism (or consequentialism). So it is a consequentialist-
contractarian debate.

Freeman’s basic idea is that in as far as right consideration
counts most we need to find out what reasonable people could
agree to so that principles for regulation of interpersonal relation
is cared for. Contract is a foundation to find out moral principles
or right principles by equal and free people. This way of putting
things may not be very absorbing. One might say that for
contractarians, rather than the abstractions like best consequences,
preferences, happiness in the “world”, it is more person “focused
in so far as what other people agree on moral rightness”. This is
Vallentyne’s charge on utilitarian type consquentialism that it is
not serious about separate status of persons. But Freeman has
vehement objection to such criticism because the real difference
between consequential utilitarianism and contractarianism is that
contractarians have essentially “public” focused reasons, which
are “shared” reasons addressed by citizens not the close reasons
of utilitarian such as, “universalizability” of happiness or the like.

But T.M. Scanlon is critical to what Freeman and Philip Pettit'?
hold because it amounts to or collapses to a type of consquentialism
because people to people agreement amounts to nothing more or
less than right or duty seen in the light of desirable outcome or
best consequence. But Pettit has a good reply. He says that the
notion of contract is “practice relative” or practice relative
normative notion. It is a rule of people to people deliberative
exchange as conversing and reasoning together, committing in
consonance about right making features of our action. Critiques
ask: why at all are practice-relative deliberations required? Is it
not for best consequences? Pettit calls this a misunderstanding
because deliberative exchange aim at any probable agreement in
right or duty making features not best consequences. Hence, we do
have a range of normative theory that can transcend consequentialism
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in interesting ways. And it is for sure very important to find out
deontic value of our actions as mentioned before.

What about the aretaic making feature of our actions? A
normativist turn to this is to harp on deontic feature. However the
virtue theory like the former is neither a-historical nor noncontextual
leaving separateness of agents in the cold. Rosalind Hursthouse®
comes up with a vrule approach than a reductionist approach in
this regard, that is, good making characteristic may be reduced to
virtue making characteristic. Her v-rule is a bi-conditional rule (if
and only if or iff) that says, what is good and right is what an agent
acting in character would do in circumstances. And this is precisely
the aretaic making feature of our actions.

This is challenged by Robert Louden' for its applications
problem or the real life circumstantial failure of bi-conditional. It is of
no practical use he says, rather abstract in nature. Alastair Norcross’
critique of the theory in terms of possibility of doing supererogatory
acts ever by a virtuous person (as acting in character), is simply
performing her duty or the right thing to do. This way then, one has
to fall back on some kind of normative theory not of the virtue theory
type. Another controversy is: characteristically done action in any
circumstance by an agent is just the right action done or what right
action is explains why a virtuous person would do it. In this case, the
bi-conditional breaks down as well.

Conclusion

The normative world is not bizarre, it is ever emerging and
repository of debates pop up logical gaps abound and their
rectification. This way growth of moral knowledge about right
and good is made possible. It is interesting to note that thinkers
like Judith Jarvis Thomson comments that any sensible
consequentialism, that does not remain vague by just harping on
‘best” consequences to define both good and right on equal footing
is to forget basics of normativity as well as fails to explain what a
foundational claim would be like when there are plenty of them,
each having one or the other defect and even vague. Another
failure is not to consider non-consequentialist truths and if it really
does that, it is does not remain steadfast in the advocated
foundational faith. Now, if foundational deontology considers not
only right and duties but talks about consequences in some sensible
way and if consequentialism in sensible way does not only talk
about rights as goods but duties and obligations, how could they
be radically divergent? Do normative theories (even virtue theory

(30)



and contractualism) really converge in a complex way? Thomson
is of the opinion that consequences of our actions matter
importantly but that is not the only important thing. If
distinctiveness of persons does make a sense, individual right and
correlative obligations make great sense as well. And then non-
consequential considerations converge in complex way. It may be
further urged that distinctive considerations, have features likely
to not converge, as I find. Nevertheless, they are correlative in a
comprehensive normative thinking. There is no one way traffic.
This is because at the social level, deontic, aretaic and value
agreement considerations correlate for better explanation of public
mortality and for a comprehensive understanding of individual
mortality. The very conceptions of right, good, virtue and social
corroboration is basic to an understanding of what is morally
worthwhile for us and for me given the socio-historic flux.
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1. Introduction

Perhaps ours is the only planet in the universe having living
beings and among all living beings, human is the only beings who
has not only the cognitive capacities to describe the actual structure
and functions of the nature but also has the capacity to imagine
and invent a better structure of nature. Because of this special
capacity, human beings have not only described the nature
systematically but also placed themselves in the centre of the working
of the nature and all its components such as biosphere, ecosystem
and environment, are treated subservient to humans. Such a
description of nature is called anthropocentricism which literally
means human-centred nature. From an anthropocentric position,
it is tempting to believe that only humans have moral standing since
they have cognitive ability to formulate and recognize moral value.
From there, it may be argued that humans are valuable in and for
themselves and other things, such as animals, plants and the entire
universe are just means to human ends. Such an interpretation of
human being in relation to nature seems to permit them to intervene
and manipulate the nature, to their advantage justifiably.

Anthropocentricism is considered to be the root cause of all
environmental crisis and human beings are aware of the bad effects
of anthropocentricism. At the same time, human beings have the
knowledge to prevent or minimise it but lack serious collective and
individual will power to do any things effective about environmental
crisis. We have enacted many well meaning laws, national and
international, and signed many protocols, yet we have failed
ourselves to deal with the environmental crisis. What we need to
manage the crisis is to add the moral force to our anthropocentric
capacity and position. The paper proposes and defends an
anthropocentricism-based normative framework, which may be
called “Human Environmental Responsibility (HER)”, that will
help in knowing, fixing, justifying and acting on our individual
and collective duty and responsibility towards environment.

In what follows, Section 2 argues how anthropocentricism
as a theory that places human species at the top-end/centre of
the nature on the fact that they are endowed, either through
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evolution or God, with more of certain capacities, such as
consciousness, rationality, sociability etc. than other species, is a
descriptive or factual theory. It also discusses how coding guidelines
for responsible human behaviour towards nature under HER out
of descriptive anthropocentricism is not only fallacious because no
fact can give rise to norm, but also leads to the myth that humans
have only intrinsic value and are the only holder of moral standing
and not the non-human and in turn give rise to environmental crisis.
Section 3 argues that non-human species, though are not moral
being as they lack higher capacity required to plan and justify
alternative and desirable situation, cannot claim to have right.
However, that does not mean they have only instrumental value
and thus they are entitled for receiving fair and just treatment from
us. Thus, it is argued that normativity in anthropocentricism can
spring from the very nature of higher and distinctive cognitive
qualities human species possess and by arguing that it is not
necessary to possess intrinsic value to receive the moral dues. The
required normativity can be incorporated in anthropocentricism by
arguing that human beings by dint of their special qualities can know
and value, be aware of and feel the of value of non-human species
and take the responsibility of well being of non-human as to be moral
does not necessarily requires having intrinsic value. Based on such
normativity of anthropocentricism, Section 4 prescribes some
theoretical-cum-practical does and don’ts regarding human
responsibility towards nature. Section 5 discusses some general
limitations of the HER and suggests how to expand the scope of HER .
2. Descriptive Anthropocentricism

The different components of nature are interrelated and
interdependent and an orderly and harmonious environment and
the ecosystem play a very significant role in sustaining life and
living. There is near unanimity among the experts and lay person
alike that there is a severe environment crisis the humanity is facing
now, though there may be skeptical voice that the crisis is man-
made. Whether the crisis is man-made or not, it becomes the sole
responsibility of human being to address, repair and reduce the
crisis, as nature itself or its non-human species are not capable to
create and maintain a balanced and conducive environment on
their own. Human intervention and plan are must for maintaining
a desirable order of the nature. Human beings are endowed with
the cognitive quality of rationality, consciousness, empathy and
sympathy to understand the problem which other components of
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the nature, such as animals, plants etc. are not capable of. Moreover,
the human actions, both intentional and non internationals, are
anthropogenic in nature in the sense that they effect and influences
non-human species. Therefore, human species owe responsibility
to nature and they should evolve a code of conduct for our
individual and collective duty and responsibility towards
environment and framing just environmental policy and decision-
making, in a practical and effective way.

Understanding and managing the environmental crisis is
human centric. Any desirable management of the nature has to
begin with human beings. Such a view is called anthropocentricism.
Anthropocentrism literally means human-centred-ism. However,
the nature is neither a circle and nor human species are at its centre.
So, literally anthropocentricism is a false theory. Moreover, there is
no gape in nature and nature is not clearly marked with division
and species. Yet, we the human beings see and deal with nature in
parts and parcels. The division of nature is anthropocentric
metaphorically for two reasons. First, the division and organization
of the nature is a man-made division, based on the painstaking
application of one of the crowing quality of human being that is
rationality, and no non-human species is capable of undertaking
such a division of nature. Secondly, the division is made by the
human for the human, placing the human species in the centre of
the organization and functioning of the nature human interest at
the centre. Human being is centre of the nature, around whom the
rest of the nature move and get organized. Metaphorically,
anthropocentricism means the Protagorean view Homo mensura,
i.e., “Man is the measure of all things”. Anthropocentricism is a
descriptive theory as it is based on the fact that human beings have
special and different qualities then non-human species.

However, anthropocentricism has not been effective to solve
the problems rather it has created more complex problems.
Aanthropocentricism gives rise to what can be called the immoral
theory of specieism. Specieism means discriminatory, arbitrary and
biased treatment of non-human species on the basis of the centrality
and supremacy of human species in the nature. It is similar to
other discriminatory theories like sexism and racism. Specieism is
justified by religions and science. All religions describe human to
be made in the image of God and are endowed with divine qualities
such as immateriality, spirituality, immortality and rationality. The
religious concept of “The Great Chain of Being” arranges beings
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in descending order from God through angels to human beings,
animals and plants orders shows that according to their degrees
of perfection. It is said in the Genesis that, God said “let us make
man in our own image in the likeness of ourselves and let them be
the master of the fish, of the sea, the birds of the heaven, the cattle,
all the wild beasts and the earth”. God blessed them saying to
them “Be fruitful, multiply, fill the earth and conquer it.”*

In his classification of sins, Aquinas has room only for sins against
God, ourselves or our neighbours, and there is no possibility of sinning
against nonhuman animals or against the natural world.?

Some philosophers and scientists believe that human species
is the fittest species and has got the best capacities for survival for
the existence through the evolution. Plato thinks that only human
beings are rational and by that capacity they can conceptualize,
analyze and control the nature. Plato’s thinking of human beings
as reasoning beings make them different from and more important
than non-human species. Descartes” supposition that the world is a
machine and human being is the chief operator of that machine
further supports specieism. Kant attributes the power of rationality
and communication to become moral, which inanimate objects and
plants do not have, thus are immoral. Wittgenstein shares the
Cartesian bias against animal by virtue of the absence of language
in animals. Aristotle pointed out that species that have lower
reasoning ability exist for the sake of those who have higher
reasoning ability. He regarded nature as hierarchical and opines:

Plant exists for the sake of animals, brute and beast for the
sake of man domestic animal for his use and food, wild one for
food and other accessories of life such as clothing and various
tools. Since nature makes nothing purposeless or in vain, it is
undeniably true that she has made all animals for the sake of man.?

Anthropocentricism not only also encourages the immoral
theory of specieism but also gives rise to more environmental crisis.
Some environmental thinkers have even argued that
anthropocentrism is the root of many of our current environmental
problems, including issues of climate change and widespread
pollution. In his seminal essay, ““The Historical Roots of Our
Ecological Crisis”* Lynn White has articulated a link between
anthropocentricism and ecological degradation. He has traced the
flawed anthropocentric worldview for the imbalance and
unhealthy human-nature relationship. In discussing the cause of
the environmental crisis, many people believe that the
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anthropocentric view that humans dominate and rule over nature
encouraged human exploitation of nature, and thus was the
ideological cause of the environmental crisis. It has directed human
behaviour from a utilitarian and selfishness point of view and has
encouraged consumerism and individualism. In economic term,
development and growth has been achieved often at the expense
of the environment and resources, which led to environmental
pollution and resource shortage on a global scale.

We know that human activity is affecting species and
ecosystems. Many people worry that this biodiversity loss,
combined with other environmental changes, will lead to
ecosystem collapse and disruption of life-support services globally.
Climate change is now enhancing many of these threats and
adding new ones. For example, take the effect of human beings
on animals, who are also living, breathing, thinking, feeling and
individuals like human beings. They suffer and die from human
causes such as agriculture, research, entertainment, deforestation
and development, besides due to natural causes such as hunger,
thirst, illness, injury and predation. Due to human activities, some
species are going extinct regularly.

3. Criticisms of Descriptive Anthropocentricism

Descriptive anthropocentrism holds the view that only humans
have intrinsic value as they are only capable of creating all ethical
codes and norms and no moral norms or rules other than what
human beings have invented can exist. It gives priority to human
interests at the cost of desires, goals and values of non-human species
or least interprets everything in the world in terms of human values.

Anthropocentric theory is immoral and fails to provide an
effective and practical guideline for “what duties do humans have
with respect to the environment, and why?” Human beings have
formulated many laws and signed many protocols to deal with
the environmental crisis, without much success. Human beings
are aware of the environmental crisis and conscious of the bad
effects of their anthropogenic actions on environments and other
non-human species. They have the knowledge and technical
know-how to deal with the problems related to nature. Yet, all
the measures based on the broad anthropocentric worldview do
not have enough strength to force human being to implement it.
The failure of anthropocentric theory is due to two reasons. First,
it is out and out a descriptive model, which lack the moral and
normative force to adopt and implement it voluntarily. Secondly,
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it is based on flawed assumptions. Let us first discuss some inherent
problems of descriptive anthropocentricism.

First, descriptive anthropocentrism is neither factually correct
nor philosophically sound. It emphasizes the separation between
humans and nature, and between humans and animals on the
basis of certain cognitive qualities human being possess. Such a
distinction is only a partial truth and philosophically the unity
and interaction between humans and nature are more
fundamental. Scientific studies have now proved that the gap
between humans and animals is no longer what we used to believe.
Some animals had evolved a rich communication system; others
were able to make and use tools, solve problems, educate offspring,
and live in complicated social organizations and possessed aesthetic
consciousness, etc. The so called superior humans and any
distinction based on that is a matter of degree.

Secondly, descriptive anthropocentrism is immoral in admitting
that only humans had values, and living beings and nature did not
have values, because humans have goals and interests. This is also
a partial truth. As a matter of fact, life and nature have not only
values, but also interests (i.e. they live according to ecological rules).
That is to say, living beings and nature are not only of value to
humans as tools, but also have intrinsic value.

Thirdly, descriptive anthropocentrism is imperfect ethically,
because it believes that builds an ethical framework based on the
view that only humans have goals and thus, only humans should
receive moral treatment and enjoyed moral rights. It argues that
human features, such as reason, self-consciousness, self-control,
and the ability to communicate through symbols, are the only basis
for humans to be treated morally. However, on the one hand,
some humans, such as infants, the retarded, and Alzheimer
patients, and vegetables did not have these abilities on the other
hand some non-human have intelligence, use tools, and are self-
consciousness as well. Therefore, descriptive anthropocentric
theory can at best prescribes some guidelines for the responsible
human behaviours towards nature, based on right-based normative
frameworks. Such a right-based code of conduct will lack the
normative force for its adaptation and it will not encourage people
to think, justify and act on it voluntarily. Rather, it will prompt
humans to interfere with systems that we barely understand to
improve them according to our own standards. When we embark
on such projects, our intentions might be good, but our impacts
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can still be bad. We see this tendency in colonialist efforts to reshape
some human communities to resemble others, often with disastrous
results. We also see it in anthropocentric efforts to reshape
nonhuman communities to resemble human communities, often
with similarly disastrous results.

4. Human Environmental Responsibility (HER)

The question is how to incorporate normativity in
anthropocentricism? One way to incorporate normativity in
anthropocentricism is to start from the very superior and distinctive
qualities of human species possess. Human beings by dint of their
special qualities such as rationality, self-consciousness, sociability
etc. can transcendent the right-based HER and reach to the interest
of the non-human beings and ecosystem through developing a duty
and care-based HER. By virtue of our rationality, we can know and
value, be aware of and feel the value of non-human species and
take the responsibility of well-being of non-human. Moreover, to be
moral does not necessarily requires having intrinsic value and the
rational and self-conscious human being can sacrifice some of their
right and do good for the well beings of the non-humans.

What do we owe to non-human in the context of human-
caused ecological disaster? The answer to the question is not why
and but how and in what way we are responsible for that. If our
actions are harming other animals, then we have a responsibility
to try to reduce or repair these harms. We should attempt to reduce
animal suffering as much as we reasonably can, whether or not
we have caused it. We should help others in need without
sacrificing anything significant, then we should do so. We can
promote the idea that all animals matter morally, and that we
have a duty not to harm them unnecessarily, and a duty to reduce
or repair these harms when we do. We have a responsibility to
mitigate climate change, adapt to climate change, and provide
general support for everyone impacted by our activity, not merely
members of our own nation, generation, or species. Based on such
an in-built normativity of anthropocentricism, the paper prescribes
some theoretical-cum-practical does and don’ts regarding human
responsibility towards nature.®

Firstly, we should be aware of effects of human activities on
affect animals, and how will our mitigation and adaptation
programmes affect them. When we improve our education system,
we can include curricula about what animals and the environment
is like and how we can protect them.
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Secondly, we should limit the effects of our activity on other
species as much as possible. For example, we should end our
support for industrial animal agriculture, which harms and kills
more animals; consumes more land, water and energy; and
produces more pollution and higher emissions. We can also end
support for industrial fishing and deforestation, which harm and
kill trillions of animals per year, interfere with human and
nonhuman communities, and destroy natural carbon-storage
systems. Toward that end, we can support communities in
protecting local ecosystems and the animals who live in them,
and we can work with them to develop place-based solutions that
can be both effective and publicly acceptable.

Thirdly, we should adopt trade-offs between what some animals
need and what other animals need, or between what individuals
need and what groups need. Since keeping animals in the wild and
bringing them into captivity both harm them, we can explore middle-
ground solutions. For example, we can create and expand reserves
and sanctuaries, where nonhumans can be free and humans can be
either absent or present for support. Additionally, as we create new
forests for carbon capture and plant-based agricultural systems for
food, we can develop ways to humanely manage the wild animals
who will live there. We can consider animal welfare when we make
infrastructure changes. For instance, we can build habitats, corridors,
overpasses, buildings, and streetlights that reduce the risk of collisions
with animals. We can also expand plant-based urban agricultural
systems, which create local jobs, beautify public spaces, purify the
air, promote food security, create wild animal habitats, and support
pollinator species all at once.

Finally, we should support useful institutional and policy
changes to ensure adequate representation for animals in
government and politics. It will ensure that at least some people
are empowered to represent animals, in decisions that affect them.
We should be open to more demanding ways of helping animals
as well. We have to accept that our duties are more expansive and
our rights more limited than we previously thought. It is not
acceptable for us to restrict the scope of justice simply to make our
lives easier. Instead, we must expand the scope of justice to include
everyone who deserves it.

5. Conclusion

Since we are already harming the environment including

animals, non-intervention is no longer an option, the question is
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how soon start our interventions. There is no single deadline for
addressing climate change, only different deadlines for addressing
it in different ways. But whatever deadlines we select for particular
projects, we should work to meet these deadlines with human as
well as nonhuman needs in mind. Climate change is too important
for us to settle for half-measures. To meet this challenge, we need
to start with a bold and uncompromising vision of what a just
and sustainable future looks like.

It is still too early to say in detail what co-existence with other
animal species will look like in a world reshaped by climate change.
But we can say this much that climate change will not respect species
boundaries any more than it will respect national or generational
boundaries. It will introduce new threats and amplify existing threats
for many of us. Human-caused climate change is both a threat and
an opportunity. It will systematically change the planet, exposing
billions of humans and quintillions of nonhumans to a variety of
risks and harms. At the same time, in showing us the limits of our
current systems, it reveals the need for new systems - new ways of
living together within and across nations, generations and species.
As we create these systems, we have the chance to make the world
a safer place for everyone involved. We should take the responsibility
of our crisis and aim to mitigate the effects of climate change, adapt
to climate change, and expand access to healthcare, housing,
employment and more, by following HER.®
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I

An implicit faith in revelation (Sruti) along with its consequent
distrust of independent thought is claimed to be the privilege of
the orthodox systems of Indian Philosophy in general and of the
Vedanta School in particular. Historically the condemnation of
reasoning or tarka is atleast as old as the Upanisads, which is
particularly evident from Kathopnisad stating that the ultimate
reality is beyond the ambit of reasoning and argumentation.
amkaracarya’s distinction between Reality as regarded from the
absolute standpoint (parmarthika) and Reality as it is for the human
finite understanding or empirical standpoint (Vyavaharika) is akin
to Buddhistic distinction of parmartha or parinispanna knowledge
and loksamvrtisatya or paratantra - and the purpose of such
distinctions is to limit the power of human thinking and other
faculties of knowledge to the world of ordinary experience alone.
The Absolute is unknowable and unthinkable and is purely
Sabdamula or 'Sabdapmménaka, and Samkara for from considering
it as an un-philosophical attitude, declares irrational reliance on
revelation to be at the root of the evidential superiority of his position
to the rationalistic systems of philosophy.! It can be further stated
that if reasoning is independent of traditional authority (niragama)
then there is no way to check its unmethodical desultoriness, and,
consequently, a reasoned conclusion, however carefully obtained,
cannot be placed above the risk of refutation by a more powerful
dialectician. It is true that Samkara frequently anathematizes
unfettered and unbiased reasoning, as for him, rational
disquisitions require the moderating influence of revelation to
conduct them to the Absolute truth. The real foundation of his
misology does not seem to be an inherent distrust of reason leading
to an audacious scepticism. Paradoxically, as it may appear,
Samkara’s distrust of pure reason has its moorings in a profound
love of reason. The test of true reasoning is the unity of result in
which the process terminates; it is the universality and necessity
of the conclusion which provides the surest criterion of good
reasoning. As the scriptures stands this test of unity and
universality, as it is in this sense objective reason writ large, all
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individual rational processes must be conducted under the
guidance of revelation.?

Professor K.S. Murty has beautifully summed up the Advaitic
conception of four-fold revelation:

1. There is a partial disclosure of Brahman through the graded
forms of existence, from the clod of earth to the gods in heaven.

2. The Veda revealed by God at the beginning of each aeon
contains the final truth about Dharma and Brahman. For
Professor Murty this is the main type of revelation accepted
by Samkara that is the conception of Vedic revelation.

3. When people forget the eternal truth in the Veda, then in
order to put them back on the right path, and reproclaim
the law, God incarnates himself and teaches the quintessence
of the Veda.

4. Intheintegral experience (anubhiiti) of Brahman, which a knower
of Brahman will have, the real nature of Brahman is disclosed.?
The source of Dharma and Brahman is only Veda. No other

composition except the Veda is infallible as other compositions like
smrtis and puranas depend on the Veda as inference depends upon
perception. Such works are authoritative only when they are in
agreement with the Veda. Samkara is crystal clear that as in the
case of Dharma, the Veda is the only source, so is the case with the
knowledge of Brahman. Brahman is considered to be “'Sastrayonitvat’

and ‘Tasmat 'Sastram pramanam’. He upholds that
brahmavedabrahmaiva bhavati, the moment one realize himself as
Brahman he becomes that very moment Brahman. When Brahman is
revealed all multiplicity disappears (jiidte dvaitam na vidyate). For
Samkara mahavakyas directly produce Brahmajiiana, and similarly
Sureswara, Padmapada and Madhusudan Saraswati maintain that
Mahuivitkyas alone directly lead to it. Here Mandana differs from
Samkara and maintains prasamkhyana as the direct cause of
aparoksinubhiti as he remarks that tam pasyate niskalam
dhyayamanah. Vacaspati differs from both these groups, as he
maintains that neither mahavakyas nor prasamkhyana is the
principal means of Brahma jiiana. It is contemplation (manana) of
mahavakyas that leads to aparoksanubhiti.*

Professor Murty brings forth the Advaitic distinction of
scriptural and empirical knowledge regarding their scope and
applicability. According to both Mimamsa and Advaitic tradition
there is no conflict or antagonism between the two. Scripture (sruti)
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is authoritative only in supersensual and spiritual matters. If it
contradicts empirical facts then it must be understood to be
speaking figuratively, allegorically or for the sake of inducing one
to follow a particular course of action for one’s own good. The
great Acarya has said : “A hundred Sruti texts do not become a
pramana if they say fire is cold or does not give light, for no one
can cognize what is opposed to what is seen.””
I1

The preliminary discussion about revelation and reason
prompts us to inquire that how apparent contradiction between
them can be removed. If reasoning has been altogether subversive
of revelation or vice versa, there could be no question of their
reconciliation; and in that case, 'Samkara, like Tertullian and
Arnobius, would adopt without hesitation the sceptical dictum of
Credo quia absurdum. But in Advaitic tradition every objection to
revelation on the ground of reasoning and ordinary experience is
carefully discussed in order to exhibit its hollowness. What is
condemned is not any and every type of reasoned knowledge, but
purposelessly dry hair-splitting (Suskatarka, or kutarka) which leads
to no definite conclusion. Samkara’s respect for independent
reasoning is perhaps nowhere more pronounced than in the
tarkapada of his commentary. He acknowledges here the need of
reasoned refutation of the non-monistic systems and admits the
distinction between false exposition (Vyakhyanabhasa) and true
exposition (Samyagvyakhyana). It is however surprising that while
insisting on the unknowability of the Absolute in the light of the
human faculties of knowledge, Samkara has also the tendency to
acquiesce in an unrestricted application of reasoning to all spheres
of reality including the Absolute. This tendency is particularly
prominent in his exposition of the Brahadaranyaka Upanisad in
which the Yajriavalkiya - Kanda is said to be pre-eminently
argumentative in character (tarkopradhana) as distinct from the
Madhii- kanda. Absolute is supposed to be reasoned out
(Vadenavicaritam) on the ground that the knowledge of the self
which leads to immorality can also be obtained through
arguments.® It may be suggested that even here Samkara has in
mind, not independent reasoning, but arguments under the control
of revelation (srutyanugrahita tarka).

In Advaitic tradition reason (tarka) is needed : 1. to ascertain
the purport of scriptural passages 2. to remove doubts and contrary
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beliefs 3. to convince us of the probability of the existence of what
is to be known that is Brahman (prameya sambhava niscaya). For
Vacaspati tarka must fulfill three conditions : 1. it must be dependent
on scripture 2. it must elucidate the content of scripture 3. it must
not be opposed to the scripture. Moksa is summum bonum of
human life and that is possible only through successive steps of
hearing the scripture (sravana), meditation that is discussion
through reasoning manana) and finally contemplation
(nididhyasana). It is a felt realization of Absolute (Brahmanubhuti).
'Samkara does claim that Brahman could be known through the
method of agreement and difference (anvaya-vyatireka vidhi)- a
reasoning based on the presence and absence of connection. This is
expressed through Anvayavyatirekabhyam nispraparicam praparicayet
and he has demonstrated this methodology in the Upanisads:
1. Whatever is an object of cognition, cannot be Atman. The
body, senses, mind and ego-sense are objects of cognition.
So they cannot be self (Atman).
2. Whatever is material (jada) cannot be Atman. Body, senses
and manas etc. are material, they cannot be Atman.
3. Whatever is mutable (parivartya) cannot be Atman. The body,
senses and manas are mutable as they grow, decay and come
to and end, so they cannot be Atman.
4. In the waking and dream states whatever is present is found
absent in sleeping state, therefore whatever is absent (Vyatireka)
in the sleeping state (susupti) like body, senses and manas etc.
cannot be Atman. But the Turiya- Atman is present in all the states
as underlying and unifying principle, hence it is the only reality.
In Advaitic epistemology postulation (arthapatti) plays an
important role in demonstrating the immutable nature of Absolute
(Brahman) as well as explaining the illusoriness of world. Seeing
the relative nature of world, we may postulate the Absolute, but
through this postulation it cannot be known. The Absolute could
be known only through scriptures.’
III

It is from the above mentioned discussion that we are in a
position to delineate three distinct epistemic tendencies in
Samkara’s epistemology as scepticism, rationalism and
agnosticism. His epistemology is aptly characterized as ‘rational
intuitionism’ and not ‘anti-rational mysticism.” Samkara’s position
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may be called agnosticism which accepts the validity of human
knowledge within certain limits only, as distinct from scepticism
that questions the general validity of knowledge. The Absolute is
unknowable except on the basis of scripture, not because our
knowledge is inherently defective, but because the Absolute is
supersensuous (atindriya). The Advaitic epistemology endorses
non-cooperative employment of pramanas (Pramana Vyavastha) in
which each pramana is restricted to its own prameya. Each source
of knowledge (pramana) has its own sphere of application;
contradictions arise only when the canons of knowledge are
misapplied beyond their respective fields. This aspect of Samkara’s
theory is emphasized by Suretivara and Vacaspati. The different
sources of knowledge, it is said, do not conflict with one another
as they pertain to different objects; each is valid within its proper
field; but when two conflicting judgments are made about the
same object, one of them must be false.® Brahman cannot be the
object of cognition in the sense of what we cognize in the normal
sense, rather it is an object of immediate intuitive experience
(aparoksanubhiiti). The attempt to know Brahman as an object of
knowledge will lead to cosmic black out (jagatandha prasanga).
The germ of scepticism was not altogether absent from
Samkara’s position, though it did not develop into a full-fledged
theory at his hands. But the dialectic method of the Buddhist
thinkers provided an attractive weapon for the followers of
Samkara and they have applied it in the interest of absolute
monism. Mandana Misra sought to expose the self contradictory
nature of the concept of difference in his ‘Brahmasiddhi” and the
dialectic was subsequently, applied to all the categories of thought
by Sriharsa, Citsukh and other distinguished thinkers of the
Advaita School. Hence, the inchoate scepticism of Samkara
culminated into an unqualified misology, and the Advaitic
dialecticians, like Srlharsa and Ananda]nana, instead of limiting
the validity of human faculties of knowledge to the phenomenal
world, paved the way to universal scepticism by a negative criticism
of every category of thought.9 A similar degeneration of Hegelian
criticism of categories is illustrated by Bradley’s ‘Appearance and
Reality’. According to him relational categories cannot inform us
the true nature of reality and therefore he dubbs them as
appearances. Bradley has shown his philosophical disagreement
with Kantian agnostic approach towards noumena on the one
hand and Hegelian conviction of gradual unfoldment of Absolute
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through rational categories on the other. It is true that absolute
cannot be known through reason, but it is not unknown and
unknowable, rather it is an object of immediate intuitive experience
which is akin to aparoksanubhtti of Advaita Vedanta.

Samkara upholds that thought or intellectual interpretation
of experience, far from being a useless superfluity, represents an
indispensable stage of discipline leading to the highest type of
experience in which the Absolute reality stands self-revealed. It is
true that the absolute, for him, transcends the power of discursive
thought, and, consequently, our faculties of knowledge are inherently
in capable of giving us the highest truth. It can be stated like this
that inasmuch as the path to the highest experience lies across the
region of discursive thought, a rigorous exercise of intellect must
precede that experience. The absolute, therefore, is not to be realized
through mere scriptural texts, nor is the scrupulous exercise of
reason a blasphemous deviation from the path to God.!® The
expression of Highest Reality in the relational form of discursive
thought has the useful function of stimulating thought to go beyond
itself. Each step of the threefold discipline - sravana, manana and
nididhyasana has its proper function which cannot be performed by
another. This is a clear cut recognition of the importance of revelation,
reason and experience or realization in Advaitic philosophy.
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I

The traditional notion of culture (Sanskriti) refers to the
refinement of the human nature in a broad sense. There are three
obvious and interconnected dimensions of ‘culture” in this sense.
There is first the process of improvement (Samskdra or Siadhana)
effected in man as an individual. In the second place, culture would
have the sense of an objective order of rules, goals and symbols
belonging to a specific society of men, which impels and guides the
transformation of the individual, and lastly there is the historical
tradition of that society and of mankind in general within which the
specific socio-cultural order subsists as a changing form or structure.
Hence, culture is not to be seen in static nor in essentialistic or
naturalistic terms, rather it is a resource that opens the possibility of
understanding the other and also ourselves. The concept of culture
associated with modern sciences is in the form of behavior in a society
or of its symbolic expressive aspect. They seem to believe that implicit
in the nature of man is the ideal of universal culture based on rationality
and humanistic values which have been generally interpreted as
freedom and creativity, welfare progress and peace. The recent view
is that multiplicity of cultures is mainly due to the diversity of ethnic
and historical conditions. The ideals of individual, ethnic and national
freedom not only make cultural plurality acceptable but also desirable.
The goal of development and progress as well as the need for world
peace require the idea of a single world culture. Between the ideas of
cultural pluralism and world culture these is a manifest tension.
Culture as creatively rooted in freedom posits pluralism while culture
as rationality posits universality.

Culture has a dual meaning-which signifies the rational
pursuit of security and satisfaction as well as of ideal values. All
cultural experiences include not merely a subjective but also an
inter-subjective reference as well as a dimension of valuation. It is
pertinent to note that genuine participation in culture refers to a
process in which “the subject is realized and the object idealized”.
Culture is the social expression of value seeking symbolically
expressive human consciousness. Religion and ethics constitute
the primary value system, while language, ritual and art illustrate
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its symbolization. The current debate on culture centres around
the issues of modernizing globalization versus ethnic pluralism,
or the role of tradition in the context of social engineering,
rationalization and techno-economic development or the general
interpretation of the human past in the light of the hopes and
achievements of scientific knowledge. It can be stated that culture
refers to social heritage, perception of social identity, sense of values
and standards. Hence, it can be briefly defined as the tradition of
social consciousness and its behavioural expression. Cultures are
inwardly constituted by self-consciousness, a progress of self-
realization in different directions, phases and levels. When the
expressions are still inward looking, pointing the way to turn
towards the source of spiritual tradition, we have the quest for
supernatural life through superhuman wisdom (Prajiid) termed
as religion. When the symbolic- expressive aspect is itself in the
forefront we have the aesthetic quest. When the conative aspect is
guided by the sense of a larger self, we have morality and social
ethics. When the tradition is concerned with self-preservation
through the control of human and natural environment, it assumes
the form of techno-scientific world-view. It is pressing need to
raise the issue that why we witness cultural clashes in a pluralistic
society. They are not constituted merely by the innumerable
individuals with differing beliefs and practices. The cultural conflict
is mainly due to narrow identification which diverts the self from
its essential character of seeking self-realization, and this spiritual
derailment produces conflicts of interests and imperfect
communication between different cultural groups.

Cultural difference is expressed in the terminology of identity,
togetherness and difference. Identity is a specific interrelationship
between self and otherness. Ethnocentrism means inscribing positive
value into the historical image of oneself and negative or less positive
one into the images of others. It functions as a source of what Samuel
Huntington has called the ‘“clash of civilization’. Ethnocentrism can
be overcome by universal values being accepted by all cultures. But
this solution has its own difficulties and internal crisis to resolve :

1. Universal validity or acceptability is very often an internal
trait of the value system of one culture by which it claims its
peculiarity and difference from others. Every identity based
upon value system, beliefs and behavioural practices is logically
unique. This uniqueness has a universalistic implication which
makes ethnocentrism so bitter and loaded with violence.
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2. If this can be avoided and real equality stated with the system of
universal values, that brings cultural difference out of view, and
therefore, only prevents ethnocentrism by ignoring cultural
differences. Itis to be further noted that such universalism is always
contextualized by a specific culture and this context cannot be
ignored when the value set is applied to intercultural relations.

Oswald Spengler and Arnold Toynbee’s ideas of cultures have
rejected universalistic value theme and pleaded the case of multi-
perspectivism and pluralism. The inbuilt set of norms in the historical
feature of identity has to be transformed into the pragmatics of inter-
cultural communication. The communication between the self and
otherness is to be based on the principles of mutual understanding
and recognition. Cultural differences do matter in the modernization
of societies, and they are worth preserving. Rationalization is a
universal historical process but it is not and need not be culturally
uniform. We can not expect a culturally homogeneous world in the
era of globalization. Is the relationship of cultures in the foreseeable
future to be essentially one of conflict, or simply one of coexistence,
or could it be one of convergence? Coexistence is the need of hour
because neither conflict nor convergence can contribute to well being
of humanity. Cultural diversity contributes to human progress and
expands human freedom, but it is threatened by persistent
inequalities between cultural groups, by extremist ideologies and
global market forces. It is wrong to assume that cultural diversity is
the root cause of conflict rather conflicts arise when certain cultural
groups are excluded and inequalities among them persist. A laissez-
faire tolerance of ethnic minorities and their cultural practices may
not be enough. It is necessary to adopt anti-discriminatory policies
that require more affirmative action on the part of the state to combat
exclusion and unequal opportunities experienced by certain cultural
groups in society.

I1

There are three different models or state policies addressing
cultural and ethnic diversity- 1. Assimilationist 2. Differentialist 3.
Multiculturalist. A host of countries believe that peace and security
is best assured if people with different religions and cultures are
homogenised into affirming a single national identity. They see
cultural diversity as a threat to’ national identity” Policies of
assimilation, forced or voluntary, have involved suppression of
the identities of ethnic, religious or linguistic groups. Centralization
of political power, elimination of pre- existing forms of local
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sovereignty, creation of a unified legal system, adoption of the
dominant group’s language as the “official” language, seizure of land
and natural resources of indigenous people and declaring them to
be ‘national” resources, and settlement of people from the dominant
group to minority region and adoption of immigration policies that
favour dominant groups are some of the strategies employed for
assimilation and integration. France can be considered to be a good
example of state that is strongly committed to an ‘assimilationist’
model. Another model for addressing ethnic and cultural diversity
has been called the “differentialist’ model. Its extreme form can be
witnessed in Serbia and Rwanda which has been labelled ‘ethnic
cleansing’. It is a consequence of this model that native- born
members of ethnic minorities such as Turks in Germany or Koreans
in Japan, or Indians in Indonesia, do not have a natural right to
citizenship in their countries of birth. In contrast to these models,
multiculturalism is a response to accommodate ethnic and cultural
diversities, which entails replacement of paternalistic provisions of
goods and services to minorities by a more participative and
consultative process. Canada and Australia have explicitly adopted
multiculturalism as official policy in which diversity should not only
be tolerated but also welcomed as enriching. Multiculturalism
emphasizes the contribution of cultural communities, stresses the
importance of cultural belonging and legitimizes the desire to
maintain difference and brings forth the linkages between identity
and recognition. The first moment in the dialectic of multiculturalism
is of ‘particularized hierarchy’: where two or more communities
have a hierarchical relation, a dominant community to which other
communities are subordinate. The second moment may be called
the moment of “universalistic equality’: which maintains that the
only way to sustain equality is to deny the significance of cultural
difference. The third moment is the moment of ‘particularized
equality’ : here people are different but equal. Membership in a
particular cultural group is important but so is the relationship of
equality among different cultural communities'. The demand of
political recognition can be best situated in the moment of
particularized equality rather than particularized hierarchy. This
means that recognition must be made available to everyone within
society. No community and therefore, no member of it can be
subordinate to other communities or its members.
Multiculturalism has emerged as a distinct and yet varied
political theory in recent years. While there is no consensus among
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multiculturalists regarding principles goals and policies, what unites
these theorists is their concern that we should resist the wider
society’s homogenizing or assimilationist thrust and its tendency to
assume that there is only one correct or normal way to understand
and structure the relevant areas of life. This is evident in the
conception of citizenship implicit in the justice theories of egalitarian-
liberals and libertarians. Despite the differences between the
liberalism of the distributive paradigm, what they share is the belief
that justice requires equal right for all citizens, regardless of their
gender, religion or ethnicity. Kymlicka observes that this amounts
to be a “colour blind” constitution- the removal of all legislation
differentiating people in terms of their race or ethnicity. But
multiculturalists view the aspiration for a colour blind society as ill
founded for it is not possible to separate state and ethnicity and
when the liberal state attempts to do this it unfairly privileges certain
way of life over others.? Many modern democratic societies are
multinational and/or poly-ethnic and thus the liberal assumption
that members of a political community are members of the same
cultural community is unfounded. Multinational societies are states
that have incorporated previously self-governing cultures such as
aboriginal peoples, while polyethnic societies are states where
cultural diversity arises from immigration. Multiculturalists thus
endorse the politics of recognition having the concepts of identity
and difference, instead of the principle of equal citizenship. It
maintains that everyone should be recognized by his or her unique
identity. ‘Multiculturalism is not about difference and identity per
se’ claims Bhikhu Parekh, ‘but about those that are embedded in
and sustained by culture; that is, a body of beliefs and practices in
terms of which a group of people understand themselves and the
world and organize their individual and collective lives’. Parekh
argues that multiculturalism occupies a middle position between
two dominant strands of political theory-naturalism (monism) and
culturalism (pluralism). The former is espoused by a diverse array
of philosophers ranging from Greek and Christian philosophers to
Hobbes, Locke and Mill, all of whom ‘assumed that human nature
was unchanging, unaffected in its essentials by culture and society,
and capable of indicating what way of life was the best’. Culturalists,
on the other hand like Montesque, Herder and the German
Romantics believed that “human beings were culturally constituted,
varied from culture to culture, and share in common only the
minimal species derived properties from which nothing of moral or
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political significance could be derived”®. Hence, multiculturalism is
a way of accommodating cultural diversity, as it locates individuals
against their cultural background and shows respect for the different
beliefs and practices citizens of a pluralistic society have.

The development of modem notion of identity has given rise to
the politics of difference. Everyone should be recognized for his or
her unique identity. With the politics of equal dignity, what is
established is meant to be universally the same, and identical basket
of rights and immunities. In the case of politics of difference we are
asked to recognize the uniqueness of individual or group, their
distinctiveness from everyone else. The idea is that it is precisely this
distinction that has been ignored, glossed over, assimilated to a
dominant or majority identity. Multiculturalism considers this
assimilation to be a cardinal sin against the ideal of authenticity. The
politics of universal dignity fought for forms of non-discrimination
that were quite ‘blind” to the ways in which citizens differ, while the
politics of difference often redefines non-discrimination as requiring
that we make these distinctions the basis of differential (preferential)
treatment. In the politics of difference there is a potential for forming
and defining one’s own identity, as an individual, and also as a culture.
This potentiality must be respected equally in every case. But atleast
in the inter-cultural context, a stronger demand has recently arisen :
that one accords equal respect to actually evolved cultures. Critiques
of Eurocentrism or white’s domination have pointed out that they
(Europeans) have not only suppressed but failed to appreciate other
cultures. It is for this reason the thesis of white’s domination is not
only factually mistaken but somehow morally wrong. Hence, the
supposedly fair and difference blind society is not only inhuman,
(because of suppressing identities) but also, in a subtle and unconscious
way, itself highly discriminatory.*In modern societies cultural diversity
poses a challenge because society’s institutions have been challenged,
as members of different groups have started demanding “recognition’.
They are demanding not simply recognition of their claims to a (just)
share of the social pie but more important, recognition of their distinct
identities as members of particular cultural communities within
society. The problem that arises for a liberal society, however, is that
there quickly emerges a conflict between two demands : on the one
hand, that the dignity of the individual be recognized (by respecting
fundamental rights) ; on the other hand, that the claims of the groups
or cultural communities to which individuals belong be recognized.

I1I
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Multiculturalism is not a single, unified ideology but rather a
welter of different and sometimes contradictory tenets and practices.
Some multiculturalists focus on protecting and preserving minority
cultures, while other aims to transform both majority and minority
cultures in a progressive direction. They further point out that the
majority is guilty of judging immigrant minority cultures to be
deficient and wrong (ethnocentrism), seeking to impose dominant
cultural values on marginalized cultures (cultural imperialism), and
enunciating an impassable racial difference in the form of the “self”
and the “other” in order to bolster ongoing efforts to exclude the
latter from meaningful membership in comity of nations (racism
and nativism)°. Hence, multiculturalism seeks to decenter the center,
challenge domination and its truths, and mitigate power’s effects.
Parekh makes some useful suggestions about generating “inter-
cultural dialogue”, or moral dialogue across racial/cultural lines.
Dialogue, he maintains, is method of handling differences while
showing mutual respect and building moral community. In his view,
the majority should respect minority’s right to culture but also feel
free to criticize aspects of that culture, all the while remaining
mindful of the danger of cultural imperialism. The minority should,
in turn, offer explanations or defence of its practices and feel free to
raise questions about the validity of the majority’s values and
practices as well. The key to the success of this dialogue is its
“bifocality”, meaning that “neither the majority nor the minority
way of life can escape the other’s scruitny.”® The dialogue transforms
the participants since it “forces each party to become conscious of
its values and reasons for holding them, and contributes to their
critical self-knowledge.” Difference is not a threat to be obliterated
but a mirror for the self, a mirror that denaturalizes without
necessarily invalidating the ways of the majority. This kind of
mutually discomfiting dialogue realizes important democratic values
such as transparency, fairness and inclusiveness. Although building
moral community is difficult in the context of unequal group power,
but it is also true that following the multiculturalist dictum “leave
my culture alone” can amplify the exoticization and marginalization
of the immigrant minority cultures. Immigrants need protection
from cultural imperialism and nativism, but receiving and giving
moral criticism and engaging others on the issue of moral concern
are important parts of membership in a moral community. For
multiculturalism a commitment to consensual politics and cultural
protectionism are inextricably linked.

(53)



Multiculturalism refers to a socio-cultural movement which
celebrates cultural differences; insists upon the just respectful
treatment of members of different cultures, especially those which
have historically been the victims of domination and exploitation;
and emphasizes the integrity of marginalized cultures. It upholds
to value and respect cultural differences and the alternative
experiences and perspectives of members of different cultures; and
the members of ‘minority” cultures should not be required to
assimilate into, nor to adopt alien cultural commitments or identities
of, nor be marginalized, silenced or oppressed by, a dominant
hegemonic “majority” culture.” If we ask ourselves why we should
embrace multiculturalism- why cultural differences ought to be
acknowledged, valued and respected rather then denied, trivialized,
ignored or decried-the answer given by advocates of
multiculturalism is straight forward : it is morally required that we
should treat varied cultural communities with justice and respect,
in ways which do not demean, marginalize or silence them. The
justification of multiculturalism is at bottom moral in the sense that
hegemonic monoculturalism is in various ways morally problematic,
and that a multiculturalism that respects cultural differences is in
various ways morally superior to monoculturalism. Multiculturalists
therefore consider cultural oppression, marginalization and
hegemony to be perfect case of moral evil and socio-cultural injustice.
Multiculturalism maintains that all cultures should/must accept
the legitimacy of all other cultures living in accordance with their
own, culturally specific ideals. It further points out that the
imposition of values and ideals is the root cause of objectionable
hegemony, and for avoiding such hegemony we must recognize
that your cultural values have no legitimacy beyond the bounds of
your own culture. It propounds the transcultural duty to accept
every culture’s right to living in accordance with its own ideals.
That is why advocates of multiculturalism can coherently urge the
monoculturalists to embrace it. Consequently, multiculturalists must
see the requirements of avoiding cultural domination and hegemony,
and of treating cultures and their members justly and respectfully,
as culturally-transcendent or trans-cultural moral requirements.
Multiculturalist society is to be described not in terms of majority
and minority cultures but of plurality of cultures coexisting in a
condition of mutual tolerance. Joseph Raz remarked that “we
should learn to think of our society not in terms of majority and
minority, but of a plurality of cultural groups.”®
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Rejecting the possibility of transcultural ideals and values
has an underlying assumption that such ideals are conceptually
impossible as culturally specific ideals are mistakenly regarded as
universal. Richard Rorty’s favoured version of pragmatism that
rejects the search for ‘an Archimedean point form which to survey
culture’,’ in favour of a frank embrace of ethnocentricity or
solidarity, according to which there is no non-circular way to
justify our own ideals, values and commitments to those who reject
them in favour of their own equally ethnocentric alternatives.
David Theo Goldberg nicely summarizes and develops Rorty’s view
in this fashion : Rorty insists that there is no transhistorical or
supersocial Godly view on which such universal (moral) principles
can be grounded or from which they can be derived. Thus, any
insistence on the universalism of values must be no more than the
projected imposition of local values-those especially of some ethno-
racial and gendered particularity-universalized. The supposed
universalism of epistemological politics reduces itself to the political
epistemology of an imposed universality. This rests on a problematic
universal/local dichotomy. Goldberg presumes that ‘local” and
‘universal” are contradictories, and so that ‘local” entails ‘non-
universal’ but this is simply an error. Although values and ideals are
local in the sense that they have been formulated and advanced in
particular historical/cultural location, but at the same time it may
have universal application. Goldberg’s and Rorty’s denial of
universality relies upon the presupposition that values in order to be
‘universal” or transcultural’ must be grounded on a derived from, a
“transhistorical” or ‘supersocial Godly” perspective.’” But this is not
the sense of universal relevant here. Any principle, value or ideal is
universal in so far as it has application across all cultural boundaries.

Iv

The multicultural approach hinges upon the straight forward
link between issues of identity and the domain of particular
cultures. It also assumes that the identity of person corresponds to
a particular culture and that such cultures are wholes with easily
discernible boundaries. Differences in identity therefore correspond
to differences in clearly identifiable and mutually different cultures.
It has further assumption that cultural communities are
homogeneous while cultural identities being distinct and extremely
well demarcated. But each of these assumptions can be easily
questioned: it is doubtful that cultures are neatly separated,
internally coherent wholes, rather it is more like clusters of
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heterogeneous elements with varying origins. How can egalitarian
multiculturalism be prevented from becoming hierarchical? How must
it be prevented from becoming authoritarian? or to put it in other
words how can we retain the liberal contents of multiculturalism?
How can a multicultural society formulate laws that recognize cultures
but prohibit the moral devaluation of individuals and restriction of
their autonomy? How can it does so when multiculturalism also
requires that proper respect be accorded to those social practices that
combine traditional wisdom with oppression of individuals? These
are some of the skeptical challenges and serious dilemmas which
multiculturalism must have to respond. There is an obvious tension
between liberalism and communitarianism, a conflict between
autonomy and cultural belonging to be discussed under the category
of individual versus group debate.

It is from the above mentioned theoretical discussion that
we are in position to settle the different issues. Recent debates for
a multicultural society constitute a plea for egalitarian
multiculturalism. We can distinguish between egalitarian
multiculturalism- the form of liberal and authoritarian one. Liberal
multiculturalism is liberal because equal recognition of cultural
groups must be compatible with requirements of basic individual
liberties and perhaps even with individual autonomy.
Authoritarian multiculturalism affirms equal recognition of all
cultural groups including ones that violate freedom of individuals.
The democratic multiculturalism is distinctive of combining cultural
and political communitarianism. It recognizes the importance of
cultural identity, the need to maintain cultural differences and is
committed to bring these differences into the political domain. Since
these differences frequently turn into conflicts, it is also committed
to their resolution through dialogue, discussion and negotiation.
Authoritarian multiculturalism negates individual liberty and
autonomy and for this reason obsessed solely with identity and
belonging. Liberal multiculturalism recognizes the value of both
individual liberty and autonomy but denies the entry of issues of
identity or belonging into the political domain and therefore, tilts
in favour of individual autonomy. Democratic multiculturalism is
in a sound footing to tackle the tension between identity and
belonging on the one hand and the requirements of individual
autonomy on the other, and to bring into the political domain
both set of issues. If one is to visualize public policy on multicultural
foundations then it can be stated that a multicultural understanding
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would be beneficial for issues revolving around secularism. The
increasing incidence of violence by majority vindicates the
multiculturalist’s position because multiculturalism helps to
conceptualize notions of group security, and the need to safeguard
the democratic and human rights of minorities. It is useful when it
come to challenging premisses of a ‘melting pot model” of “national
integration” and the dictum of mainstreaming minority identities
either voluntarily or forcibly." Multiculturalism is enormously
valuable when it comes to contesting a politics based on universalism,
exclusivism and segregationism. The politics of equal citizenship
and of universal dignity is against discrimination on the basis of
caste, community and gender, but at the same time it ignores the
cultural diversity, identity consciousness and recognition. The politics
of recognition would extend cultural rights to all groups, and thereby
resist the policy of assimilation and homogeneity.
\%

Amartya Sen has pointed out two forms of cultural exclusion:
‘Participation exclusion” and ‘living mode exclusion” as reflecting
socio-cultural injustice. Participation exclusion is a discrimination
against groups that are culturally different from the dominant
groups, resulting in limitations on their opportunities to fully
participate in public and social life in any society. Apartheid in
South Africa and untouchability in India are examples of
‘participation exclusion.” If the excluded group could indeed
participate on equal terms in all aspects of public life there would
be less, not more, cultural diversity. Social intolerance of life style
of different cultural groups leads to ‘living mode exclusion.” This
is the problem with politics that demand assimilation of the life
style of different cultural groups into that of the mainstream
community in a given country. Multiculturalism recognizes the
need that people should have the freedom to be recognized as
different and be accepted for what they are, together with their
faiths, beliefs and modes of living. Granting people the freedom to
adopt the life styles of their choice will make societies more, not
less diverse. The choices that people make are undoubtedly
conditioned by their sense of identity. People may not always think
of themselves as having a Kantian kind of self that is autonomous
and separate from others. People may derive their personal identities
from their relationships and think of themselves only in relational
terms. Hence, there is always the possibility of exercising free choices
in choosing one’s identity, and not have it ascribed by birth. It is
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necessary that public policy be guided not only by the focus on the
capabilities of individuals but also by a concern for the capabilities
of groups. The capabilities approach, as highlighted by Amartya
Sen, is very powerful in illuminating the connections between
human development, human rights and culture. However,
recognizing that being separate and being connected is a intrinsic
feature of human life, much more attention needs to be given to
ways and means of enhancing the capabilities of groups and for
respecting, protecting and promoting group rights as human rights.

Multiculturalism has become suspect as a policy for coping with
cultural diversity, especially after the wave of terrorist attacks
unleashed by Al-Qaeda against the United States and its allies. There
have been dire pronouncements that multiculturalism is in crisis
because it has led to terrorist attacks. But it need not be sacrificed in
order to protect British Citizens from terrorist attacks. If dissatisfaction
among Muslim groups result in the formation of terrorist groups
associated with Al-Qaeda, then the root cause of dissatisfaction should
be addressed. This can be done by adhering to European Union (EU)
directive mandates that all EU members must/should prohibit and
effectively redress discrimination on the ground of social or ethnic
origin. Non-discrimination, equality and equal opportunities for
participation in public life are the basic human rights that ought to
inform policies adopted to counter the threat of terrorism. We should
engage ourselves that why should the argument in favour of cultural
diversity and multiculturalism be taken seriously? The answer is quite
obvious that they rest upon very firm conceptual foundations. If we
focus on the kind of lives that people are able to lead and the freedom
they can enjoy it follows that we must give full importance to
everything that people considerable valuable in their lives. This
amounts to giving as much importance to religion, culture and identity
as to education and health, two important components being included
in Human Development Index (H.D.I.) Apart from education and
health it is also important for people to affirm their identities, celebrate
their cultures, speak their languages and practice their religions
without having to compromise their identity and self-respect.
Limitations on cultural freedom result in deprivation of human
development. The justification of multiculturalism is at bottom moral
since it considers cultural oppression, marginalization and hegemony
to be perfect case of moral evil and socio-cultural injustice.

We are witnessing culturally heterogeneous world with
distinct and unique cultural pluralism in societal framework. The
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outcome of cultural interrelationship can be essentially one of
conflict, or simply one of convergence or of co-existence.
Intercultural conflict or clash is to be always marked by hatred,
violence and bloodshed. Convergence is truly speaking a mask for
hegemonic dominance and therefore the sane choice is one of
coexistence. This brings forth three different models for addressing
cultural and ethnic diversity-Assimilationist for convergence,
differentialist for conflict and multiculturalist for peaceful
coexistence. Multiculturalism is a way of accommodating cultural
diversity, as it locates individuals against their cultural backgrounds
and shows respect for the different beliefs and practices which
members of a pluralistic society have. Hence, multiculturalism is a
revolt against the tendency of hegemony, cultural imperialism and
assimilationist thrust of globalization.
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Ageing is a natural process, which begins at birth, progresses
throughout one’s life and ends at death. It is a constant predictable
process, which involves growth and development of living
organisms. However, no one can avoid this process, but how fast
we age varies from person to person depends upon our genes,
environmental factors and life style. The boundary of old age
cannot be defined accurately because it does not have the same
meaning in all societies. In India a person who is aged 15 to 59
years are supposed to form the population of working ages and at
the age of 60, people generally retire or withdraw themselves from
the work. Government of India had adopted a “National policy
on older persons’ in January, 1999 wherein it defines elder as ‘a
person who is of age 60 years or above is considered to be ‘senior
citizen” or ‘elderly’. The old age dependency ratio is defined as
the number of persons in the age group 60 or more per 100 persons
in the age-group 15-59 years.

A person is considers economically independent when he or
she does not require taking any financial help from others in order
to live a normal life. On the other hand, a person who is not
having any economic sources or any financial help from others is
certainly need some kind of assistance for living a normal life.
Now the question arises where does he or she get the assistance.
The aged in India have conventionally enjoyed privileges within
the framework of a social economy where the needs of the elders
remained a moral responsibility of family, kith and kin. India is
having a rich ancient culture and a hoary tradition where in elders
enjoyed a respectable position in the society. Old age and wisdom
were considered synonymous in the traditional agrarian Indian
culture. In general, India is having joint families with common
land holdings were abundant in rural areas. Elders were always
given high respect in the society. However, in the last, five to six
decades with the rapid growth of Globalization had seriously
influenced the status of elders and a paradigm shift had taken
place in the approach to elder care in the society.
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The present India today can be characterized as a developing
country. Comparing India with many other nations in the world,
has a low per capita income with more than a fourth of the
population under poverty line, alow standard of living, poor status
of women, low literacy rates, a high birth rate and infant mortality,
inadequate standards of health and hygiene. Nevertheless, with
rapid advancements in medical technology and medical science,
it has now become easier to control various dreaded diseases,
which were the cause of high mortality earlier. This resulted in a
steady increase in the life expectancy and a major shift in the age
group of 80 and above. According to the United Nations
prediction, the life expectancy in the developed countries will be
almost 80 years and in developing countries, it will be more than
70 years by 2050.!

At the global level, the number of persons aged 60 year or
above is expected to be more than triple by 2100, increasing from
841 million in 2013 and close to 3 billion in 2100. In the developed
nations, population above 60 years will be increasing at 1.0 percent
annually before 2050 and 0.11 percent annually from 2050 to 2100.
In the case of developing nations, population above 60 years will
increase at a faster pace. It is projected to increase by 2.9 percent
annually before 2050 and 0.9 percent annually from 2050 to 2100.?
India would have 30.2 percent of the population above 60 years
by 2100, which is relatively less as compared to other nations.
However, in India, though percentage wise growing is not very
rapid, but due to its massive size, the elderly population is
increasing in proportion to the size. According to 2011 population
census,* there are nearly 104 million elderly persons in India. Out
of this, 53 million are females and 51 million are males. It is
interesting to note that in 1991 population census, the number of
elderly males exceeded the number of females. However, in the
last two decades, the trend has been reversed and the elderly
females outnumbered the elderly males. It shows that elderly
women are increasing in number and are more vulnerable on all
fronts compared to elderly men. 71% of the elderly are residing in
rural areas and 29% of the elderly are residing in urban areas.
Accordingly, planning for the elderly has to be prepared and it is
a huge challenge on the policy makers. This needs to be factored
in the policy that not only take care the eighty plus but rural poor,
women and disadvantaged seniors will have longer years and will
need many of the policy interventions. Hence, research on
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gerontology and the issues and challenges pertinent to it has been
picked up accordingly.
Research on Gerontology:

In India, research on ageing can be dated back to the early
1960s. The UN Vienna declaration in 1982, the founding of the
association of Gerontology, India (1982), and the Geriatric society
of India (1979) gave an impetus to the development of ageing
research in India. P.V.Ramamrty initiated steps during 1983-84
to start a center for Research on Ageing in the department of
Psychology by Sri Venkateswara University, Tirupati, Andhra
Pradesh. This department is first of its kind in India, which
coordinates teaching, research, and extension in the area of ageing.
The UN International Institute of ageing at Malta in collaboration
with University centers at Pune (Maharashtra) and Tirupati
(Andhra Pradesh) had organized training programs in gerontology
and geriatrics with an aim to create awareness of ageing among
researches, academicians and service providers.

Socio-Economic and Medical problems faced by elderly in India:

According to the KPMG Indian survey on urban and rural
elders from diverse economic, social and demographic background
highlighted that financial problems, health problems and fear of
living alone emerged as top three fears commonly noticed amongst
elders in India.

Economic Problems:

Economic problems identified as loss of employment, income
deficiency and economic insecurity. The 60" National sample
survey (January -June 2000) collected the data on the old age
dependency ratio. The survey revealed that the dependency ratio
was found to be higher in rural areas i.e., 125 than in urban areas
i.e.,, 103. Nearly 90 percent of the total workforce is employed in
the unorganized sector in India. Mostly retire from their gainful
employment without any financial security like pension and other
post-retirement benefits. Regarding the state of economic
development, a higher number of males in rural areas i.e., 313 per
1000 were fully dependent as compared with 297 per 1000 males
in urban areas. An opposed trend was noticed in the aged female
i.e., 706 per 1000 for female in rural areas compared with 757 for
females in urban areas.” Their children and grand children
supported overall 75% of the economically dependent elders.
Overall 81% of the elderly in India confessed to having increasing
stress and psychological problems in modern society, while 77.6%
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complained about mother-in-law or daughter -in-law conflicts
being on the increase.
Health Problems:

Health problems identified as physical and physiological,
medical problems, nutritional deficiency. In general, after
attaining the age of 60+ elderly people suffer from medical
problems, i.e., both communicable as well as non-communicable
diseases. This is further compounded by impairment of special
sensory functions such as vision and hearing. An Indian council
of Medical Research (ICMR) report on the chronic morbidity profile
in the elderly states that hearing impairment is the most common
morbidity followed by visual impairment.® A decline in immunity
as well as age related physiologic changes leads to an increased
burden of communicable diseases in the elderly. The studies
revealed that among the population over 60 years of age, 10%
suffer from impaired physical mobility and 10% are hospitalized
at any given time, both proportions rising with increasing age. In
the population over 70 years of age, more than 50% suffer from
one or more chronic conditions.” The chronic illness includes
hypertension, coronary heart disease and cancer. According to
Government of India statistics cardiovascular disorders account
for one-third of elderly mortality. Respiratory disorders account
for 10% mortality while infections include tuberculosis account
for another 10%. Accidents, poisoning and violence constitute
less than 4% of elderly mortality, Neoplasm accounts for 6%.5.
The study further revealed that the most prevalent morbidity was
anemia, followed by dental problems, hypertension, chronic
obstructive airway disease (COAD), cataract and osteoarthritis.’
Aged people who belong to middle and higher income groups are
more prone to develop obesity and its related complications due
to a sedentary lifestyle and decreased physical activity.”® Aged
people are highly prone to mental morbidities due to ageing of the
brain, problems associated with cerebral pathology, physical
health, socio-economic factors such as breakdown of the family
support systems and decrease in economic independence.
Societal Problems:

The rapid urbanization and societal modernization has
brought in its wake a breakdown in family values and the
framework of family support, economic insecurity, social isolation
and elderly abuse leading to a host of psychological illnesses. In
addition, widows are prone to face social stigma and ostracism.
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The socio-economic problems of the elderly are aggravated by
factors such as the lack of social security and inadequate facilities
for health care, rehabilitation and recreation. It was found that
the elderly people were the mostly prone to abuse in their families
and in institutional settings, which includes physical abuse,
psychological abuse, emotional abuse and sexual abuse. A study
revealed that the extent and correlation of elder mistreatment
among 400 community-dwelling older adults aged 65 years and
above in Chennai found the prevalence rate of mistreatment to be
14%. The study further revealed that chronic verbal abuse was
the most common followed by financial abuse, physical abuse and
neglect. Considerably a higher number of women faced abuse as
compared with men; daughter-in-law, son-in-law, spouses and
adult children were the prominent perpetrators.'

The levels of problems are varied from urban elders to rural
elders. The elders who lives in urban areas having the problem of
health related issues and fear of living alone, where as the elders
who live in rural areas having more financial problems. From this,
it is clear that more health consciousness among urban elders and
having a weakening social fabric. The survey further clarifies that
most of the elderly belonging to middle class in urban areas were
dependent on their savings while those from rural areas were
dependent on their children or government for their health care
needs. In terms of housing a larger number of respondents preferred
living with their children given the large joint family base in India
followed by a preference to shift to a senior citizen housing project.
It shows that there is an increasing tendency about such projects
coupled with the weakening social fabric is expected to help
community living as a preferred option for many elderly.

According to the Indian traditional ashrama system, if one
attains the age of 50, one had to detach oneself from the
responsibilities of a ‘grihastha ashrama’ and simultaneously switch
over to the third stage known as ‘Vanapristha ashrama’. This stage
isreferred to the devotion of the next 25 years of life by the ‘vanpristhi’
by mana, vachana and karma to the selfless service of the suffering
humanity and the larger society in return to the services received
from society during the first 50 years of life. If it could have been
applied in the present day society and develop certain strategies
and approaches at different levels of policy making, programming
and strategies in order to utilize the vast human resources for
promoting the involvement and participation of senior citizens in
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socio-economic development process. This will certainly result in
an end to their social isolation and an increase in their general
satisfaction in their lives. In order to bring out elderly from the above-
mentioned problems Government of India had been initiated
massive programmes of elderly in India. The following are the some
of the programmes initiated by Government of India.

National Programmes and Policies to improve the quality of
the elderly Persons:

The ministry of social justice and empowerment, which is
the nodal ministry for the purpose develops policies and
programmes for the senior citizens in collaboration with state
governments, Non-government organizations (NGO’s) and civil
society. These programmes mainly focus at their welfare and
maintenance, especially for indigent senior citizens by supporting
old age homes, day care centers, mobile Medicare units etc.
Constitutional Provisions:

Article 41 of the constitution provides that the state shall
within the limits of economic capacity and development; make
effective provision for securing the right to work, right to education
and right to public assistance in cases of unemployment, old age,
sickness and disablement, and in other cases of undesired want.
Article 47 provides that the state shall regard the raising of the
level of nutrition and the standard of living of its people and the
improvement of public health as among its primary duties.

National Policy on Older Persons (NPOP), 1999 was announced
in January 1999 to reiterate the commitment to ensure the well-
being of the older persons. The policy envisages state support to
ensure financial and food security, health care, shelter, and other
needs of older persons, equitable share in development, protection
against abuse and exploitation and availability of services to
improve the quality of their lives. The primary objectives of this
policy are:
e to provide care and protection to the vulnerable elderly people
e to provide adequate healthcare facility to the elderly
e to enable and support voluntary and non-governmental
organizations to supplement the care provided by the family.
e to promote research and training facilities to train geriatric
care givers and organizers of services for the elderly; and
e to create awareness regarding elderly persons to help them
lead productive and independent live.
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National Council for Older Persons (NCOP) was constituted in
1999 under the chairpersonship of the Ministry for Social Justice
and Empowerment to oversee implementation of the policy. It is
the highest body to advice the government in the formulation and
implementation of policy and programmes for the aged. NCOP
was re-constituted in 2005 with the members of central and state
government representatives, representatives of NGO's, citizens
groups, retired persons, experts in the field of law, social welfare
and medicine.

The Integrated Programme for Older Persons (IPOP): Under
this scheme an integrated approach for older persons (IPOP) is
being implemented since 1992 with the objective of improving the
quality of life of senior citizens by providing basic amenities like
shelter, food, medical care and entertainment opportunities.
Encouraging them productively and actively ageing through
capacity building of Government, NGO’s, Panchayat Raj
Institutions, Local bodies and the community at large. Under this
scheme, up to 90% financial assistance of the project cost is
provided to NGO'’s for establishing and maintain old age homes,
day care centers and mobile Medicare units. This scheme has
been revised with effective from 01-04-2008, and several
innovative projects have been added as being eligible for assistance
under the scheme. Some are as follows:

e Running of day care centers for Alzheimer’s disease.

e Help-lines and counseling centers for older persons.

e Maintenance of respite care homes and continuous care homes.

e Physiotherapy clinics for older persons.

e Regional resource and training centers of caregivers to the older

persons.
e Formation of senior citizens associations etc.

International Day of Ageing Persons is celebrated every year on
1t October to bring awareness among the people on elderly issues
and challenges.

Ministry of Health & Family Welfare provides the following
facilities for Senior Citizens:
e Separate queues for older persons in government hospitals.
e Two national institutions on ageing at Delhi and Chennai has
been set up.
e Geriatric development in 25 medical colleges has been set up.
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Ministry of Rural Development had implemented the National
old-age pension scheme for persons above 65 years belonging to a
household below poverty line; central assistance is given towards
pensions up to1000/- per month.

Ministry of Railways had provided the following programmes
for Senior citizens.
e Separate counters for senior citizens of age 60 years and above.
® 40% concession in rail fare for men over age of 60 years and
50% concession in rail fare for women over age of 58 and above.
e Lower berths to senior citizens and female passengers of over
45 years of age.
e Provision of wheel chairs at railway stations.

Department of Pensions and Pensioner Grievances: A pension
portal has been set up to enable senior citizens to get information
regarding the status of their application, the amount of pension,
documents required. The portal also provides for lodging of grievances.

The Maintenance and Welfare of Parents and Senior Citizens
Act, 2007 was enacted in December, 2007, to ensure need based
maintenance for parents and senior citizens and their welfare.
General improvement in the health care facility over the years is
one of the main reasons for continuing increase in proportion of
population of senior citizens. Ensuring that they not merely live
longer, but lead a secure, dignified and productive life is a major
challenge. The Act has to be brought into force by individual
State Governments. As on 03-02-2010, 22 States and all Union
Territories had notified the Act. The remaining states yet to notify
the Acts are Bihar, Meghalaya, Sikkim and Uttar Pradesh. In the
united state of Andhra Pradesh, the act had been notified however,
the divided Andhra Pradesh and Telangana the Act has to be
notified. The Act provides the following;:

e Establishment of old age homes for Indigent senior citizens

¢ Penal provision for abandonment of senior citizens

e Maintenance of parents, senior citizens by children, relatives

made obligatory and justifiable through tribunals.
e Adequate medical facilities and security for senior citizens.
¢ Relocation of transfer of property by senior citizens in case of
negligence by relatives.

National policy on Senior Citizens 2011:
The National policy on senior citizens 2011 Report on
National policy on senior citizens 2011, March 2011. is based on
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the factors of demographic explosion among the elders, changing
socio-economic milieu, new advancements in medical technology
and research and high levels of destitution among the elderly rural
poor i.e. 51 million elderly live below the poverty line. The main
aim of the policy is to strengthen integration between generations,
facilitate interaction between the new generation and old
generation by strengthening the bonds between different age
groups. Further, the policy addresses the issues concerning senior
citizens to reach out in particular to the bulk of senior citizens
living in rural areas who are dependent on family bonds and
intergenerational understanding and support. Under this policy,
the following initiatives were taken:

e Indira Gandhi National old age pension scheme.

e Public distribution system

e Income tax

e Microfinance

e Health care

e Safety and security

e Housing

e Welfare etc.
Conclusion:

In India, with the increase of elderly population there is a
huge demand on the needs of ageing, widowhood in old age, the
poor socio-economic and health conditions of the elderly. Much
concerted efforts made by researchers so far to understand better
the issues and the challenges pertinent to ageing. Most of the
researches revealed the view that elderly as passive receivers of
care. With the development of research on gerontology
professional training like social work, nursing, counseling, palliative
care and clinical psychology focus on various ageing issues.
However, huge nation like India having different geographical
regions, people having different socio-economic status needs
national level studies on elderly is the need of the hour. India
needs a holistic approach to population ageing taking socio-
economic and cultural changes into consideration is needed to
effectively solve the emerging problems of the elderly.

Elderly in India are facing multifaceted problems. It is the
need of the hour to tackle the fast growing multifaceted problems
of management of the elderly in India. Unlike the developed nations,
it may not feasible to adopt the medical model of care system in
India in view of its enormous cost involved in its organization and
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infrastructure creation. However, we can develop an alternative to
the medical care model to evolve an indigenous elder care, which
would incorporate support services at the level of family, and
community care. Along with these, we have to adopt alternative
and innovative methodologies in health research to make equitable,
affordable and quality healthcare accessible to the elderly
population. When these requirements are taken into consideration,
we will be able to see the smiles on the faces of elders.
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Introduction

The origin of all philosophical ideas in India can be traced to
the Upanisads. The Upanisads are the concluding portions as well
as the essence of the Vedas. There are, therefore, fittingly called
the Vedanta or the end of the Vedas. The Upanisads, however,
were many in number and developed at different stages of human
existence. Inspite of the basic unity of general outlook, the problems
discussed and solutions offered in the Upanisad often vary. Hence
the need to systematize the different teachings of the Upanisads
so as to bring harmony underlying them was felt. Badarayana
composed Brahma Sutra to fulfill this task. The Brahma Sutra
consists of four chapters: 1. The coherence (smanvaya) of the
Upanisadic teachings; 2. Their non - contradiction (avirodha) in
relation to established theories and logical rules; 3. The ways of
realization (sadhana), and 4. The fruit (phala) achieved.

The Brahma Sutras being very brief was subjected to various
interpretations. Several commentaries were written to elaborate
the Brahma Sutra in their own light. Each attempted to justify
their own position.? The author of each of these commentaries
became the founder of a specific school of the Vedanta. Thus, we
have Advaita Vedanta of Sankara, Visistadvaita Vedanta of
Ramanuja, Dvaita of Madhva, Dvaitadvaita of Nimbarka,
Suddhadvita of Vallabha and many others.?

Samkara

According to Advaita Vedanta, Brahman is the only reality.
The phenomenal world is ultimately false and the individual self
is non-different from Brahman.* Brahman is existence-
consciousness-bliss (Saccidananda). Brahman is pure
consciousness, self-luminous, indeterminate, undifferentiated,
immutable and eternal. But Isvara or derterminate Brahman is
the product of Maya. The individual soul on account of Maya
mistakes nirguna Brahman to be the Isvara. The world is Vivarta
or apparent transformation of nirguna Brahman through Maya.
The Atman or the individual soul actually is all pervading and
identical with Brahman. Being individualized by the sense organs,
it wrongly identifies itself as an agent and as a part of Brahman.
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The knowledge of non-dualism through the Sadhana Catusthaya
is the only means of liberation.

Sankara’s Advaita School is the first developed and complete
Vedanta system. Later Vedanta schools developed their systems
more or less as counter-systems trying to disprove Sankara’s pure
monism by different kinds of Qualified Monism or Dualistic Non-
dualism. The founders of the later Vedanta schools, who followed
Sankara, happened to be the followers of the Bhagavata school.
Hence, they could not accept Sankara’s interpretation of the
Prasthanatraya and therefore offered their own interpretation on
it. To them, Sankara’s abstract philosophical speculations could
not make much appeal to the asses who found sufficient spiritual
food in Bhakti schools of Ramanuja and others. Thus Jnana lost
its previous hold and made room for Bhakti. The common question
on which the schools of the Vedanta are divided is: What is the
nature of the relation between the Self (jiva) and God (Brahman)?
In order to explicate the nature of the relationship between jiva
and Brahman, Vedanta has taken the form of schools.

Ramanuja

Ramanuja, however, interpreted and developed the Brahma
Sutras in a different way. In his commentary on the Brahma Sutras,
the Sri Bhasya®, he was extremely critical of the philosophy of
Advaita Vedanta. He criticised the Advaita view vividly because
he found that the interpretation given by the Advaitins is so abstract
and inconsistent that it is not appealing to common sense. Hence,
he took the first giant steps to criticize the philosophy of Advaita
Vedanta as a whole severely without specifically taking into
consideration the name of Sankara. In Sri Bhasya, Ramanuja
agrees with the Advaitins in maintaining that Brahman is the only
reality. But he disagrees with them when they say that Brahman
is attributeless, undifferentiated, pure consciousness, etc., which
he considers something as non-sensical. To him, there is nothing
in the universe which is attributeless, undifferentiated and pure-
consciousness. The concepts like “attributeless’, “undifferentiated’,
‘pure-consciousness’, etc., are quite absurd which are the results
of the Advaitin’s imagination.

Against the doctrine of Nirguna Brahman, Ramanuja
established the doctrine of Saguna Brahman, that is, Saguna
Brahman as the only reality. There is nothing outside saguna
Brahman. Within the all-inclusive saugna Brahman, there are both
unconscious matter (acit) and conscious souls (cit). Matter or acit
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is the source of the material objects and as such called prakrti. But
unlike Sankhya, Ramanuja believes that this prakrti is a part of
God and controlled by Him, just as the human body is controlled
from within by the human soul. During the state of dissolution,
prakrti remains in a latent, subtle and undifferentiated form.
Saguna Brahman creates out of this the world of diverse objects in
accordance with the deeds of the souls in the world prior to the
last dissolution. The world is really created and all the created
objects are as real as God. It is therefore not unqualified monism,
as the Advaitins hold, but a monism of the ‘One’, qualified by the
presence of many parts (Visistadvaita). For Ramanuja, the world
can never be unreal (maya) as the Advaitins hold. Rather it is
absolutely real. While experiencing the material world, none can
assert that what he experienced is unreal. The Advaitins, therefore,
are wrong in holding that the world is an appearance (vivarta).

Madhva

Madhva was a born-foe of Samkara’s Advaita. He charges
Samkara of teaching false doctrines of Sunyavada under the banner
of Vedanta. While hating Advaitins, he calls them “deceitful
demons” who play in the darkness of ignorance.® To Madhva, they
must run away now since the sun of dualism is coming to destroy
the darkness of ignorance, the false arguments and interpretations
of scriptures.” Madhva advocates five-fold differences® between
God, soul and matter: God and soul; God and matter; soul and
soul; soul and matter; matter and matter. There is difference of
degrees in possession of knowledge and in enjoyment of bliss even
in the case of liberated souls. Difference is the very nature of things.
To perceive things is to perceive their uniqueness which constitute
difference. Distinction of things give rise to distinctions of ideas.
The ‘knower’ and the ‘known’ revelaed by knowledge are
independly real. Like Ramanuja, he accepts three valid sources of
knowledge: perception, inference and testimony.

Similarity between Ramanuja and Madhva:

1. God is Hari, Vishnu, Narayana or Vasudeva who is Saguna by
nature. He is the immanent controller of both soul and matter.

2. God, soul and matter are eternal and absolutely real

3. God is independent while soul and matter are absolutely
dependent upon God, the creator, preserver and destroyer.

4. Saguna Brahman is the ultimate reality and there are three
classes of soul.
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Brahman is essentially full of infinitely good qualities.
Existence, consciousness and bliss are his essence

The soul is by nature conscious and blissful are many

The soul becomes subject to pain due to its association with
body, mind and senses, which is due to past karmas.
Bhakti is the only means of liberation.

10. Prakriti is the primal matter.
11. By God’s direction, Prakriti creates the world from subtle to

gross products. In dissolution, it returns to its subtle position.

Significant differences between Ramanuja and Madhva:
(Madhva’s Dvaita, in short)

1.
2.
3.

I

Q1

(@)

7.

8.

To Madhva, soul and matter don’t constitute the body of God
Matter and souls are different from each other and from God
They are not parts of God or qualify go because they have
substantive existence themselves

However, God is the immanent ruler of souls.

Though souls and matter depend on God, yet they are
absolutely different from God and hence cannot form His body.
Ramanuja accepts ‘qualitative monism’ and ‘quantitative
pluralism of souls’, that is, all souls are essentially alike.
Madhva, on the other hand, admits both qualitative and
quantitative pluralism of souls, since he refutes any kind of
monism.

To Madhva, even in the state of liberation the souls differ on
account of their possession of knowledge and bliss (ananda-
taratamya). Ramanuja rejects such view. To Ramanuja, soul is
the body of God who is its soul while, for Madhva, there is no
distinction between body and soul of God. God is only efficient
cause, not material cause of the world, prakriti being the material
cause. But, for Ramanuja, God is both efficient and material
cause. In the state of liberation,t he “soul becomes similar to
Brahman’ (Brahmaprakara) in all respects except his poer of
creation, preservation, destructin and inner rules of the universe.
To Ramanuja, the liberated soul enjoys full bless which is
homogeneous, ubiquitous and supreme. But, for Madhva, even
the most qualified soul who is entitled to “sayujya form of liberation’
can share only partial bliss of Brahman. Hence, it cannot be similar
toit. Certain souls like demons, ghosts and some men are eternally
doomed and damnd who can never hope to get liberation.
Ramanuja, however, disagrees with this idea.
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Nimbarka

Nibarka is the founder of the Dvaitadvaita School of

Vedanta. At the outset, Nibarka expresses his indebtedness to
Ramanuja for he seems to have borrowed the whole of
Visistadvaita philosophy and formulated his own philosophy by
adding a few amendments and modifications to it.

Similarity between Nimbarka and Ramanuja

1.

2.
3.

Like Ramanuja, Nimbarka admits three realities: God, soul
and matter.’

Soul and matter depend on God.

Individual soul is supported by God, pervaded by God and
controlled by God from within. Souls are many."

Due to karma and avidya, the soul is in bondage of birth
and death. Liberation is due to knowledge which is possible
by God’s grace which again results from Bhakti.

Both admit three kinds of matter':: a) Aprakrita: the
immutable super-matter of which the divine body is made
up. b) Prakrita: matter which is derived from Prakriti with
three gunas. c) Kala or time.

. God, the saguna Brahman, the highest, by nature is free from

all defects and is the abode of all good qualities."

. He is the ruler of this universe and is identified with Krshna.

Radha is His consort. He is both efficient and material cause.

. Soul and matter are His “parts’ in the sense that they are His

‘power’ .1

. Asthe material and efficient cause of the universe, He creates,

manifests His powers, viz., chit and achit. It is a real
transformation of his “‘powers’.*

10. Relation between God and world is that of identity-and-

difference (dvaitadvaita) which is quite natural.’®

Differences between Ramanuja and Nimbarka

Ramanuja believes in identity qualified by differene. Differ-
ence cannot exist separately from identity which it qualifies
and to which it belongs. Thus, identity is primary for
Ramanuja. But, Nimbarka believes in ‘identity-and-differ-
ence’ and therefore, for him, both identity and difference
are separately and equally real.

Nimbarka, like Madhva, rejects the view that matter and
souls are the attributes of God as held by Ramanuja. For
Nimbarka, firstly, the function of an attribute or quality is
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either i) to distinguish the object from other objects or ii) to
make that object better known. For example, in the statement
‘Rama, the son of Dasaratha’, the attribute “’son of Dasaratha’
distinguishes Rama from Balarama and Parasurama (who
are also known by the name Rama).Secondly, the attribute
‘son of Dasaratha’ also helps in knowing Rama better since
his father is also known now. Nimbarka, therefore, submits
that matter and souls as attributes of God serve no such
purpose. Since there is nothing outside God, the attributes
cannot distinguish Him from anything else. Nor, the
attributes can help in knowing God better since they do not
constitute His essence.

e Nimbarka, like Madhva, refutes the distinction between the
body and the soul of God and also the view of Ramanuja
that matter and souls form the body of God. For Nimbarka,
if matter and souls are the body of God then God must suffer
from all pains, miseries, defects and imperfections of the
world. Thus, one portion of God cannot be reserved for
change and imperfections and the other for eternity and
perfection. Nimbarka, therefore, calls matter and souls as
the ‘parts” or “‘powers’ of God.

Vallabha

Vallabha was inspired by Vishnuswami. His version of
Vedanta is called Suddhadvaita or pure-nondualism undefiled by
maya.'® To him, ultimate reality is Brahman and Brahman is called
as Sri Krishna who is independent. His nature is Saccidananda.
Matter and souls are His real manifestation. They are His ‘parts’. By
‘will” He manifests Himself as Souls and matter. He is endowed
with all good qualities and also with seemingly contradictory
qualities. For example, a) He is conceived as smaller than the smallest
and greater than the greatest and b) He is ‘one” as well as ‘many’.
Maya or Avidya is His “power’ through which He manifests Himself
as ‘many’. This manifestation is neither an error nor illusion. It is a
real manifestation. But, then, it is neither parinama nor vivarta;
rather it is inbetween the two and called Avikrta-parinama-vada.”
(For example: Sun and its rays; fire and it sparks). The world is not
a vivarta for it is a real manifestation nor it is parinama for this
manifestation does not involve any change or transformation. The
world is a natural emanation from Brahman which does not involve
any notion of change and is therefore called avikrtaparinama.
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To Vallabha, cause and its effect are identical. The cause
really appears as its effect. Brahman is the material or inherent
cause (samavayi karana) of the world as well as its efficient cause.
Thus, Brahman really manifests Himself as this Universe without
undergoing any change. The world is universally and
unconditionally pervaded by Brahman.'®

In creation, God reveals his tripartite nature of existence,
knowledge and bliss in different proportions. The world comes
out of Brahman as sparks come out of fire or rays arise from a
lamp. Just as cotton spreads itself as threads so does God spread
Himself as this world. i) From ‘existence’: arises life (prana), senses,
bodies etc. which act as elements or objects of bondage for the
souls. ii) From ‘knowledge” arises the atomic souls, which act the
subjects of bondage. iii) From ‘bliss” arises the antaryamins or
indwelling spirits (the presiding deities of the souls) and are as
many in number as the souls. However, God or Brahman is the
One Supreme Antaryamin, the inner ruler of the world.

Only Sat or the existence aspect of Brahman is manifested in
the material world. Thus the other two aspects-chit and ananda
remain obscured. Sat and chit aspects are manifested in the
individual soul. Thus, the aspect of ananda remains obscured. All
the three: sat, chit and ananda are manifested in the antaryamins.
Jiva, jagat and antaryamins are essentially identical with Brahman.
Jagatis dissimilar to him (vijatiya); jivas are similar to Him (sajatiya);
Antaryamins are inside Him (svagata). There is no difference in
Brahman withr svagata (internal), sajatiya (homogeneous) and
vijatiay (heterogeneous). He runs through all these three forms
which are non-different from Him.

Dissolution is just the withdrawal of the world-soul
manifestation by God within Himself. World or jagat is the real
manifestion of Brahman, while Samsara or the cycle of births are
deaths is imagined by the soul on account of ignorance which is
five-fold.

» Ignorance of the real nature of the soul

* False identification with the body

» False identification with the senses

» False identification with the vital breaths

» False identification with the internal organ

When knowledge dawn, ignorance vanishes and with it
vanishes the samsara. But the world continues because it is the
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real manifestation of Brahman. The soul as part of God is identical
with Him. But it appears as different from Him o account of the
limited manifestation of some divine aspects (sat, chit, ananda)
and obscuration of others.

Sneha or affection for God is the only means of salvation. It
is the ‘loving service” of God, attachment of God which presupposes
detachment from all other things. It is neither ‘worship” nor
‘knowledge’."” Oneness with God is not its culmination. It is gained
through the “grace of God” which won by the purity of heart. Bhakti
is attained simply by the grace of God which destroys sins. God
pleased by devotion takes the devotees within Himself or when
He is highly pleased keeps him near Himself to enjoy the sweetness
of service.

Conclusion

It seems to be a hard task to claim with certainty as to which
of the aforementioned interpretation of the Vedanta Sutras is the
legitimate version in spirit with the tradition, namely, Vedanta
Sutras written by Badarayana. This is because every interpretation
claims that it rightly represents tradition. Recent scholars of
Vedanta differ on the subject-matter of the true interpretation of
the tradition. George Thibaut', for instance, advocates Ramanuja
to be the true interpretation of the tradition. Swami
Vireshvarananda,? on the other hand, endorses the view that
Samkara’s interpretation is very close in spirit to the tradition.
However, I prefer to go with the view® that the interpretation of
the founder Acharyas are but the states of development of the
same Vedantic philosophy. The stages crop up owing to diversity
in spiritual achievements. Only a particular interpretation cannot
fulfill the spiritual desire of all seekers. More importantly, had there
been only one interpretation, every seeker might not have been fit
into the qualification scheme or prerequisites of that particular
interpretation. It is therefore evident that there much be room for
other interpretations to satisfy the thrust of all seeker with diverse
spiritual interests.
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Rawlsian Perspective on Distributive Justice
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Introduction

The objective of the paper is to explore the issue that despite
the absence of adequate formal and systematic ways for the poor
and disadvantaged people to get access to health benefit like in a
rich liberal society, there are active social customs, feelings and
individual and collective responsibilities among the people that
help the disadvantaged and poor people to have access to the
minimum health care facility in both liberal and non-liberal poor
countries. Disagreements over what is fair (or just) have been
around since the beginning of time, almost certainly since the very
first of human interactions. At first glance we probably think we
have a fairly uniform understanding of what justice might or
should be. For example if someone commits premeditated first
degree murder, most would probably agree the individual should
be jailed and, depending on your belief system, either face a life
sentence in jail or the death penalty. If someone embezzles money
from their company, most would insist the individual should be
forced to make restitution and face additional criminal or civil
penalty. This hierarchy can be balanced out through the most
influential work on distributive justice by John Rawls” A Theory
of Justice(1971). Rawls offers an ‘ideal contractarian’ theory of
distributive shares in which a just allocation of benefits and
burdens of social life is determined by what rational persons would
choose from behind a “veil of ignorance,” which prevents them
from knowing what abilities, desires, parentage, or social
stratum they would occupy. Rawls concludes that people behind
such a veil would adopt what he calls the “difference principle’:
‘primary goods’ —not only wealth, income, and opportunity, but
also bases of self-respect—would be distributed to the maximal
advantage of a representative member of the least advantaged
social class. Rawls (1993) emphasizes that the difference principle
does not call for simple egalitarianism but rather measures to assure
that “the basic needs of all citizens can be met so that they can
take part in political and social life.”

An insight into the concept of Justice:The notion of justice is
used by humans since prehistoric time. Justice is a legal, moral and
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ontological phrase. In simple term, Justice is action in accordance
with the requirements of some law. Whether these rules are
grounded in human consensus or societal norms, they are supposed
to ensure that all members of society receive fair treatment.

Justice have evolved through various varies opinion. The
concept of justice has generated serious controversies in the realm
of political philosophy because of the complexities and intricacies
involved within the concept itself. Indeed, among all the evocative
ideas, that of justice appears to be one of the most eminent and
the most hopelessly confused. The very attempt to define justice
has become a very risky venture partly because of the ambiguity
inherent in the concept itself and partly because of the various
interpretations of the concept by different philosophers at different
times. From the time of Plato down to the present day no consensus
and no satisfactory definition of justice could emerge due to its
abstract, universal and all pervasive characteristics. In all the
normative disciplines which directly or indirectly govern action
in regard to others-whether it be law or political philosophy, ethics
or religion, justice constitutes a central value. As we can see
Philosophers like Plato and Aristotle regard justice as a supreme
virtue, the source of all others and encompassing within itself the
whole of morality. In Western political thought, major school of
justice is Plato’s conception. He observed that justice is the remedy
for saving society against two evil forces such as ignorance and
political selfishness. For Kant and Rawls justice is a very important
aspect of human existence, the first virtue of society. Hume, and
Marx and Engels denigrate the concept of justice; and for them: it
is unnecessary if not entirely irrelevant. Nonetheless, the very
charge of inadequacy or redundance or superfluity against justice
presupposes its meaningfulness and worth otherwise, all the
charges would be irrelevant.

The ancient Indian thinker propagated the Indian concept
of justice such as Manu and Kautilya. Manu have divided law
into civil and criminal matters. Kautilya have opined that only
state can provide fair justice. It can be appraised that Justice can
be used to mean numerous things, like the importance of having
rights, fairness, and equality. People will think it’s unjust to have
their rights violated (like being thrown in prison without being
found guilty in a court of law); or being unfairly harmed by
someone unwilling to pay compensation for the harm done; or
being unfairly treated as an inferior (unequal) who isn’t hired for
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a job despite being the most qualified person for the job. Theories
of justice are not certainly “moral” theories because “justice” is
more specific and could even be separate from morality completely.

The origin of justice therefore, is traced to man’s
consciousness of injustice in society and consequently to his urge
for change in the situation towards a better and desirable one. In
other words man’s craving for what is good and what ought to be
is the perennial experience that gives rise to the concern for justice.
Justice presupposes the existence of conflict and it is called upon
to harmonise antinomies. It is only in the realm of moral that the
synthesis and perfect harmony between personal and
transpersonal values is possible, but in actual world they are in
intense conflict. And it is precisely this hiatus between the
harmony of the moral ideal and the disharmony of reality that
gives rise to the problem of justice. Justice harmonises the
conflicting interests and tends to bring out a balance. Justice in its
true and proper sense is a principle of coordination between
subjective beings and the idea of justice only manifests and can
manifest itself in relation to persons but not between objects of
any kind.

The social contractualists, Hobbes, Locke, Rousseau, despite
their difference, accept justice as a social concept which can only
be realized in and through society. Hobbes was nonetheless rooted
in the Aristotelian tradition, both in discussing justice and in
relating righteousness to the observance of socio-political norms.
Hobbes worked with an ethico-political concept of justice. The
mechanistic individualism of Hobbes led to the identification of
justice with the commanding will of the state. Hobbes maintains
that here lies no contradiction between natural and positive laws.
It is the sovereign who establishes the laws, the rules of lawful
and unlawful, of good and evil. Hobbes’s political set-up performed
two tasks concurrently. First, legal and moral norms is one and
the same and law should promote righteousness. Secondly, the
maximum liberty of individual is accomplished by absolute
obedience to laws and norms. Nevertheless, this substantive model
was already highly speculative, being constituted by a subjective
design, through a deductive procedure, and not being rooted in
the preexisting forms of collective morality.

Rawls” view on the concept of Distributive Justice: Justice in
the political sense, has two divisions : 1. Distributive justice and 2.
Corrective justice. Corrective justice is concerned with voluntary
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commercial transactions like sale, hire furnishing of security, etc.,
and other things like aggression on property and life, honour and
freedom.” Distributive justice consist in proper allocation to each
person according to his worth or deserts. This type of justice relates
primarily but not exclusively to political privileges. From this point
of view, each type of political organization has its own standard
of worth and, therefore, of distributive justice. In a democracy,
the standard of worth is free birth; in an oligarchy it is riches, in
aristocracy of birth it is descent while in true aristocracy it is virtue.
“Distributive justice assigns to every man his due according to his
contributions to the society. It minimizes strife and confusion by
countering inequality of the equals or the equality of the un-equals.
Aristotelian distributive justice is, thus, the other name of
proportionate equality i.e., a man’s rights, duties and rewards
should correspond to his merit and social contribution.”In the
politics of Aristotle, the first natural community for him is the
family, which, when complete, consists of father, wife, children,
and slaves. The family is based on two relations: the relation
between man and woman and that between master and slave,
both of which are considered to be natural. To all members of the
family the father is an absolute ruler, but he should rule the slaves
with mildness, the wife as a free member of the community, and
children by right of affection and seniority.(Aristotle,1953) The
most comprehensive human society is the state. The aim of the
state is to produce good citizens, individuals living a virtuous and
happy life. As the highest virtues are intellectual, it is the duty of
the state not to create warriors, but men capable of making the
right use of peace, which is conducive to intellectual activity. The
state should be strong enough to protect itself. The state should be
wage no wars except in self-defence or to subjugate natural slaves,
rior people. The Greeks combine courage with culture and are
therefore, superior people; and the superior people are alone
justified in extending their rule over those who are inferior.

One of the most interesting modern attempts to shield
principles of justice are found in John Rawls, A Theory of Justice,
as now reformulated in political liberalism. In A Theory of Justice,
Rawls started with the statement that, “’Justice is the first virtue of
social institution,” meaning that a good society is one structured
according to principals of justice. Rawls asserts that existing
theories of justice, developed in the field of philosophy, are not
adequate: “My guiding aim is to work out A Theory of Justice that
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is a viable alternative to these doctrines which have long dominated
our philosophical tradition.” He calls his theory aimed at
formulating a conception of the basic structure of society in
accordance with social justice as fairness.

He explains the importance of principles of justice for two
key purposes: first, to “provide a way of assigning rights and duties
in the basic institutions of society”’; and secondly, to “define the
appropriate distribution of the benefits and burdens” of society.

John Rawls’ egalitarian liberal position :

One of Rawl’s enemies is utilitarianism. As a good liberal,
Rawls cannot accept the sacrificial drift of utilitarianism. For Rawls,
who participates in an ethical position, there is something about
the inviolability of the person that cannot be sacrificed in the name
of collective utility or happiness. For Rawls, utilitarianism has many
interesting elements, but the problem is that it can lead to
completely immoral practices in order to serve the usefulness of as
many people as possible. It tries to propose a model of justice that
somehow respects the idea that all people are moral equals and
therefore free and equal. Utilitarianism, as long as it can sacrifice
one to increase the usefulness of the others, does not make it
possible to respect the dimension of inviolability.

Among the various declensions of the deontologist, there is
according to Kant’s inspired perspective, the idea that moral action
implies the adequacy to a moral duty that we have. For Rawls,
considering his deontological position is to say that it is necessary
to distinguish between the just and the good, because the pursuit
of the good could go to the detriment of the just.

What is the society for John Rawls? In Justice as Equity, society
is “a fair system of cooperation over time, from one generation to
the next, in which those engaged in cooperation are regarded as
free and equal citizens and as normally cooperating members of
society throughout their lifetime”. For Rawls, the company is not a
cooperative system. It is not the adherence to cultural values or the
sharing of loyalty networks or gemainshaft which is a kind of organic
society where everyone knows each other and lives in social
networks. For Rawls, this is possible, but he sees society as a system
of cooperation based on the existence of free and equal citizens.
The question that arises from this definition is how we should justly
manage and distribute the products and fruits of this cooperation.

To say that people are free and equal is a normative
conception. Rawls argues that people, under the principle of moral
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equality, are free and equal in the same way. These people have
two important faculties of being able to have a sense of justice ,
which means being able to adapt, become involved or act from a
certain conception of justice; and every person is able to rationally
define a conception of good, i.e., a conception of everything to
which to direct his life and for which that person lives. The
conception of good, for some, is what gives the value of our life.
This is the life we choose. We should not see the conception of
good as something religious, it can be a lot of things.

From these two moral faculties, Rawls says that it is possible
progressively to achieve what he calls a “thoughtful balance”, that
is, a kind of interplay of mutual adjustments between moral
principles and the intuitions we have with respect to particular
situations that emanate from our existence. Thoughtful balance,
that is, trying to find a solution that is morally acceptable and
possibly effective between moral principles and the complexity of
the situations that may arise. This is good pragmatism in the
philosophical sense, i. e. the continuous flow of intuition and the
context or problems that arise. We can imagine that even if we
start from the deontological principle that we should not kill others,
we can say that by reflexive equilibrium it is possible to justify self-
defence, namely that self-defence leads to an infringement of a
principle because someone dies, but at the same time, in a reflective
and reflective way, it is possible to justify the fact that in particular
situations it is a morally acceptable solution. We know this from
the back and forth between our intuitions, what seems to us to be
just, unjust, morally good or bad of the cases that arise and the
moral theories to which we try to bring meaning.

What is justice for? According to Rawls, there is a need for
thoughtful conclusions on principles of justice that aim at
specifying the equitable terms of social cooperation. That is to say,
the fair terms in the way in which social cooperation is organised
and, if necessary, the products of this social cooperation. For Rawls,
it's possible to have a whole bunch of intuitions that lead us to
refine a number of principles.

According to Rawls, justice is what free and equal persons
would agree to as basic terms of social cooperation in conditions
that are fair for this purpose. This idea he called “justice as
fairness.” According to Rawls, the term “justice as fairness”
comes from examining the agreements made by individuals in the
original position. Rawls says, “the original position is, one might
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say, the appropriate status quo, and thus the fundamental
agreements reached in it are fair.” Principles of justice are based
upon agreements made in the original position. The structure of
the original position guarantees that decisions will be made so
that the structure of a just society will be fair. The maximization
of liberty are essential for the protection of liberty itself. Justice as
fairness defines a distribution to be just if it maximizes the food
that the individual with the least food receives (this is the
“maximin” outcome in terms of food, which is the sole primary
good). It adjusts for preferences, ability, and land holdings. It is
achieved by taxes and subsidies on income (that is, on the
consumption of food). Inequalities in income, subject to the
maximin requirement, are accepted because of the benefit they
bring to the individual with the least income; all inequalities in
leisure are accepted. Rights to neither self-ownership nor resource-
ownership are maintained, and responsibility is not recognized.
Equality for all, both in the basic liberties of social life and also
in distribution of all other forms of social goods, subject only to the
exception that inequalities may be permitted if they produce the
greatest possible benefit for those least well off in a given scheme of
inequality (the differenceprinciple). Distributive justice concerns the
socially just allocation of goods. Principles of distributive justice
provides moral guidance for the political processes and structures
that affect the distribution of benefits and burdens in society. Rawls
asks us to imagine ourselves behind a veil of ignorance which denies
us all knowledge of our personalities, social statuses, moral
characters, wealth, talents and life plans, and then asks what theory
of justice we would choose to govern our society when the veil is
lifted, if we wanted to do the best that we could for ourselves. We
don’t know who in particular we are, and therefore can’t bias the
decision in our own favour. So, the decision-in-ignorance models
fairness, because it excludes selfish bias. Rawls argues that each of
us would reject the utilitarian theory of justice that we should
maximize welfare because of the risk that we might turn out to be
someone whose own good is sacrificed for greater benefits for others.
Instead, we would endorse Rawls’s two principles of justice:

1. Each person is to have an equal right to the most extensive
total system of equal basic liberties compatible with a similar
system of liberty for all.

2. Social and economic inequalities are to be arranged so that
they are both (a) to the greatest benefit of the least advantaged,
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consistent with the just savings principle, and (b) attached

to offices and positions open to all under conditions of fair

equality of opportunity.

The basic principle of distributive justice is that equal work
should produce equal outcomes and some people should not
accumulate a disproportionate amount of goods.

These principles are lexically ordered: the first principle has
priority over the second; and in the second principle the first part
has priority over the second part. For the specific question of
distributive justice, as opposed to the wider question of political
justice, it is the final stone in the edifice that is crucial: this is the
famous difference principle.

Rawls argues that in the social contract formed behind a veil
of ignorance the contractors will adopt his two principles of justice,
and in particular the difference principle: that all inequalities “are
to be to the greatest benefit of the least advantaged members of
society”. This requires the identification of the least advantaged.
There are three aspects to this: what constitutes the members of
society; what counts as being advantaged; and how the advantages
of one member are to be compared with those of another.

It would seem natural in defining the least advantaged
members of society to identify the least advantaged individuals,
but Rawls does not do this. Instead, he seeks to identify
representatives of the least advantaged group.

The wellbeing of representatives is assessed by their allocation
of what Rawls terms primary goods. There are two classes of
primary goods. The first class comprises social primary goods, such
as liberty (the subject matter of the first part of the second principle
of justice) and wealth (the subject matter of the second part of
that principle). The second class comprises natural primary goods,
such as personal characteristics. Justice as fairness is concerned
with the distribution of social primary goods; and of these the
difference principle is concerned with those that are the subject
matter of the second part of the second principle of justice, such
as wealth.

Rawls’s primary goods are “things which it is supposed a
rational man wants whatever else he wants”: regardless of what
precise things someone might want “it is assumed that there are
various things which he would prefer more of rather than less”.
More specifically, “primary social goods, to give them in broad
categories, are rights, liberties, and opportunities, and income and
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wealth”. These fall into two classes: the first comprise rights,
liberties, and opportunities; and the second, which is the concern
of the difference principle, income and wealth. The essential
difference between these classes is that “liberties and opportunities
are defined by the rules of major institutions and the distribution
of income and wealth is regulated by them”. The theory of justice
as fairness has not refuted utilitarianism or other political theories
once and for all. Still, Rawls’ theory is a thorough and systematic
attempt to solve one of the major policy issues we disagree about.
Reflective equilibrium and overlapping consensus show how values
can be justified, even in a society with diverse beliefs, so that we
can treat each other as free and equal human beings, in spite of all
our differences.
Conclusion

Rawls, later on, was criticized by liberals and socialists alike
apart from communitarians. According to Dworkin, the veil of
ignorance which Rawls talk about is not how reality functions.
People can’t be in the original position and recommended thin
veil of ignorance instead of thick veil of ignorance. Socialists also
held that Rawls theory is biased towards liberalism and he
compromises distributive nature of his theory for the sake of liberty.

Distributive justice is inadequate to bring social justice. There
is no one fixed theory of distributive justice, which might create
conflict in different social justices eg feminists rights are sometimes
in conflict with transgenders’ rights.

Robert Nozick’s influential libertarian critique of Rawls
argues that distributive justice is not a matter of the whole
distribution matching an ideal pattern, but of each individual
entitlement having been based on rights of ownership —Nozick
calls these “Lockean rights.”

While distributive justice concerns itself with the welfare of
an individual, social justice concern itself with the welfare of a
social group. Sometimes they both come in conflict. Eg.: poor from
privileged class should be preferred according to distributive justice,
but rich from underprivileged class should be preferred according
to social justice. According to libertarian scholars, social justice is
a mirage as we should not divide the ‘cake of freedom’ to ensure
‘equal shares for all’.

A balanced approach is required to create harmony between
social justice and distributive justice. Eg.: while reservation based
on social group should continue to provide social justice, the
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creamy layer should be introduced to prevent a section of
underprivileged group to secure all benefits to provide distributive
justice.

Rawls work, however, proved hugely influential and served

as thought platter for later day theorists. Rawls himself
acknowledged the limitations of his work and took corrective steps
in his next work Political liberalism.
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& ot 5w aftoRes Rrerm & R W AR f7a= & guR 70 7 3} o, 3 geg anenika
§ BT YU aTaT @RI &1 R 8N 3eoiaia & {6 Stam Sia &t & 3/ IR
T 3IGROT oY BT &1 31, Yo 3Meget 78 3 Y3 TR, URAR, \HTeT | & 8
qIfeE, 7 b daet fRTafor Twmsii & gRI| [ & FHIT T I 81 FAqAIaRN [P
TG 2| T Bls Hifid dist T8l & o1l 3/ [adhad &l o | I8 af U
fasRad 8 arett sichan &1 31, Pis AT 16107 AT 8K 37eR ST e faabiera
Tel FR T 21 afe Rreror Gt o1 ge fasiid o off, e gaRT amfeie
e 399 i 2 A 98 e §WR 3icR IR 181 @ U | 31, 9 fore et
FHH B 3 370T-30! TSFHERT &1 a8 BT 81, a4t Hewr 3menRa e &
3TALRUM B ABR TP U 3MEY Afh (Ideal person) TAT 3R TS (Ideal
society) @1 f-afor awrg g T |

SrtaeRe fRrem & U= sitraRa R sifsid o1 & fore o faf¥m fRreror
3T H 3 2| Jeerera 2 o Rraror HRensit &1 seed e feetr 78 €, dfed
MG &l &1 F70f [a®dRT’ (To develop total human competency) & &1
AIa & & TV I BT dread ARING d difegd &t & fadr & e &
1T TSt Hdes vd 3neafches Tedi & oo & Y €, adifes 5 o aikay &
e &9 9T 21 (Knowledge without character could corrupt.) | afd s
IeT ¥ Bl R e wgfer god=ge Ie1 & ety ofig Hepret i feredr =ife <1 ged
3 Hcd B 3TUET Bad 31 WX 3MMET B feaT| 3! fverm i &1 322 & on i
“ITh U4 quf A1 AR, R =g, f9aR, gfe va i o gt F sme-att &
fomtor @) Tt 3 Reror Tenai § &ROT B YR 8t &1 37T Rreror A
BT 2T Hac T F& BRAT & 3R q105! Fa $& AR 41 W s o s & i
TH ST 918 9T STaRYT X | GROTHA: &HRT 519 df HRIda: 961 2, )R 390
3T 3TARVT B & 19 81 311 & | S 51 T AGUANT HHal &b Heao bl
3TU&TT & 31 BT HedToT AT 37 & TaTeT & fofe e et 21
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TE HE SRS T8l 81 fdh 31TaT B RTefor TRl ‘Hea-FRueT 3erar
‘Hed-b' (Value-free) 9 Ha 3 & & | Hed-(RUET 31IaT ‘Hed-Heh' [R1&T BT
Y 3 RTe (Immoral education) 3 1 81ax FHikid 18T (Amoral education)
21 3+ Rren &1 arcad gea-fad Rren srafd g, sareR, @f¥@R, gerer
3NTE BRI I 21 I Y F18707 T 39 YR Bl a7 ye™ &) o= 21 F-fas
Rren &1 arewd & : Jea-FRUST §9 3141 Hea-97h S 37aT HeOR fed FH|
We: Hed-RUET 51 9t “Hea-fad= S (Valueless) € 3iR 7 81 'Hea-3mgd
S’ (Value based) &, 3fcs I8 el & Waad T ITRaIIE fae o4 8 g
T 3 31T fRreror TRent Hear-Frver qen sararfdc fade s v o 38 € ot
HIIGE T YI-&R0T (Degradation of values) & ¥4 § EAR AT 37 & & 31,
31at éf\%?ﬂ?q?ﬁ'w fremm (Value based education) @ gabTed & @il &1

e 3T 18T &7 Heayul 380 W &l &1 ot fadsy &= &1 AFa
fhed & Yera: Al UeT &: TSl STal B9 R, SaRd | aTeT uet & way 4ifad
fI®BRT (Material) & & STaf SiidRa vet fora awae Hfid va sneanfcns gedi &
famrT 31 8| fomrT o arafas 31 & TS 31raT 99 fad™ (Sustainable or
Holistic development) yaﬁawwmmaq&ﬁﬁwl E‘gﬂ?@@ﬁ
faore &1 37 & iferes faer & wrer & W wHar gedi &1 A f9em, wReg 3ma
BT &1 T [iSe =TT T & 98 U 3T (One dimensional) &, Fifds 31151
faBrT & A & : 31 farRT, fae™ vd da-ial &l f[aer, ‘Siad Wk @
famra anfel ﬁaﬂﬂﬁﬁsﬁlﬁgﬁﬁfﬁf\%ﬁﬁ HCI ) o= (External order) 3 foar
&, TR WMAR T Y &l 8 & BRUT $¥ ‘3TTIR® &ARidH’ (Internal disorder) 9
3o o 2, Tt gae aRom Aar Hed & &ROT & 9§ R e 31 e &

T et TR e &, afeds a8 faaaeiier 89 & e &) 1 U WIaHD
oot 99t 1 S HIaTcHe ded b GIRT I8 Ueb GR b 1T el & 3%, T8 Hifcidp
famre o -y e vd sneznfords geat o1 fawrT Y aredT @1 e v Afidar
@ 16T € & AHdIg ged, g YW, HH0T, I, RUGR, FE[R, Fedn 3nfe &
yfl 3T vd FaeTeT” (Alert and Sensitive) ST &1 TRoTHA: @Afth <l arar 2ks
J qreg A el dfced SaIRa B A-deamone 3w SiaT &1 3t 3 ad gl
3T TR BT BT & fob “wd & 31T HEH RISTem=a) 8 i, 370 A/ IR &R IR
Bictst 91 B 3111, 3UST Sila- 1 HEH B 3T, TR Al 3TTA 310 Sia BT P 37T
IR & foTe am =1 foban @ af 317 |e sreif § it ot e el 81 bt 217°

31TsT bt FRrer ugh ‘smifceiieT vd SUAIfiA@maY (Progressive and utilitarian)
A&, R I8 &H ‘AMArT e & Uil Haed’ (Insensitive towards human
values) &7 <& &| f3rerm amain or Rt (1964-66) & Y et o & fo5 “3mr7 fvem
yoTTelt @1 TR 3 I8 ¢ {6 g wmfaie, A vd smeanferds geat @ s &
3TeATCH MBI HRCAIAT & STia N U gd 98T IRUT-WNd J&T &, 31 3aR® ¥4 3
aR-Ferafor & rer-wmer =iferes goalt  off wwges o 21 e o 0% g vgfa
S AT B STa, STaSadT3l qe IRUT3H 3 Fwferd &, Bf 3U&T Sia- oI Seeaquiar
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DI 0T 217 SHBT FH BICHT STANT 1929, ArgeT a1S 311 D 1946, Fbwg!
TP B RUe 1953, siwarer Hc sife # i fsar ma 21

31TST 3MaTIdAT 39 a1d & & b freror Gwemsit & areom & off Afas vd
ameaTcAd Hedi & faer foan 3, Jdife “Afded & fowr fRem sEdR! vd
GRA® 21" (“Education without ethics is arrogant and dangerous.”) | 5@
6 B9 8 3R 1945 BT ARG 3R fERIRMI R W] a0 &1 fa=wpie fovar mam ar
3BT 1 TG B Hel 1ob TR0 BHatl BT TART ATl b HedTol & 78
B anfge 7 o 3905 famrer & fore | 3rsg, 3906 3R faem vd e a1 & o R
SRS 2| gH & o faer smen @ 3R foem & o et a8 enf wd AAfcraan &1
Tdb-ileh BT AN AT & T # oxT Raara &1 AT o5 &Y me demferes &1 @t
#  UF S7ia 61D &aT DI IS AT & STaich GeRT AHadT & HER b (08 T I
TN & | Tqea: 3 F1 81 dei=p H Ugel df Tiel 7o TR & Saih gaR ol
Tea-fI@HT| URaT, 310 ST T YA AT & BTl & fore STafes geRT 39
fommer & fore o 21 ge-amenRa Rien ‘s vd aa-ie! & fabRT & fasr @
3NAEG B DI TTd T8l B & dfcdd 3BT JANT HHTAT & BeaToT o fore foosy v
T &, 39 R 9 &l 21

wﬁmm$w:a‘rwﬁﬁ%ﬁ fI®BT (Progress) vd fqeaw
(Destruction) | 2T U ARG B it~ = (453 B GRAT BH B Frgof [axd B
e ‘df%ad T1a’ (Global village) & 0 H wUT=IRd 3= faam &, FT&T 99 UoR o
FTIC &T0T HR ¥ FuT 987 H JRATRA &1 S &, TR 3T G¥IHId WA Jedi &
&RUT & =g § 411 ST ST FobdlT 2| 3MTSThe] TSR hIgH I &1 T 2| FUeIe
T & HTI-1 A 61 IR 6T 7| T8! Tal, T8 Al Aftharg df Jgram & el
21 3TTSThe TN 3T Tl & 1 93 e oF 3 Terer Mfsar 3- sex-ie
I, ATCHEY 3Mfe H & 31 = I8 & | AMAI Jedi & &R0T H 39T 41 dH
INEH el 7| et RIBR faorar Ras HH forad & o v IR d v gfgwe AR
# T | 39 AR & HoaRT J 3 BET o6 R T YD T B v A1l & &
3 Tat BT a=araT @ierdt & 3R a8 Tt R BT axaraT WY W 817 316
3BT HI I IHR Bl dda-! & §E Bed & 10 s Td dadb-iich &b bR =
I & Siiad I FIILTHAT &1 fear 21 STET T 3R Jed @rait A F Bl
IRIR 519 3 fiRa IR 3% 319 B IR U4 T9G a1 &, TET TR 3R
I & 3G H U6 TBR Bl el a2+ 4 a1 &f @, 39 3T B dd ! Bl 39
1o &1 fean 2 3R - g9 <waffers faea=res a7 2 1% - sm #9a & werfeamer &
foTe vas e TR aR e @110 3R, 3naTaddl $9 a1 & & fob geal § ddle
P I 5ANT Bl Ryaran se| fas &1 g Aeadn & faer & o @), 39 foe
HeaRS 16T BT &1 3aeTH &

3TaTTHAT 9 §1d BI & 1o FRI&T0T TR ‘T’ (Knowledge) & HTI-ATeI
‘FRaAIIE’ (Responsibility) aer 61 FRTC, forst s vd dab-iids &l SN Faar
& HedToT & o8 B A5 | ave: §191 Bd JeRaltaa U &l foas af uet €| 3m=aRa

(95)




gieaIvT I 11 5T & 9! STel gedIvT ¥ JRandw i 81 5 voR [ ca s &
3™ BId &: 31ad (Concave) U8 37 (Convex)| 3T &Y 3MAR® gltedior I
379 &, IRT STaT GedIvT I 3<eT fexaTs T &1 391 YR S U STRalfIed Uab &)
dIST & &I U8 7 STIR® gite J 311 9 & 96! aTa gredlvl 3 JTRaIId Y 2
3R, S-S BRI 519 TG 21T o7l &, 39-d9 BAR JRald@ # 4 3ifgla
Xl ST &1 31, aIfe g Asi+ieb 5717 3ol ot & o & 3%9eb 3fere s aor o
g1 &1 8N |

M g § B R fadH 7 3ifofd aR @ £ ITRaRIa &t I
Heg-arer 3§ 8 &, 37 & 3frd-srfud, gv-3r, dic-31aie 31fE &1 1 e
TRAT & | Hea-ae =Afcrdbelt & 199 8| FF1ad: T8) SR & o bt H e 1 i
“Afcicper & o oo raeR o Rerfer g 181 81 (‘adelidardeRieif Hfear i
T &) fedmeer & SR Y AT & 1 @R R el S T @ S gl
(‘faumTat Al AbeHag! iafd S ™2)| 3 BROT YAl H bel T ¢ b
“fcremer B T et BT 3used vd @i RIf T I wer T 817
(FafTsTad AlbRIfiETeEdH )|

3713 IS H &9, YR, SAHR 3T Ut T &1 37! AP B
foTe 9T & TR TR PORAH Bl TR 71 @ 8, TR I TeHATE 1 bl 3T 3R
o 3rféres fadRIeT ST eROT SR ST & 8| SHDT HRUT I8 & T ford Wk )
&, 3P G 39 WR W a1 81 U7 T &1 3 FAITE aRqT: ARG &, 31 I
Tarerm o 3naRe & BT aifewl Tl aEx e @ afce guR ARdw # &l
(Indeed, dirty is not in the street, it is in our mind.)| a@mﬁa‘réﬁm@rm
Y&TUT (Projection) & & | 318 Af THTE 3RS & al 39! THIEN HY 3dRE
& BT TTfe, STaf &1 ST THTE BORAH SBIHT & 9 3 WisT R &1 &9 I8
e T & {6 B ar it & 99 a1 v & fore 8 &, wReg I8 R A 'R &
fo dow &1 o=t Rerfar & Sac R 91 o & DI oy & € 519 9 b Al &
79§ “317dRe W’ (Internal fear) YaT T &1 mﬁmmmmwﬁqaﬁm
AT (Self-discipline) ¥ & 3R SR &1 310R1er T ~fidar 3 &
2| it IR 31 faa® (Wisdom) ST 3=l &, FoRids 3R TR &7 IH-31-JH,
3ferdt-3ryfer, Feied-siacicd 31fE BT g B H TeH 81 urd &

oo ok & sreamuet o fSmeRt ffkia vu & 5g ot @ 5 3 Saa
TreiRa ucumd Tgas 3ot foFIaR! & <6 71 81 511 afcd qoai & aRal WA 1R
o g7 ¢ | 39 foTu sreamuss vd Rt & ara gRat B9 &I T1feu | 31TST 37eaTds vd
s & e - 2 aaelt o1 <& &, fora=y fomedt strst=y oY srawar o &,
TR RIAT $© HI 81| ARE & 07T T U JTaraRoT &l (R BT 81 Tore’
faremelt 3ot aafesid TRt @1 e wu & sredTudt & B T iR 31eamd
I oiier & o5 9 37T genfa e o) | 59 foe [t & o= % g fosar
theT @< 8N % a8 BaeT U 3redTes € e afcds 3T U e i v iR fehy
o 21 78 7, 396 a7 I e Riaw &1 geie) 3 HaTceHd Ud TS
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i’ (Positive and creative thinking) &1 FHTIRT &AT USTT| 3115 FR1&T0T T3
& AT 9 g H 1 [ART IR & e [adhRid % & 31aedadT ¢ -
« f99® (Wisdom) : mﬁﬁmmﬁaaﬁa HT-3H>, -
IR, FUG-INHUA 3NME BT UG B B ghe &= Bl &, ooy &w
SR A PHE (From being to well-being) I 3R g1 # A& &1 U1 & |
TETRUGS 30T H ¥ YBR B I Bl §T il bl & fop 3y A1
TEHd, TR 71 AR, geamgd |
« &9 (Courage) : Icd U4 3R M & d1d HE-GIe &l T w1 & ot 3”1
¥ TEaqut & 31 I A 3 3R T b 3w A1 | 3¥T WIew b gRT&H
T P TUT FHTST B FHNT J TR DY 3R TG o feTe IRa TR AhiT|
* 0T (Compassion) :W%E@@Wﬂﬁgl AN AR 7 H
HHSIR AN & UfeT a1 BT 9Td S &t &, f5a=y &0 390 seamomef
TE B H & & U 2
e I Yeg AR 3ieR fadid &1 b dl &F S-St (Self-dignity), 3T
TRa (Self-pride) TF 3MH-THM (Self-respect) & AT FNa T H & &1 Feoil|
Hea-3nenRRa Rren & siciia ARefis geal W 9 a6 far s anfge | v st
& o AT IRPhi® Ied 81 &, 1 39 TS B Himios aRRefial & R
feriRa 8 €, 0% g 39 e & foar & fore savass €1 gea nenfRa fRrar
ARphi® Gedi & AR B IRférd vd Traftd a=a B 6 wewd Jae R 2
TNOTE 31757 SERRPIIaTE BT HE<d 96 T & | $h 3Tl & 31U ARBId Jeat
1 IR TR B el afced 3 SN B B oI IR 96 o 8| T & Ja-
faféme-3rva aar man 21 3 S1faiRes $B 370 Aewyyt famg 9 & -
- TRreror Awemsit &1 Aecayol drRf F19 & |- ‘gRA-FEfor (Character-
building) | 41 §¢1 &1 &1 TRATH AR & BT I, & fapr, 7D
g vd 3%b TG P U9eb &I &
« TG (Patriotism) B HIGHT BT [GHRT BRAT| SHREI AT S THO
&IS! Y 370 Q1YL UEUT b AR Pel [ ‘I 7l 81 Iob g, TR fere
ﬁ,@%ﬁﬁ%gﬁ@$%ﬂﬂ&ﬂmﬁl'(Don'task,whatthe

nation can do for you, tell what you can do for the nation.)

« EAR IRI 3R F1 °fed 1 38T &, $90 Uil Hel STedbar el e

« T & ATI-31 FTREIIT DI HIGHT BT [ar BT, T5a=1 weiaan & deamor
& oTE qaiITc BT FAHeTa TN Hd &1 T |

« f<h, FHTST B9 I, & Uil §9RT P 09 IR a1 &, $9 GHRd
BT

« 37T TavRT TRERT3 & FHI (Respect of our healthy traditions), 3Ri-
TITARUT 3T(E BT T |
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. “"Value means valuation or preference or liking and disliking of any-
thing.”” Pandey, Rishi Kant (2006): Value as a Scientific Appraisal,
Journal of Indian Council of Philosophical Research, New Delhi, P. 27.

. “Itis this satisfaction of desire or achievement of ends, as the result of
knowing facts that is to be understood by "value'. The sanskrit word
use for it means "the object of liking" (Ishta), and the term value may
therefore be defined as "that which is desired". The opposite of value
or disvalue, as it is described, may, in contrast, be taken as that which
is shuned or avoided (Dvishta).” M. Hiriyanna (1975): The Dimensions
of Value, Kavyalaya Publications, Mysore, P. 2

. “Value is a relative and relational term, developed from the milieu of
social conditining and determind by varied situation.” Pandey, Rishi
Kant (2006): Value as a Scientific Appraisal, Journal of Indian Council of
Philosophical Research, New Delhi, P. 28.

. “Valuation is a play with properties.”” Hartman, Robert S. (1973):
Axiology as a Science, Journal of Human Relations, P. 37.

. "The old religion said that he was an atheist who did not believe in
god, the new religion says that he is an atheist who does not believe in
himself." Swami Vivekanand (1958): The Complete Work of Swami
Vivekanand, Vol. 2, Advait Ashrama, Calcutta, P. 301

. "You may have a great education, you may have the name of great
college behind you, you may have great careers ahead of you, but if
you donot block out atleast a small part of your life to give to others,
you will never be trully happy." Quoted from Das, Saswat S. (2003):
Return to Innocence Value-education in the Post Modern-world, Em-
ployment News, July 5-11, P. 2.

. A serious defect in the school curriculum is the absence of provision
for education in social, moral and spiritual values. In the life of the
majority of Indians, religion is a great motivating force and is intimately
bound up with the formation of character and the inculcation of ethical
values. A national system of education that is related to life, needs and
inspirations of the people cannot afford to ignore this purposeful life.”
The Report of the Education Commission, 1964-66.

. “Religion without science is lame and science without religion is blind.”
Einstein, Albert (1941): "Science, Philosophy and Religion: A Symposium",
The Conference on Science, Philosophy and Religion in their Relation
to the Democratic way of life, Inc., New York.

. “Toevery man is given the key to the gate of the heavens; the same key
opens the gate of hells.” Feynman, Richard P. (1955): The Value of Sci-
ence, Engineering and Science, Vol. XIX, P. 13. Feynman delivered this
lecture in a public address to a 1955 meeting of the National Academy
of Sciences held on Caltech campus, November 2, 3 and 4.
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10.”Penetrating research and keen scientific work have often had tragic
implications for mankind, producing, on the one hand, inventions
which liberated man from exhausting physical labor, making his life
easier and richer; but on the other hand, introducing a grave restless-
ness into his life, making him a slave to his technological environ-
ment, and - most catastrophic of all - creating the means for his own
mass destruction.” Einstein, Albert (1948): A Message to Intellectuals, P.
148, in Ideas and Opinions, New York: Crown Publishers, 1954, Pp.147-

51.
11. 31T, 1/11
12. fedeer, 2/75

13. 31T, 1/2
14. FEERUTS UG, 1/3/28
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feaenfy sk dig o

Fo{0 oy
3T, g2em faumT
A3 fasafaanea, oras

go dfaes ke § af fesdY st o sragadsdT & d a8 & if- ey wu &
a1 fazagal 3iR fadia favags § wRA] 50 & w2 & 91 41.5.09. 315 & s
H o afe it faeags g31 d 396 a18 &1 & (R BHMT b GRT 18T ST, B
yRiftar & dae #, faeawnfa smavamar @@t &2 I8 wed 3o & 6 dih
foreaenifca & smazaddr s+ W & o foe ot UoR ot 3renifd B TWBR &= &
e &1 el 3ot | 72 I & o faeaerifer ot v 3 ot s 3k 39 Hael # dtg
e {5 IR eI 81 Al &? T dfvad i & g dtg § U 3T A 80
dtz et gRT df¥aas wrifer B FRImaT B WU e & fore [dwe i & T )
foar smawas 2|

379 & Iifer & e & IR ¥ foaR axd € a1 urd @ o wifr wda sr=aRe
Brcit & 3R xat sifteafs st s wama arer & g enifea S & AT S §
gieMeR 8l & a8 avd: 3R aXdil &1 2ifer 3 arer 3ifireafts zawen & wu §
gieTeR 8t 1 IR 2nifcy T cawen & w9 # uRefya oo 51w &1 enife’
STet 3rerifl & ael-ael sreaawe &l

21ifT T & 3TRITR &1 LT BT SISTRIY0T AT ST # 81l & 3iR g
RO ZITaRRIT 3 9 8 dTel ST | gfetier g1ar 8| fosed off fafere uRaer # st
AT BIH & d@T Qifer df 3T 81 3y T & 1 wnifer 3ik sawen - anziar 3k
& - T g R fopa-afeifohar axal &1 2rifcr 3 sawen wfua gl & 3R arar
AT ¥ 2N B 3T Bl &1 T TBR 31: 3R el ST 51 0 G Bl BIROT
3R gRoTH SFT W4T § AR FHET U 81 &

TR~ FT IR: VAT & ST ST 78 S &1 g S et ot Fifery orom
TEI B b | 378 ST UTETH HROT TH & Fehell &, STaTh fafers HRoT 31 daf
I WEHR | AHAFI: EH TT-T Fd B ST a4 el 8, 376 &F 3 da=aa1 4
TEUT TR | B% IR &H PB A §¢ I o7 & 3iR T W ugae R 3
BT &, §H I UR X foram 21 & 310 H0R 3mead e & fob & <Y ared s
& T o o QR araraT F UR0T aal & 3R okt dea 1 0% g s € oY o
31 b 7 | s SR LT AEHR 41 81l &, IR U1 3T Y &Il 21 Siia 0=
3Ma 3R ¥digd 3R 3RdIGa ded &l THg &1 Sia b3 7ot &l THg & oy &n
T80T fbd & QX1 AT 3 TR o FABRIGIS & 37eraT FHRIHS |

TE Y AaHIIRI T2 & o a1 W &1 310 Silad & Feai-erd a2 R
frrroT 2 srerar Et? Fa-womeT (f5d T ¥ & Bt o1 AT FET ) 3R Sigargmr
(7 fpd T BH & B I el B R o [eR IR & TIa9E IE T
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IR &1 I8 S & fob T &y S T el R EHRT QT =07 22 agd: U
ANy F ot Feagof & 31k 7 & ynifiies | STa & gi@t o wmif & foe
TG FEHT BT IR S B TNE G = A ST SRGR AT | T BT A el
e & {5 IR & urge afts § R & IR § g ¥ 37t & {6 39T 3uar faan
S8 | 3R AE@YUT I8 T &1 ¢ 1o 3T Dls 3RIT+5al Il 84 3iR §R a2l a1
oo aRell & afead weayut 99 I8 & 16 o el ot & WURia o & aam 3R
i 3R SR el BT & 31 HHT & HIEgH J g ahd I 1o AT 51 ared
ST B TR §R AT IR ¥R &, 39 11 acb g4 21l a1 37t & fofe sare
3 ST ST |aba & | ST 31a<el H &1 98 | B4 g &l wTiad IR 1 & 3R &H
THT T & T8 Il o &R 39 H 1 foparT @1 1Y et e o et ST
TGP YT ST 3R Gec &1, IETERVT & [e78 3! 1 TR Tel G b Pl gl Al
o ® UE g% AT B el T YR e SiiaT W &n agd & 0 o Fwnfed
B & 31 Wivsa da=rar &1 Tidbet a1d | &1 U AT I 39 YBR FwIied B &
3Ry e # 77 32 &1 FRT ER ¥RR R 3R TRt w g s sawas fava
21 39 Ty # ermue & TRd 31eaTd ol 3if~aH Tl ged &
BRI TG R 3721 qrara FRgaT|
T AT ERT o GuRERT | |
3rrfe O gfgme i eRR R e w@d &, g0 9eR S anoft wR iz
g & 3R 0 gfgme 3 w9 W T 3@ & avda: It w9 it g 2
Wed: 7, T 3R IRR R Fmor & sie et # st Aeayef amr w
21 37705 3191d H &9 g H Terd §T b THM BH B & 3R & I vear o i
2T o ER & Sif+Rifa 21 +iie & e gU & I8 UaT 8l a1 & [ & g # e
R &1 30 UBHR 3 FaFui & 3147 B §W HEH T o< uTd & 31 3da: gsary
& far $© 761 U 8| 3WgTh TR & Tl & SRR afd aftha & foe Wi,
T 3R 79 R FRiT 3magas &1 FRifya e dffie rawen @ ve 3o & 3R
e rawen enifd &1 fwd gl
3 3% wifer o fore ok, Ao 3ik w1 W Fergiaon sifvard &1 wRa s ats
S § Faiterd A SitraafadR o 6 of URae &, 2hifd-uRfEar i ot
& gR1 ol ot wifte ot Traf 21 Siftrrafadr & afdar wrifaea st geass fRren
T # A YBR & FEFon & Tat ad g
1.3 9 &l 701
2. RrefiRT=1 799 & uRomH W=y |
3.qRI gR1 & T8 qeT & Fe 1 |
IRrTIfadR I8 WHR TR & b Tovet a1er ST 3uiferdi = Rk 21 g
st ae o gt vfefa & 5=t g wehicoeene Ragr & w9 ¥ ura &
TG PR 3R ST dig fagri = ag zenfud fosan 2 o weiicermeare
g fguefia SRorar & Rigra & e axdl &1 iicagae g & a1
Bidt 3aTexune WeeR 3R fas # dact eRoT 3R B BT e & & afees drd
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3R BRUT &1 A T 7| JalU TBR 3R [daT # B 31k BROT BT Feae 3TR1eT
T BIaR WIET 7, Fi( PRUT-BRI S 37T T ATHE T 3Bl5 b 99 H
3RIYTH 12 Pigal B ferd 2

TIRTaTE B 34T (EUana HROT B HIRTTE 3R ST e R &
HTT AT AT H U [ARTE 729 3 AEdhR g3 & | i3 YR fuer g7 &
HRUT & FT I JHR T HY T BT HRT 8? qR: U T2 TS Bl STG<h
RN B! TG FHBRI B 3THTA b SRV & 3= BNl & | G 370 T b BROT &
B AT &, TR 9 U a9 B HH1aHTE 31Raa § 8l & 31R $99 TR a8 widsa
& HROT U & w0 ¥ R fbar 571 T &l

fgueiiar HRoTaT & Rigia @1 &x 3maRa 3R aTer sTa § SIRIfUT &a & a
Tl & Tob 21ifel 3iR ST v ¥R & BRUT & 04 H BRI B & it I oFawn 3iR
AT 3 il B 3ART Bt 2

W ¢ o dffas wifer 1 o & foTe & arar SiTd 1 AR GUR &
3MATTSHAT & | T ATRT Bl AT & 3G IH gRT JHATC T H1UD, alfad 3R
ARG FOAvT & |1Y-T1Y SIERTe & [ARIeasii - #3i1, S0, Jiedr, 3UeT &
IIEROT 3 3fRac 2ifcr ot FRITaT bt 1 Febel! &

T
1. g¥Uq 17/14
2. Kyoung-joon Par, “A Critical study on the understanding of
pratityasamutpada-vada in Korea and Japan”, in Buddhist thought
and culture in India and Korea, Ed. By S.R. Bhatt, Indian Council of
Philosophical Research, ew Delhi, 2003, pp.56-66
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e vd df¥a® wnifa
agen forart
TARITe MR, geiee faHmT

TOS10 0, YATRTST

A TRAMH! JERIE 31 &b IFARAA H JaRPIUS Bl TG dTs 3 39 o7
BT IR PRl & e 79 5 <1 T urat| WifE duc e fiig 7 Tl | gha
forfamef 5 oot g 7 a1em fh & SR Y T IR Tl 8| I8 A o
3TTERYT HATAYUT T8l & I8 $%% AT GaT & &RaR H 761 Ugd Fobdl | 31d: R
RART § o B o o | 3§ 7 3SR 396 1 9 ¥ A9 & 37ROl ¥
wraferd fosar mar &1 Mo Y drd aoga 3 S & foran 2 1% gART smaRer &
et Bt el 812 &R fobam o STU-au o o a1 feban wter @ o, I
Tt fafieat @t =1 e o of, R aIfe EAIRT 3meRoT W e & o 7 Fifdaa st
fere % & srearer & drt R 2

FHT H e &b & TaI0T 91 T 2, St &, &, @, 3, g,
sfa-Fe, gfe, oo, aca vd sprer 3 aelt creror st T & wwafted T8 &
gfces T SaeT B & 3MaRVT ¥ & waferd &l

gfer emTEAISwId Satifsate: |
Efda e PIe TS THALTN | |2

10 QYoo ot 7 forar 2 6 “end 18 Twrera a1 Retism 781 € sfes ag sha
ST &1 T 1T 377aT SRR &1 S10 TP BT A & b “H & B ari
Uit q2T ART 38T & ANl GRT e & IR geenef (e, 31, B iR Hie) &
T H A & FH0T Baicdl & w0 H GRHINT R AT §|° W0 Y B avsd
370 g “e-aie | fora & 6 Rt gl # e at afth & SR i
T & &1, Afcrar 91 fch & 3TTTRUT 3 & [ETd &, 31T ST B TcrRierdT 3
aterd ol a1 sreaa i fasme avar & 3 e it Td ISt o Ticreierar ¥
I 2Tl BT 3Teaa AT el & et &1 31 I8! Br-AUR A 71

gp-iiter § et T & o Mferemen 3 & wvge! clies-saaeR o Rerfer wwerg &
21 (“ademeaeR Rufd A femr a8 -1/11) | fedeer # o aftfa & i ifa &
BN R F0T S T 81 e 2| (fqusan et Saemagt Wefr sl (2/75)1 3
BROT &I ZINcT H RIS Bl T 2T BT 3USi1e Ta cilch el BT Ha=AID PeTl
T & T 39 €, 37, o, HeT 3 aR1 el B Sa e aten da el

“aTTeTad Fb eI Pl MDA |
ertIem & w3d Aemeaa: |17

@8 fagmT o1 7 & o5 wii= et # s 3rear 3rTeia 3rawen 3R aramefdr

A 3 HY P BeRady gH DI IR g &l $UI HI P BRUT AR Uge! PV Bl
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B &Y 3R foR a7 Hape-diet § HETIdT  ATaT B 7| 31! e < BET & i
TGT-FaRIva: 1 Y 9T T AT IR Ifh AT ST & 7 WiE b e b 3R
3@ TR - I8 o oy 31 arent faufral & foeg Jem-dhad wHer St &l ...
1 8 7l i enfiied Srgssrl o fore URe fosam, 9o 8] d T T TETl
& fore Saansii &f 3IR 39@ gl ... i TR FPicd § 37d HY ST a2 794
fhAl & Yl BT W AT 2 3R G H I8 e #7437 HY 38R H e e
3 g3 8|l 3R, sitferan qer ufird swbte ot geT sHeTiia 3 T eRS
g WIRhal & 39 MU U Bl 319 1Y @ 37T Fbell &1

IS G H A $5R I 310 o g, g, oF-aid, T 3i1ie o
A & fore e o &1 I et & W & A 8 T Sfad 8 I JE
T R B 52T ot Aa B e B 3R 399 b &1 et R U FAIdsnG
T M & b 579 S wgsa 9 BT & At 3 310 ot o srerat il v &
7T 8 ST BT 3TTRIHT a1 &l &1 $ DIF avg3i P Y& T Te! &g 39
g = o 3 e sRiw wiftsall ot smRrer 3 fore R fovar 21 3ot o9 oy & fomrehr
d IR e 3 8 Sitad iR 4itfid i & wih i & a8 aHarg g9 e
J 3 377 Bl | TSI B 3T 371 B Y& Ud HedoT o faed eihal
quT &9 3 313 I8 1 39 WA HafiT @ 4 6 gl 7 e &1 - A |
T A P AT HAT H A & T U Fifch 3T HY 3 EfHah 3o &
I Bl e TgIT T Y I b Bl 2| 3T 1 AR 370 STiaT Pl JRI&rT I&
& fore 31am smuaT $aR a1 ot e @i wR qof = & 33 vl €1 98 s
yaftr dfaes enf &1 o e 3meR &1 ST Qi dive @1 gieIoT &:- e ddt sreraT
RN 3T b BT W THT DBl B AT &1° Pie Pl faa & 6 dedoa
$RIY 31T & T eAfeh B et 2| BB b SRR Hed! &b TRET0T H 3R
& o 21 IThs FRiTE & AAT9R O a8 |aiTgUT STHGRT & ST fhel HTST SHIGd
aeeigol fawar & it sTeTwUYT Ud SIdGaT &g A o arol S & afd
ST aRa 8110 or W Y e @t fekeet $50% H fasamsy 3R 37aY sRrer %
w0 # sifufea fan 21 329 e @1 srfeas sk Y ddew A @ 5 sfEd
FEHIUS TR IR el & 3R AMadl df Aifed A1 7 3fog dxar gl

oot fasg & welt sAfcrt & fosst 1 foett w0 & end @1 31Rdea Far | & A
ST &1 &1 39 31faRep WRara vd ufiadt faget = enf & Rl vd agR )
fovgat et v et T @1 e 31ae 37 & 9901 & Saetd URaeT # 98 & s
vd foregar 312 fore gE &8 <l ot HIfRd S @7 & vd wiasy 3 off aar g
fasm & 3afa & Tt fosg fave o= v BIe-3 ot a9 78 @ Ud U Biel-
geraet M QR {353 1 yenfad et @1 31ed sngfie Fder agd & doll ¥ 6 @ &
foraes werRaw faxd & T TR U4 S T2 &l 8 3T fHa B 8| o &
yfer foraRat & gftedior & Y 3raR 317 X&T 8| W ST ¥ Ml H Fal &:-

FAToUT Fa FGT HalT IR | SIGAIST gosi 31 Tega: 9 0a 9 2

39 9 T WId I8 & 1 39 f35a o fafe uosfar & @t € 390 gea & a0

(104)




g1 9t 3TET-31 B & fory et ot sremr-a1en | 3% v fafire vyt o
yeptenTal fafaeran & SRR et ot fafderdr o g varmaraR g e fafaer &,
T e # T i foreaa € b o SR fasarsr e et ot smemRRTen 81 wReg
# g 3rgar & o Hoar & & 39 R W aeRa: e o ves &) &l g
FiTch U &1 35 & Al & 41 T & 8191 dTfet | IR DT8R Iy 4l &l ATh U
el € S $5% & ey § guH vd 31 A X g1 3ra: Ievaa: [l vefoat &
AR STawAT3 Bd STear] Sfael & 3T fafi e off gyl
IE foaR 41 301 81 9 2 b st e foeiw & 1 R 397 ol & 3rantaa &
Srg FSTaT 18 U |IETd & HIGHT T & 31 & GaR & I A aTell & §rd
STTORAT AT Ta T HY 3 8l & &F B URA 382 al TYUT ST H 99 Td
FRETGT P TG & TR YD G H 3 370 JuT | Heh PR (e BT Il
31T fora 2 foTach ey TS =1 et s atlt # faweh fewrs < e 2 afes o
& A R ORI TR RIER TR Ugd 1 21 38T 399 a1 &7 71978 & 1o o b
T R S e vd Iohura g3 &, 3 et 37 Tiie & A IR 6 gan B
e RIgT= o1 5T 71 &1 31R 781 HHPBIvS & IAuTe 2 35 &l Wit & forw ag
TT U YA &1 € BT TR 3T I &1 37T iR IRATE BT e g o o
wed 21 3ra: 7, 7, o, gfe 3R aue 3 SRt & fore &n o o v v €,
I & 3T HSTe e e ugaTd, $Ih GIRT TG € ¥ 37T Ufad a8l WReg
3MTTH-31IHa & 3 b BT 3, 79, 1o, g wt yonfad & &1 afs # o
AMa-$a o 3R erd-Rrd T Aavie & BRUT 2| Tl BT O AT 2 b
3Tt TReTeT 1 R & T4 T S99 € 399 319 A1 e & A A HiRaa
fean 2 foraast 1 &9 <idl & ifered & o9 | @t gl
“HIRT] 519 BT &R DI T FeT S|
T8 A & AT I1 RATHT Bl AH BT| T BT AR ERA DY 38! P §8 A R
T 31T b 3= ST1 & Hrat o AT PF IARDBR 9 3TEX TRATHT BT T
T UaT FRT & | TRHATHT BT FRUT B 3 &1 A 3R 3711 I 7RE a7 81 ool & |
T & FIEAH 3 B ST A P T IR Fdboel! & | 31: T 8 wared e 81 I
T 91 3R THRI & B9 H FAR IRR H I & -8 & Slidd G0 B
gRUTf & ST R
el Aate Tl Ut 8| o T gpid 1 urd S5 |
o e @15 7 7 urd | 9y U a1 9 211
IRIZ: $5R I fier &1 T 3Urd /9 & GreFT &, 399 &1 HieT o it
BIH &1 T & N B TFHR! AT B &l & 31TTT FGS DY IROT H SR T8
B Alth PR SR DI UTAT 311 Ahal & | Te! A P S1ia- Bl 3690 &1 M|
Gt enf gy’ &g F a1 & FoTIanT 37f €rRUT R &, S @ AT Y RAT &
37a: & BT Ragea i1 MvTal b &7 &1 R 21§ 3l 3eef aen Hifis 7o
SRY I, JifEn, M, W, 3Pty 31, ad-fea snf ama €1 et 3k enfife
el & 3R R & 759 3R <27 § SHawen qum Jw@-2ifd I8 Fad! & a1 fabrs &
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T 8| T&rg HRTaT, 3TIel-ae, YRerw-einT, e fieeid dirae e Isrifid
qIfCal &7 76l SR & 81 § IR 3¢ HoiofdT 3R Pl Bl N &1 a1ee|

0 gfe" welea 3 &aT # 6 gfasiforss, & a1d &1 a1 0 TER A
‘SRaRafcTsn’ @ a1 AT 7| 39 TRE 89 BE A © b JeHIcHD T BT 3639
fasg-end o1 3 =1 &1 gerers-rd & g1 faftre-emf & aar Hare wenfa a=em &
5y et & S ig faare 7 11 fo sfde™ Aeied 7 3 grersb 2 Fetet 31
fafaemgarer & Tl o caxige e H e B YT o Jwifd faar g1 s
fasaeTifer 1 S TRY I o fofe 31Tagas Tld 811 & fob & enfiie-|iew]ar & 3=
TR 3R 377 o B T GU 3R H1G ¥ IS5 e @ Bl A | 39 TBR Taf N
eI e B! HTPT HETYU 81 STl | ARTLI: Tel Bl 571 Heball & fob Fwgof
HAMG-HeaT & foE JerTeTd € BT 37T Td JTEATaT T4 RTa7or-F=emsii §
3ifarel = 3 g1 A
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31es! gHIST & fFmior § Afdedar o1 vew

fAfcrer @
TR0 AHER, FABIR T 2T 3160 faumT,
22 9IRA, EI0T0F10 (FO3M0) PTetst, YR

31151 & <RI & b 0T IS W 3RISTadT T &| fis o e & BRoT v
I, TR M, B AT ST G 3 ¢ & & | TS A, FARITheet! a1 Bl 818
Aot AT 3T AT BT ST H HhId aT BT | T4 M ST AFAMT 2R
ugft ge 32 &1 3t TSt # ameantcrd e ught o fxana & fore v@ w21 end
T 3TEATCH H Y ST BT T2 B bl 2| =, A1 JTAROT AT $HHGR] 31T fdefe
B 31T 36T 8| 7 ST STRIG reiaTal 81 71 & b 39 IR $9aR &1 1 41 Fora
B gHI 7| 3D IRV T8 3T 1o F Fel 711 T 57l ge T A A shea ga@ &
fore 3meet fogm Biax e A1l BT TT TR 3D Bt # o S & faw a=e
el a1 I8 & T 3711 & 1T Gl B T ew & 32 & afe U 8 et <& df '
T 2 3T arert @t A e 2 sem | v Rufa wwet & fore ards 21

31 AR I8 B & fob 89 THIST H T 3 WATE THT T THTL PR
3G 39T ¢¢ 3R et FAST & Wi 7 FEam e e I8 7 b ISt b 59
PIAT BT DY G [T 5T bl & 3 T2 & IR W 8 T8 g Ahdl & (b &H
R FPIT H T AcTeba Bl G BRAT SR TH FHIS i Tl Rl 3
TCHRT UTaR S IS 1 w17 o5 3 Fobert &

YA § §AR FEIYSST - FHTST B AR ¥ § FdTerd d3 & o
gl @1 S1geTa ot o6 et v oo < Afciasan oot A # <& ge Saferd &
F5 | g1} P 3T 3 & STa b ! Uell BT fadrr & ST &1 Ha & ey 39k
7ea A 32 §U & YRR e awT b a1 ax it I8 Hiferds aem R @i &
e & I Fad RATTUT &Rall & | Aa T IRl I8 0l & 19 ag Hifd an
eI el H TG RATUT PRl §E STA-TaTI R | 37T SR & TR
“H UG 3MTeATTed Yo7 & 399 HaTed |l b Smedd Ui &1 I8! bed sad &
TeTdl: AId STia- Sl T JabreH &1

3T TS A &R & ¥ g 3ANd R ¢l & TR 1Y 1S SRIgford i & P $¥a!
HROT I8 & b acir dgr iiferasa @ 31feres wew o smeTiedd o1 6 B & 2
I BN AR B FeH H 1 Y T el 811 MK b a8 SAreaicrapa Bl Yet
TR IRANS J& I R B JT| FoNug # g Aaer § da1 11 & 6

FIRIISIG T HIRT 30 A1 gy RAfer:
TAT: B AT e Hadl gradsafasargoiid| 12

37T W TRR 3T ANt bt Hifet dbaet BT & et HI o fore =& fre
2| 3 A Hias # @ < aTel AT BT SISO 41 IR Tl 8| 9al H gE &
Yo & qTC MU & (1) S 3reife] ey 31e; Tawy IRefel oF AT Xt &b 3974 31K (2)
3 371 B g0, €, A, TR T2 3T S8l Bl TofaiT HY HTghel & HITT bl
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AT & 3! Tiftd & 3urar| A A1 8 FIS Bl 30T 3R SN B & | 370 |
Y HeaToT & | P TEUT B &, FHT BT A1 & TR 51 AR Jafed &
HIEH P WIBR BT & 98 T 14 § ¥ & AT &

3T: B BeI0T & A Bl 0 AT aee forsaes fore cafs bt arary 8 3awads 21
STEIVT ¥ 1S WETAR 1 &1 <11 98 ST e | dw] Q107 H 8T 71 & b “FaraRaH Jo ami
B Sl B il oIl 81 3T g TS & b & Seaiceedar Bl §: Hicifead < ¥t
AToTeD RT3 ot Ten T ST s 21 Sl G 3 & g o it ekl & feg
8 &1fore Bt & e Y Sead BN & foTid! B4 31 el el &

3T SaR = WRA ARpicl & FeRwa Yot I §&l 51 BT 39U € Fara &
e, Rrenelt § 39 el o1 foBRTa o=l & T2 3% FH1ST 3T, TSGR & foe
(gfg), T var Fpuear snfe & e & Jedi & T § WeR fear g1 ¢
TATTaTR Jufvg & Tt 7T 2 & 3 R g2y 310 iR 3a aRd & 3 & emead
@ &1 3gHa 81T & 3R 3 7 | e Asgueafta SRT wiv g wread AR 10

AfesT st T 31f & 2 fob dbact Sra AT Y 31U o difohd ueT @b gut 3uar
TR & S| GEETS B AR Tl Jrd & fobeg T & 3ia affoes aqen
TTEATIH a1 Y&l DI THIM Heed T T & | &, 312 I B Bl HiaT T &t
ATE T T HIET BT 37TH d1ed a1 IR quTef oot 1 & | geuref # Sraeadanait
@I quf FroaeT # a1 T 8| A @Y g% & AT § IEd ge 31T il e
TSI AT B gl BT & At BT USRI T8 8 el & /T 3T
Hqut e R} o FiaoT # XgaR i a3 | STHEHRTad § Bl T & fh

TR TZT BHTZT EMTEd TEUISHT: | USTAIEaTeTHTE eXrigare| |©

3T HIGPT 3 &1 AP & 3 TRY G R BT &1 e T 7 b Saawid
H RII0T B16R 30 370 AETERYT F WA DY Aed G &1 MR 2 & 398 I 79
gt (A ) O A €1 gouret Rif & fore s1avas & w1 e 2
HETIR BT TeT B I B FHIST HdRY Il 2| FHIS! B it B 3 qoure] ot 7
NS & | Q0T # gaTe TE T & U1 < st Wk gl WA 8 o o) € 3 3tk
& MR g R &7 e € 7 g faR & ar amifore st a1 ¥ ot # e &

FASH A B T BT AT ST 8N e JerHE 3 3t @ geaR
SATIREAT B 3R T B GIGaRI 7 gaae1 3 3 B G B 3N g 1 antt|

TGS, ! ATSTRTerasasT ST |
AT HEld Foeseraseer S| 1”7

31T §gw™ A1e® Bl AT o6 Tt veet IR sl @ 79 ° Freg
3 A P T W e H e R S w0 gfes &1 3771 H fdet R qen @
P 2T WHY URH gAY RATHT H faer B |

2 afe difthas dor smeanfords vell #§ Fwwag 91 & Siia aTa &= & a i
# afofe Rerdvst & 3r@enRoT &1 SFERT GRAT TIfee | Mar # Rerdwst & gk g4
YHR &1 T § | 3G AT 7 | ISk G FH BN BT N BRAT & 3R ST
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GRT & 31T # T I&d &, 79 a8 Rerdvst deandr &1 ar # ag o de1 mn
2 o5 A= 3T-370 AT T TRl gE Y eI ded T s Fbell &

FHIST H AT M1 ST B a1 I S AT J0T TawT P G Heeaqor
R 81 &1 519 qof Frawen B RIS Y & A 395 G THE BROT T o e
3 fquTe gRT IS # WS W a1 il B Ui fha ST s TeTeT ST
faTer o Wi & 3T GeaaiRerd &1 3 7o, Tooe] 3MTaT W &1 I a1 TV
ST 3 SR R 89 7T &1 37151 FwiaT & &1 aif 81 1 € e e fef | ey 3o
& & 96 R AT R 5307 3= § 1 39 &1 99 HH a1iorey 3R R o7
MRS AT B R UR 37 TR I A1 371 3 Iwaferd ) it o HeRor ed
HaTe % a1t ST AT | 37T, Tt 3N SIS b HAT Bl AN B, 3T B,
TSy, TRIUTer 3IR PG o1 EFTa & Bt H deet &l T | ¢ 3T SR
BT T HROT T & o5 T e oY e & 3171 wged &Y ol €| Tl et § Hsa
fort gfeg R ToRIY €= < o1 7T 37 Tich edToT df |G 4 Y| “afed Pret
HIMd GTY TaH YUT STia- o Toe e, Sfadii &f arahd, Ia1Red U4 Atas & fore el
3R zrer, =T 3 & fore wmefae fosan e an| feds Fref= Aa dhae 3o fore €
6 afees e erarRyat o fore i smefa aar aml 1 Sig HS &1 ged Y A &
A 8 370 & G 37 TOTt Pt oFY e |

frepeia: &7 I &8 A & b et ol faiieral d @X = & fore &8 wRar
TR B 3R G: FNeAT BT | WRATT TPl 88 S AAYTY P e et 2
579 &X el TIfoTat Bt 3iTead Fwen asd o iw, #H3, sife, wgar anfe & v
@1 fabrT 8N 3R S1a T4t Al BT g&d Ufadl & df TSt ¥ 910, SeAMT, $541,
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MIRY T<d & GardR J Geb &Il 3741 (R Fw1aT 97t wep rraeh st 8|

HaH
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R aeF & fdor™ # Far” (Polemics) & YT
o1 AR foar
31fafr srapT, geTemes fasmr
SATEIETE fasafaaneT, SRS

HdTE Bl (Polemics) B BORET :

HRAG 2 & famr § fafim arife wwem a9a-awa W 30 519 o
yfcrseT, URIeT Ud et BT &1 & | 9 [aadeiet Jmo foett o7 B & o’
aﬁmﬁm%maﬁmuﬁf@ﬁwﬁmﬁ@éqﬁr%lﬁ%ﬂﬁmﬁ
el B & TS BIE 7 IS YATor 3799 &l &1 T 3 “HIER” (e
3T ST AT JReHTaax B 31h & 16 ﬁwﬁﬁaﬂémﬁgm
HRAT| " TS I a1 e # A 91 & Foidas O ot et T &, - “fee
TR fese o famm | e o Tt o ot =18 o, I8 srwa o 212 59
YHR A 319 A B Ig W &1 STl 8 b IR Hiae drf bl B § Il
TS THT BT FHIE & bl & aHY I8 [Heil d1f & 3 & wga & &1

TG UG B Tel BRI TgH fagr Bl 37 371 BF IRfer 2 SRR Bl 2
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T 7R, S8R, R, TRUer I, (31eeg an Tits) anfe are fory A 3 srffea fosan
ST 3T PIS 31K 21 U & | TAKT Holgd! IRARTY 3iR 37! T8 AT 3u9-T
ygferdt 39 TR A WX ugTe o fafie At 1 5o foe 7 o fosst wrdeite et
B 3MaTIRdT & 3R 7 Fotgd aRaddT B BIS UMM 81 31d: JaT TIeHaaHqT
&1 faem= axar | a8l fasgent=t & ant g1

E1iHeb ST ad Pl Ueb g ot 2| enfiiep fafderdr & BRoT 3 el
® AR Th R & Wl T, 3wt 3R W TR BN o 39S
TRuTHRaw AiveTie oy o uRweifidt 3cm 8 s €| fafire emt & st
D P IR DI IRARIS, IURHT GG, I97-HuT Seaife enfiics BHBIVS! B TRIdH
T &1 & &1 e T enfiie e & 311a & RT3 37 TWEr & et
BT LY ST T8l &1 uTa 2| 31fférd ot an sif¥iféra safeh e Satldr § IR
B ST €| 3 ST 3127aT ITIHIG B TR U9T e 21 S TRUTHRGET
TN e Pgar, 3G 3R 8¥ [Add 8F Tl § | $© AHIST®, IISTHIID
3R enfife TRReftl & HROT @ & AR sRIfEwEr tuar @1 st
AHRIGAT & BROT ST B I3 e & | $B IRIerdi & S 37 &t &
Tl end e A €1 O ol 3r-31oe fafdree end ot ey amAnfoTes e A €
3 37 Gl DI U&T IR & | O TWERIT b & TIRD 37 AT Pl GUS o
1 31T R == 7 7T R €| 399 W & 1 enfifes g 7 fasa o s
@I 31 e 8| enfies & 3iR 3cTe @ sl Y adb & 3R TR =i -Tel el
ST T & | Faiif enfiies 3aiie I wafth o wadadT, ST 3R AARBRY
BT & grar | 5T st & ST, g8 3R sneAfasara o amenRa Siear gHdT
Bt & gl o, I 3k wafe 7 8 S 21 39 uRomy Wy d1a-
TATS §eR, 377 31 & adpare 9 7% & e &

a@@%ﬁﬁ (Multiculturalism) 31X enfiie §gc1dT (Religious Plural-
ism) afaaRoT & T Bf T g wEa &1 fasa & fafie el & 3 JaRphid
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TR, AT, S fAfqerdmaii vd SRaR H Uifvd Afhal &l RER FHH
TTHITIS BT o7 &l &1 I vd senfirast & ward 3 3% & gRaf Rme <& &
3711 fasa o 3 et 3iR HoTedl TRARTSH o ST U A1 AT Siiad W B
&< 3R T & & fore foaer €1 ara: enfile Haviofar fasg enfe & fore a1 21
S U3 S aTel 1T bl faereT, famrer, srenfea, e aTaRd 89 | a3 Bio
BT | & & AT WR &1 B9 @ T MERT ol AT 3R 81 3 R R et
3 foraR-famet sik R grar <rem 3 @1 71 331 aRier # 3Ma faaRa! = Amifod
Ren 3R enfea enfa wnfid &R & fore 3mas faded W foaR-fawet fdar 21

TR JETT DI TRART H 11 IS FHATST DI AIRBIcI TgeraT a7 &H-
HAIAE P e H I ge fedn a1 21 &l Gl bR i ennfiies wHIgreT atet anit
T 3YTORT ARSI §1C G BT YA foparm 1 &1 59 fore aeam ant &1 o=
AT & HegH A & odl AN BT AN ¢ | eiReT e & fore weaw ARt sroemn
TTID & | A B T3 b MY BPR A Al 3= HIT BAT M 3R 7
3®! QUT B | T BT AIRE | AAd TR gRT ara131t Ua giaai ol Fafea
TRAT AT & BT VAT YA, IERATE 3R Fe-aaret gite amae & fas=it 3/
Aipfras farre & et |

IeerE & b IR & W we (Juteg M 3R svesp) S g A
famRia ge, 39 w9a Igdl, §978, IR 3R S (I &) Td dlg, o anfe
& BT 3TReTed et 8 7 & &Y, IR 3 eI STiiich AITC J&TT JUTNT ATer e
H ARG FHRATSA & S & | §HH T BT Heedqul WA g M P T
feg e 3R |t 3ufwel &1 wR e e @1 ifes wrgef fasg # wafera emf @
TRea M & figd &1 a8 9= Aa-s7ia & Fa=ansit &1 9defis vd gdaiid
FHIH YR BT 2| T [qddre, diedra foea, T, s sRfa=, smard
fomiTaT 971d, 0 I T IMTS 31TE AT & 3MRIRh I § SR g2 #aTe
TN Rt Bt & o el Bt A3 & foreg 18 Y Rt enfifes =11 &1 Tt 21
T B enfies FFIATE Faet T feg et 3R sniRas wwerd da i =18 21
Tty Y et & 1w o, dtg, Rie gt anfe &1 319 a& siRa@ @maa d
U UETH §IE G o fefe enfifes agw, uReraf 3iR faare axd 3@ i dar
H § | WIS BT T 3T & | PO FAINT - BET & (b & Bl AR daTd,
37T 3uTvE &1 JuFET BT AR M & 3R Ml B TR 353 B il FHG0T
H7q 3R TR 2

JaT BT ARAE I8 & 1ob SMNIRh H1d F AlddedTol & o 370+ ad
Fxicd BT UTeH BT ANMGC | TRI: JUTaT Dt J& [RT&T 1 AN 3R STEIETDR
2| ITETETBR 3 foT8 ST, 3R, $AaRY0T 91a 3iR s1g1 31F+ard 7 2
T H FHPT IPT T TG Pl et & STal 7, Hich 3R BH BT 3gd Fo=ad
T HHANT & T H Eran &1 TieieN & SRR Ml i 8 B 3TeT g
21" og1 T 2 % enf &7 e 31O STaRTHT H 59 A% @ B NSl &- SR e
foream e 1° et 3TETRI, SR enfie HHBIUS, JRTHET, SaTEd, WTefHT, SRR
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HTHTC SR 3, 3RE, A 37TE F s W37 P e 71 &1 U e &1 |
e =afts 1 & fore wmita &1 1 3 3e-Tom & a8l A1 da-57 e B)e
BT BRI €| 39 dcd 5T D VI B aTeT TTED & SMe e 2nive B I B
Fhe &1°

JET & AT S T, 31T TR R 3 HIS, Tt 3R atfid
fore e & forach wereawy daTd § 3 wRrETdt BT fadr g3 21 318 dar &
-1 3 JWTd FWETAl B HRIATC TaHHRig gitc & v @R & fire &l
foeg daT & A WG AMaST 3R 9% & deamr & foe smeaniens 3R
e gfte & ATTae &Rd & 3 HoTea! &b HaTacral Ud 1R g & @t g3
fag enfies Twrera I S &1 Jom o &

JaT B RERWAT wd =il 3 €1fife gerdn 3R U ughaar |
fafderdr & g ge it & e 3R He-31iaa & fore Anfes fraar 21 sa fig =
20 WIFEN, T, TENgHwH, W fadae 3k FeTe i & fIaR seayo 2
210 e = T faRIy e # v A enfies dad @io ol YA foban, ot
fafirg et § e sTaRAd faRwasit & RGO 3 U 311w da B wIid
fo5aT 51 AT 81 39 v erfac I (Essentialist Theory) 3 ST 3 STHIT ST
g1 810 wramerT -+ faftre oMt & sTeRae faeansti & FRIeRoT axe w4 emf &
e e Bl T AHAR 3 WIPR P R Jef fear 21

I IR B et & 3 ca DY T cd b Y H IR BRAT AT A1
T et 7 Yo WU 3 fqgme &1 210 WaHerT 5 59 AT Bl AT R P [ole
JuTYET Td 31 dfcd TT &1 31eadE IR & YW1 FISiae 3R FRE BT A
3rezre Tl 390 3R fafis et o &1 3reaem e I8 e o v & 6
&1 U & SAR 3R U & T R g & &1 d Ped & b der, 2ta, 2I<h, dwig,
|G- eI 3d 7 &1 TN 319 T & 3R 370 4 el U #d d
3T &1 3 | o AT IR 8, A $B A1 e 21 g 3 99 3Fe Al &
JHE & 311 TP & g W ARl &1°

WA - I8 g &= &1 Ja foban fob IR A 9deams 81 9 W
foelt v et a1 woTea faRdy &1 vaiferuce T8l & Jobar 8| el et Fed B $5R
J 3Me eu=Ril, wiel 3R 3FE ARl # 30F B A R gEw & wreaw |
yaITRTd fobam 81 3eeiaid & fob 210 wamer ¥ fafira enfies awrerdi & dra et
3R AT RIMUT B & {78 I8 T ot | 39T 5oy 3R A 31eaed ufaa
3R Ima wRia 711 fobeg @2 31T H 30 gRT RN AdHM & ®T WHR el
fopa | 15 enfies HaTaeaT 3 e @t fafersedr, fafdre wreRT, ST U
g1 BT IR 3R & e 21mae &Y R 81| Tid e 310- 310+ HRBRI
3R 3R & 3FHY 3T T Y01 PR IR I ol 7| II: 1 3dba 3R
s faxg &1 g g1 fasgent+a 3k et 3 Ao wnfud a=+ & fore smaead
& b i Twrardl Bf 3dbar B WIHR B g HI AGLHITHIG THa & b |
39 Ty A 81 dard & IRART ¥ W d7f g2 Held 81 3aER0r & foe
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SAGHITGEIIAT B foTT ST AabelT & | e # 3 eTfiics IRERT3 3R Jansii §
maﬂgaﬂmw%‘l HHUT HEd 8, T il b IA 35J 5157 | b BIaR 3l Wb
3 <l I GET AR &, W G YoTd & o] 3epT I8 Wllor fafergdep el & oy
Id & W1d 31EATa § I8 Hal T & -V g §fg T S 3 <al-aat Bt Yol dRal
& 3% ST BT 3UERVT 8 T & T I ST YT =l & et foelt 3 <aelT dor |
Tal 21" &F ad € b Ra wfea fasg & 3o Qe  3Fie wHerl # 3md anr
TRR, ¥, IdY, YIUe N 3 AaT-3aai3l B Yot ol & 1 oo M & 3R
TET Pls aadT el 81 & TP A1 RAHT B & Tl &

Jufwal # off 3= R @ wenfue fosam e 21 Fofee & SR a8t
) 7 gF 2, I €, AR §, 7 faga sk T 3fT o avs 1 feg =
TRATCHT &b 1Y A TE T FbIIRIA 81 8T & - AEAHI FaHaAfa el | Secia-d
2 o5 dfes wreu=T 31 gfte @ 3raeT g ot oft waraerat of 1, fasarr stk
ENTHa HTa=T BF U&TT T8l I T 8| SH0T FHeEd & (b aadT3il dF U B arel
dl (Saehe) T Tt Bt & 3R IRt 31 g aret fqgeies o oret & &1 el @
Yo a1 ¥ BXT & | ART Heh 3741 IRAAGR B Yo e 7h 3R T I &1 &1 TR
B T HH AT AT U T BXeTT & 1° JaTw H JURHT-ught 3R e &t At 3w
TR 8| §P foTe &F- €= 311 3G9 Y& 31avdds el & | M & 3FER, I,
B, STA STE 311 Pls Wb S5 I 31U PRAT & $56R T gedd T I 9 &
31407 P AT RIS BT TEVT Bt & | §I% 31TiReh, Wb 5 o axell &, S @ &,
S &a AT &, 3T &1 Td U=l T & a8 99 5% & Uil i o & iR g9y
qH YH-31IH BHBeT b T I Heh BIPR o I BR1° § YR el H T
RATG T3 B THf~ad BRA BT T fohar o & | 8T b o uitia 3R gt
& ufer ot e &1 gedoT guRard 3R THaaBRY &1 T8 ad o afe 3
GRIEIRY 31 HId 3§80 BT HH R & <l I8 e A 1T &, e 3o g e
B3I 781 7| oy 399 1Y 81 ST H Bls TE e & qai1ch 98 g %0 3 Hfeh &
T & | 39 9PR T U1l & 3ER 3R IR R §e1 &l &1 WagHich & 9491a 3
GRIERT Y TNy G 81 ST @ 3R 38 wriad enfa @l 9T & S §| Ha
HIPWT BE &, AR b BHI T el BNl | T8I b Ieb &Y, 39, g 37T 5T Prg
o gy A arer 8, 9feh 1 ATt 39 fore o gorw 71 3t e @ fop i 3R qar
I WA & fo7C &, TIE 98 PV 1Y Ral &, Be | g &, fopdit o wgera 7 dar
B3 Y, TE AGH HedT0T BT AN YaRid dRall 81 T8T ad & 99 e Bl B $4R
@I RO § ST & fore daT T 8- wdemi uReasa amieH TRuM §e1 1

Jar ©d Mar # fodt U A, Uer 37raT HaTed (Religion) dI Srssar g
Tl BT 92 AT 3o & e T8 IR vhdd Sifgeiig W S T B IRH T & ¥9
H AR faa TaT &1 370-370 FTHITAS B § TR e e 9 afes s
3T BT AT TR b & | 370 B &7 H b g Heicd e &b BH &3 I 819 8
g3 1 30 A 21 g1 b & 8 B 91 TIER eI & i ITHT
freiRa foam g3m o1 aRaT g3 To UTd &1 WRT 781 81 2| 37: &St B (I9HTG
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3 FHH) B IR Tl FHAT Tfee|

210 T JTHUM JaTT 3 a8 THIA & | 370! Fbid a2 B I 376d dar<
@1 3R 21 7oT 31 3R ot wis o srawen # Saet Frjor vd FideR s81 & ad wdid grar
2| ogi a6 T 5T o 3raeRon o B FaRIRS Siad & o wd &1 SR B
i, UIeTd U WERS TEIRS GIe 3 el 141 & | FERH & ‘STHERIA: 7' B
IR B AT AR = S5 B Ifte 1 f, b 3R TERS BeT 2| I AR
gfte A SXR BT AT ALV | URATIS gite | &1 BT W6 F6i0] A=< &
b 579 98 &7 &1 9 U1 7 &1 S, 79 T $3R-YH AIFG &b BeaoT & fore re &
UG & SR R &4 fob<1 3101 3T 39 Ud 3TRTEASd A &, I8 b &b UIRAIRD
PR, ARPIcra foxTret 3R aer-arer yRRerfr-wmer e 21 forer fesr & - o
JURIT A9, A0 3R BH 3 ST Q0o DI o1, T F T RAFE Bl AR 3R
RN 3 it & Fererar fentt| i aRefde gitc & RAser & v A1F 9 2
3 dl agaT 41 e 3R fet B AR 7, T 371 # rsa € b 31t wled
TG 8T ST TR U TRATHT 2T 3Fd 09 DI & W1 [T Sl 7| 3 JDR & i arl-
yghrat 3R 3T < 31 srRTeAT 3§ Reufer aReTeHT &1 3 T R &1

O TP A ALV & Beb eRieied RIgI=T Bl ST Bl g BaT
& 1% 3705 st et et 1 ey Wi foram 7T & iR wdtea e & e 7 3%
3B TR 3T -RTHR0T TR fea ST 81 397 gfte & RATe & v 91 I
21 fasa B smeanfcads vasar B 3vem axAT 3R emf o fafderar ar TeRT smukiss
21" 3% fauRid g0 TengswT 3 wRrdl W Fedt et & vl wemf el axa
&I Wi 81t €| 37T e & fo5 31t~ T o wfer it & gfeaioT SieT-3ie &
Tod g, foorg & 3F aftmal & s1gr & IWE A aifeel® g awed #
AT BT BT S1a Sl & I e BT, 5315 & H %<1 IF BT 39aeT
3R sxam  31ceE F Ui 3eR-TEYuT 3nfe enfies RARTE v & IRA I &
fafire gfcmme €1 fafim enfiie aRRufal & ReR MR qe JaiRe 3mes-9e=
X AT ST B qutar uTe & Faselt &1

IeerETa & o6 arduite e @ WeR o) # 3 snufidf 3or$ i 2
210 TTHa FNiTE, 8f a8 wdbrer aAf, Ef0 AeHIT el anfd 7 e wE & 7d W
3T @ 81 il 377 AdTaerdl g, o & g, fawardi v Araamsii &
WIBR B H $7HR B ¢ | IID H &b SN 370-370 & Bl Farad 99 &
59 gfte fafire emf & 3r=-3r0 enf @1 wrdeity vd wdted AFE @ w9y 21w
o & fob ot U=y ety et srerar Af¥ads e ot o & Fabe 2, forads
3raTia Y AUt et 3 wdd iR ger Ragrl &1 THaer 81 9?39 I W
et § foar-famef e s @1 &1 At 3na a6 39w www THIe T8 &
JHT| FHC HHaR 3 TR 3D F<i, TS JURDI U HEYRT = 3 foen # gar
a1 8| TS TH®, T HIR UF 3D Gl F=1 = 310+ JU<= & A1eaH 3 feg, o,
™ € 3Tfe & HATIeREIl Bl I FH T S fopan {3 fafirg emf & g
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Hiferd watie 78 &1 381 enfifes 3mewR 3R urave & @ued aRd g o & T
TR HEY SR P TG I91 TG el & | ITH (a1 et & ST BT € BF JeT
HIGHT B TP WRIR Fgaf 3R enf gdes siia= A= ax- &1 39w fear &
T & G H U2 9% & o6 afe fafire enfifes gfteai 3k #at &1 get fear s ar
@IS e faRy Rféra =1 X Aovar 21 afe 39rs enf 3 S of e, e vd gog
B e fear s a $97E Al § o 3raRy FA? 9 YeR afd sxam ¥
3reeg, R 31k R B gt fovar ST A $ReTH H a7 319y STTT? 99 I &
1% afe fafim enfife araasil @1 STHRAS Fedx el fadn S a1 a1 A4 gt &
3 ¥ faera &) smam? W # % a8 IaeiRe gftc & e =&t &1 aeht ewf o
Tqerar g 21 PIs v o FRUST B § G BT a7 81 PR GhdT 21 e
ageran, fafi emf # e @ iR fesarers sgfr oud 21 e safdd &1 aH
30! 15T 3R fIeary & 31919 § Pg e T 8T Topar 2| <l Bl enfiies srer
3 BRI, TRRTE, e, et vd vl W PR 81t &1 37: enfife agern &
AT HRAT TG e 2| dRadzor & g 7 off enfifes ageran 3k sgeRgiiae th
T 2| Tl 4 e o1 e 3T 310 U & HRBRI U4 3R 3T IR FReb
Tl 377 & B WHR BRAT Fal A G1iic AATIE 371 HaT=d 8l o
gfcrersr el & & enfifes wexufir = 3md wafdadl @ 9o avs fean vd forar st
o e 3 laR ¥ gaT fean o e avqa: fawa # yaferd et ¥ 6T o
ASTES BT 3T AATII G TR 2T &} 37 Ieball &1 I Dot P PRUT HETHT
el ¥ ety et & e W SderfmyTa ik wEeniiar w) aa )

Seoraa 2 o weTe el fig et & W Srarh &a ge o g,
M, TR 31TE ASTEs] Bl THH ¥0 I Hecd 34 R g1 &d 81 3 PaT v I [P
eNfHe 3TETHT & BIRUT AN T GER & faxrelt 81 11 &1 3 afar foset end fary &
forear ARl gE 30 ATacTiad! I gUT BT & I8 aIad H & & HH @Y el Sl
&1 3mst 7 o it faea enf & smawgadr & 31k 7 {5t v end Y Fated AT
Irig g1 amfois 3R agide aRaer # ReEdr 89 & oRoT [IRE awema §
U Uil eI $IaR 37T TRHATHT T 3P I WR 5911 310 e bl IiT T AT
T &1 digent & aifesra fFrafor vd S enf # diefox vd sREd o Argar wnfua
&S| T8 R ue fopdil v e o Hafeaa a1 &l & 3ik 7 fafim emf ot smaar sk
ATYETT BT & | ST 3TN & T H AT & BT Fareddl b I TR T TR Tl
37197 URHATCHT 37UdT SZaR 37aT §&T 37T 37eeTe, T8, Sitedd 3nfe & Jare
o= B 2| T dfee w3k Jara 3 fesht e i3y o Tafeae R s T8
e mar &, afcss FRUer tRATE 3114 S8t & Adteddw &1 YidTed fdsar T 8| gt
TP I AHG ST & MG T FIAE H UhH Ha[AIageT Gai~ Pl 3eerd Herd &
faea & o owll # w1 <amerTT-uer 390 ORA < (S8 31 $36%) Bl U1 &’ & AN
(TEM) | ST DI 3 AT Bl TR [d¥d b 3 &I &b 81l g HI dRad
SN~ T T YRR {1 11 el & | D 1078 A 1 TeTTe] FoTed URdc STagdasd
2 31k 7 oot vap fawaent o arduty enf 1 T v ¥ 18 @t (3uafire) 21|
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e, & veiferad et 3itw Retler=, (1939) 90 45-52
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TSR TG, T, JRITNT GRIIIG, TTIRARNT Piwid GG eaHayor | ()
T e MY FURATCAT & TU8 & GURATE! RIS & I 371 Fabe!
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Y4 B! IALROT BT U T

Hs1 $AR T1ed
iR fawmT, 202030 TREYR faeafaae, TRER

T I FaRIT BT TP & 11 A4 STIa-o11d I &b B9 H faem™ &1 3w
A o STeTTedbar F TR TET IEaT 8| 3R] WIHa Siad § 31aHfd & b &
eI Sila & SeATfcHebdl 3 el T8l G 8| 31 HHa Sila H el Bl
Tl & 3rfa Sitae &1 Mt & Fafia d=ar €1 31RIY §_Ts 3 feRT &1 3R] Sa
AT H AR T Tl 81 & 37Ifa 39 Sreaven ®f HaRRid dRdl & 3 S
AT H Y & [quRIa 3T S1aRIET &1 3R] W ¥ DY e H ST HBA <gATH d
AT Y el el &1 37 STaRIR S I e T &1 312 3R g9 v
TER & THad & AFG STa H STeT 3R ey W ol e ovar & agi gas
fauRier & g1 AT STa- & JeaaH TR Bl 3R T Xear £

A Si1ae N 57d 3T T Fva=2 3THTd 3 fobar ST & Y 399 fauRiey g ot
TR T ST & | P 3R 37 0 R & T & 3R RN wawma aret & | 3o
e AT Ui BT & 3R YW 390 auia Ao gof 3R 3R upfa & 81 IR
H pfr YewaHdY THTd B & 3R g 7 31 AT € 59 awn # wanterd & 2
3T I §RT5 P UL RIS TR H FEROT AR R A 29 7 fawifard o
St 2, forat faavor o v 3 2
IRIRS T AFND §RTs o¥1-~Td d G AT H 13T IT FATT-37[H TS F9 3
HHI ST H T 21 AT ant § i S1R]H Fa Mdbe 7| 37T, T, derd
3R YOI GOTT AT 3TGRTET, MRATRS TG TAT T BT ST, BRI BT LATOT 2
TRIT R AR, TR G &, 31, AU AT IRTE AT, 37 I 9eagid, o
fieae, @Rt q 3@ 3nfe ST & 3aTER0T &1 3 3RH B WA S
31quter 3R srafer, sreRT 3R srfdwasia 1 e 81 TR B 9 @it 8 g @
R o ST qot & aifcs SHIA 3 31qUTdT & 3Hdbi-31+db 3TexYT o & | T &
ufgea & 3rery, grreT o famia o & fordr At o forwfor o= €1 faprer & 39
TR R "I’ 3R BN & 5161 R A9 U 3T W0l a9as 3HRa 8| afe S
& 0T B BRI AT & U &I [qaR R o a1 f61 3% 3iR 31 ggH & 3
T ¥ fEafdand | Baa YU | Sd aRIH, FuTe Jut fFRef® 1 wedid 2 81 a8
fi¥aa =12t 2 o Far Jait &1 &1 31 27| T A B A T qMed Biell & Al
314 3R AT &1 31 7 8 a1 3R W fasr 7 gt 3R alka o 7 dranl
GRFaTCT Afcrdba, fordh SR Y@ 37T 37 &1 5ia &I 3629 &, 374 & ael
ST 3 TgTd ST B FHAT H GRacH 31 1 7 | 7 U Haseia 9on 7, S
H| g R 3UaT BT § qfb H &1, 37fug sl ol foba, faRiweR adbT,
e, 3MTASPR Bellce o qer SHRIAY BraT I I B &1 Wit § S 7T
qRg AT e gt fofa a8 R ¥ fewrs ugan g1
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S § e 31 < FRremard) @2 @ Jad drar 21 FRremardt e g
HCT & o ST o HeT | 31 &1 ST, 37T I 3er 31T Bea & 3R gw
3TET 371 ST & BT AT B BT bl BRAT & 37: TN SMa H BT
319aTe &b WY H BT &1 193} Irare) & yfcrHreel s+ areffie 31eR ImivemeR = 39
q1a & fore difdbasd: yHToT & @1 ST fosa o o st Figteam 21 didbey Hiferd
T 2| A 31 3MeRvT & 3 I, e B Hohd ad & ot amifoie
BT & o1 3¥d SaTad FHFAT 2| EART fSTaTfaeT 3Rg HEdx v |y Bl
G A 9gd & ST B4t & I @l 81T & 3R 3R UTed &1 S d AN 3 37
1 3T @ 3R & yemfad el 71 Siae 7 PR I dRa ET1-37Ta a3 B T
TRAT 8l 1A 2| 37: T BT S1a I ST T G2 el |t 3 gRyuf
2| SMEIGR & 3R ‘A SHTd MGTdd ST & Jdifs 3 et & 31T
RIBR a1 & Tic 3R 371 3714 8rar af 89 Siifad el e | FHR Silad 3TH
& HRUT §EHT 8| T siiad qura: HavHa & 3ik Fud & g:@ 21 Shaw daa
O 7T 6 & | TR (029 3TN & ST 7| 3R BT ST YN BT 3791 SR
T, Y & Fifcb Fg A Sia-T FHIG 81 ST & 3R & 7T &b @l Bl qel
BRT 2| 3RIH TPH & IR B I HgfT B BRT Y 37YH BT T1GHTT 81 2

3R A T3 BT [RIE 21 8 TRiD! & IR IR TR B 3RH T,
3@, 3, HHIAT 3R U | 3 3TYH A 3719 b TR TRA Yo & [a=rel ard Sl
g1, 3 e TeR S U S - 1. g9, 2. 9, 3. ied, 4. 9| ARE F 3w
& e 7 o1 2 b forea A argrw 21 311 & e & e § We 3T TR
el 7| g fawa H P8 31 acd & I a2 Hidarfed I 21 fawa &' sriaw ol
31 3R TR G B &, 3R & HRUT| T 9 371d Pl Y A H 3D FTHR
DI TTTC FeT TS &1 TG Sia ot 3iR @t F H_1 g3 8| $B et 3
U BT HITIE T fadT &1 SRy ST & 3FRIR,, ‘Ighd & 4 3iR &fd 32 ot &'
$3I1 A # SIS S0eR0fe & 3R ‘o it I A= B HIEvs T ST
BRAT & ST €, T Ipfd & e B & 377 81 3t w1 9t & 599 Silas &
T P BT T & 3R TR b A 81 U of Rerfer § 3aia BRrary SR Fa1
@ I & ST 81 TR 3R ¥ FRTeaTar e 2 Jaa: 3 8 dTel WaHTd At
frfa & fore woiae Temet & HRUT & W § WHR IR & o- 519 PIs AD
TR 8 3R SHRY &1 HRUT HT IaT T I UM & BRUT I8 A A 3R e
AT & TE T 3R] & 9o H BRoT w4t Rf 1 5905 31faRes sraradiaRt g
SR SEBRI, GTIAM WA 37E 3 HROT 3T H FHIfed o) A H 7=
Ighicieb Ud TRIRG WY & Ueb 31T 3R ol &1 3181 31mew! 98 & S 31nTa
3fer B e & iR 3faa B a8 @ 3 i & AR J fopar SR € 12 I
JEIT 1 e wfkifeha & g & 3R afe fseh ot 7' 3fd edare! fisan wwa
&I 8t e fagpeers Ref 3cm 81t & 3t o 3791 ad fawme & AMRae I &
3R 3R & &l 21 EARY a9 TENTT aRa & 3127dT 9T, 9T 39 oiaet |
JIR BT TIEE e YT P FTTcHDAT oA H T&ET 31T b | 3R b Fva=e o
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3fde g 1 wHdI Siia # 3R] & ARET 3T, 3IATIR, HEMRI, 3R
3R SRR AR I R 3RTATT 3nfe & MR R B 8| 7eTel g 7 30 st
T2 H 99 ST P &R 8107 g HRT /M1 & | dlteg: 3= H IR HeT 31 717 8- 51,
T, g1 3R Fg| AT STa 3Ted SIS T T DY AT | AHd Had
& 3 & Ty # gie wisan & 1 & fIaR =T 3 8| FdERS Siad |
3R A AT B AT BIT 37T &1 3N B faee # |iHAferd 7 FRremarar
Tffd! & SFHR ST pedd SHId 8-38 SHId WI-d AA & fore e &

3TN UTA BT 3 &1 AT I F ST & | 0 Bt H 3HbeaRarel et
TTaRERT & SR 3RIH Dls THAT Tal Y TN T 37H Pl I BT HRUT 4
A AN B G a3 I A I | ST & T RHeTd ST &I 34T
BN & BRUT 1R HATIE TIaRUT &b BIROT AN H d1icha d St AT BT 3141d
TT ST AT | | €ROTT 2t b 31 Sia @i ob feTe N H¥ Bl I 3iR i bt
HETTg H o & & qR TN 3H B R 3R AN & AT i § 3raxier dar
TR &1 TS arid 3H o AreT FRUE I dd@ (Absolute Ultimate) 3727
HTYeT Yo-aaal (Relative Ultimate Reality) & &9 # &1 & | ©icT - fded # 319 &
R T (being) & T 3T (non being) B {51 3T TeiaR @iel 4d & A
J N YBRI 2| (matter) IR & a2 H AT & 4 (matter) 3R 3MBR (form) &
&7 8 =0T | fGbrRT & 69 § 51T, 3B (form) B 3R Fedl 21 S1-591 MR
& THIY UgT ST 32 & A1-ci [d9d I qRIgdT a1 3R ged S &1 WHd H Fhed
Fﬂ?ﬁ?l(Freedomofwill)%%ﬂ%ﬂﬁ%ﬂm@fmﬁﬂ%ﬁ?ﬁ%lWaﬁﬁ
Ue e g, W-EI'@%EW(NaturalEvil)SﬂT %ﬁﬂ-%ﬂ@?(MoralEvil)l
6 I BT AT & T SIierds SR ~iidb 31 &1 S3TeT i &

T, YU & IIT T 3T T DI 3UET 318 AT ©| I YU B Wi o
e &1 g & W H TETId HH B HecbH BeTl S | Y & 7 el & 3 Hq
& difgd Tawu ot gitc a=ar &1 J9f awgsi &1 ve Aoh B 2 o Rrer =
31T H-FaRTSTHM 21 YH IRA H11e 2| YH BT T I 2 3R 3771 1ot e
21 wiel 3R 8¢t & auH # D! gfe Bl & YH AHa Siiad Pl oA 763 8|
¥, a: ¥ 8 3R afe 390 aRom ey g 9T 21 & I8 U g ad: PH
st 21 37: e FeToT & T g Wit &1 e A7 el 7, afcdd g Y1 v
DI 31T &FAT I 3TEHT & T Wb Hedl I 21 I8 g I 81 g foedt 3=
ISR Y BT ATEH A & IR Y T 7 3q: 18 & FHa 3TROT H 0 3R g
Jeod! BT FAER BIell &, ToTics HROT §9 ST H IRER T8 UIT ST & | AT
i1 ferem e et & sde 81 39 9 a1 3fud B del S 7 39 fausid S
forom i Feromt & it 37eraT SR 81 39 319 a1 SRfad BH el Sl &l 37
a1 3 B Afis Faw &1 Fad ferar 7| e am & dea et v o wiia
TRAT 8| Hated g, $IR a1 Ad aq 8| s From o aren 78 @ afews s
forom @1 ez B & a7 e T YU 2| YU & T H N HEIed & H2H &

f% “Good, then being defined as that which satisfies desire, true good or
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moral good will be that which satisfies or a moral agent as such” gH 1&g

SEITOT BT & | 4 = &7 il & b A 370 el o b 16 g T A arffe
e A B T8 T BAT AIMEE 1o 3706 T HH bl 768 o T H I SFamiiea
2| g & Al B 3aq: 81 YW P A N ¢ I TS T 8 3R e gw
[T 310 ATer 3 g1 3R ufdA @1 9w v 3nee @ et wifta & fore afe @t s
&R D SRR & | ST Fb F BT SHEIDR d Uidd IYH 76 Y 71
foTe 3107 i &1 UTer $7 3629 AMGR &1 IIfee| 3 ¥ & a8 3faa o1 € ik 3
3o & 3R I N e ST &1 I P A Wi A I har e 8, sem- |me g,
- FRUer | ey 37w, Wated ¥ (FRYeT gw) & fore arem w7 1 ated gw
red 8| Adied YW ARG &, $ID! g a= & fore o 3/ ot srrawardsar T8 2
g9 3fardt < 3iferes =i 3ik saes 7 smeanforas gfk aten 81 g 3fd @ SR
e &Rl &1 g 3fad & HifcrdseT @ STToTdseT B 3MeR e dx & =i Femt &
3ee ¥ AT & 31K gear g armaet & it & fore e From e 21 S From @
TTeH W13 &, Afid STaRT 61 Bal o7 Al & icid STaRUT &1 37w F1ed Fared PH
P11 AT 2| e o & Feaeer F A diet 3§ Ha-AefaR e 31 6T &, FEl |
3750 & o @1 & e 7T 311 & A el enfies Fraw ot e rm w1 e 2,
S1-dfe Pret H AT STaT &1 21 37 e - Fromt 3ik A9-warRt & gz @
3iferee fagt ¥ g @1 € witfere 3R wdte W @1 gl gw o ot < et
IETRA b ek oI AT b GfeT & fore adet, defena, SrRiM, SIead vd =areiiet $9a)
B AT P WMIBR DA 31 21 TR H TS [T IH BT al P& SHYOTT BT TRA
T8 WA & 37 162 bl S # 311 H HETId 81 & d YW A 8d 8 3IR 11 a8
21 2 9 31 BH BEdd 2| I A Y P JIsHaral 7 ¢
TICT 7 370 &2 ¥ W T (Idea of God) B Hated I B Tl &l &
fte # AT Y- A BacT YH & $IR DI Pict & | 3YH AT a1 Yifer & srerar
AR T 3R ST B 3051 &1 Y e wared 3R efpenen 5 & 3
faeT & gfteniar 2 &1 3real 3 3read & Yoo #| fa2T § vasdt &1 3R 37T
e & 3R AR Sl T SMUR 31 e YH T &

AR &b T Fegd - el & i YW dcd [T I H §9 ge &
TR & TR T YA 3 3rgniora 3R e g 21 v v g & wha
yeorat 8 e & 3R aen iR feen wam R &1 R yedl & ded g T &

9 e 3ifea e 3R sifam g 1 | ARRe axg3l b wad I el arr
2 STafts 5o Y e T A1 &1 AR ¥ Feardd i wfaiferty a1 gfered (Copy)
A BXH &1 IR B A MR Yoo 2| A 7 amer awgait # o s @1 s
T3] faRIS &t vahar & v H §7H SR & EHAR STBI HH YT b §
H W TRHATT TAT 0T BT A RIS AT 3UHT R o0 &1 ° T THR Fadi B
3ifc @& o a1 ¥ T 8| IRA GO AT YN T A1 G S b Tt H
FHTaRT 21 fowa & faer g wedil § vhar a1 doeedl IR S 3 3 8| gy
eI Y T A 370 AR It § g A W g1 &1 Ry forom # wre <t
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(Supreme Beauty), fthg=1 # T# I (Supreme being) T2 Ruferd & g a1 Ria
cd (WhH af aad) BT T &
R |ed H Y BT [aI01 399 IHR a1 & 166 71 3§90 IRA e &f deaT

el = g a1 gex &1 A1 31 Fopslt eIt 3 aF 51 At @ 3iR 7 3
HeaT i GRT AT [dsT GIRT DY 11 Aebel! & 3 T AT X H Dlg 3b T el |
T e, T 3k war IR

fobgs # wed @1 0T 7 YR 8- IRA A BT F D13 DU 2, T P DR
3R T B T | FHHT AEBR bact A T I 81 Ahal 2-ad A1 T8yl
BN SR gite 7 81 @1 21 39 9H a8 Mo 3R fagpe wau # o @i 7

Rufsars & g e a1 g faaor o v 3 foan o 8- ‘g oaet 99 awgai
& M B HROT L &, I8 30 371 3R 395 a9 1 3707 fasmi a yeordt ot
PRI R 9 39 R I BT 37 [T & T9H baet [T a1 Y =&t 91 5
FhelT, T g TRyt v 3R gxa! 21 fasmit (cadh) | 98d W &l

I, TR <l 3R S BT Gl TNl 2| T ST Bl §I b 3R G2 ST bl 3qehl
e BRI &1 Y acd, $TaR 3R Yo A1 T BROT R 0T 7 | @it A $eR 31 Ifte
@1 M BROT (Cause) 3R =T (Capital) 7T &1 H T0T SHIT a<AT & S07
A H TN Hd TFEH R &1 Y T I ST Bl W acd a1 gard T 2

¥ I ST o JeaaH WR W [dgAH 21 FWR SR 41 YH dcd 3101 H R (TeR)
3R 3R (3eR) A1 & SRT W G 81 I T s W s iR afgie
a1 & Rerferdh # foermm 21 31ex 3R a1eR A1 €l 0l H foer= 1) g ded Sha
& Yl BT f+aw = e 2

I T BT 0 3R Y% & b 391 Fide o= o aera 81 gy da ag 2 iR g
TeI &, AT &Y T (FBRIHAD T TDRIHAD) e B T SRTId & | FITTReb el AT
arlf & g H da o iR saeTRa varelf gRT iRt Heim YH T HRe907 &R a7
3G 2| YH BT T 90 3T 2| YH S AW | ST & dcd a1 Feadi Bl T
a2 UIdT 21 ST ST & fobel yerd a1 ded W I wifth ifed @ b 39 e d
¥ T aeT T <0 | 37T 31Ul HTezrmT 3 9 T 31qUT Aver Y UTelT &1 '37eeTS ( 3w At
) B TR 1 [deaeiawen 1 3299 2, Tha 31 31 H 3Fdbed ®I Y

TS FRAT & | TRHISIST & SR SRR 31aT JeR] §9R W 3Hded & foT
Uad 3R T o T 3ided A1 81 e 81 Wit Jite & faaRT &t adbyut e
& B H HeaT BT &1 I BT IOF A1 U TBR 3 S H A eI TeHDBaT 3§
¥ gl 3TTE &A1 I W A BT e dcd &l Sifegabal, Tpicrd vd a8, o
RV TR YH TR /TG 2| I B T T Il Fraf-erd i1 Y Foen 3e0 81 &
& 39! BRUT AT B 3qofar &1 g & Ty § Ue qed 31 e dR 1R s
0 ¥ BET 57 el &, a8 & 39HfT (Realisation) | wad: 3¥fd A &1 @fchia
U & S TAD A BT SC-37CMT BNl &1 FI B AT 3T 39
IS TRA T & R | 2 5 FaD! A U H TH A AT BN 8| WA gH
31a 39 ¥ qof 31k W R &1 1 o GIRT 99 &7 741 3rwia &1 efebR &
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fore aaf &1 weRT ey foram ST & i AETHR dd! gRT S 8 & i
HeBR T g3 3R FT AMEIHR g3 311fE | YT a2 Wel & RT3 [ Re
A 3T R U HioA B & @it 3R G & TRt # 51t qear & ad Ao
3R W 8| ©eT & [daR Yo B SI&T Pel JRId W, Hiad vd aRerd 81 g
B Hifer el G A & o5 S Feur 8| T ARk B AUl 8T aIfee| @it &
TRt ¥ SaeT Feol & Feara B el g et Wi avgait & Feardi o A 37 awgah
¥ i 3iR a7 siRa@ 81 ©iel 7 Hifis qen amiG sid & R o6 03 o o
FHeu1 Bl 2 T 38 5edl &1 S e 2| I8 T B ST & aidd 3R e
21 4ifce T gMRIe ST 39! BRI 819 & BRUT 3R U4 3/afRdiad gl el
AR fohardl 3R avqe weadt bl vd 3ot widgfrat 1 31T e wad ael el 2

TP JeId A Jeardl H g R 6_ell & df a8 ‘N T &1 $9 PN T &
oY o oz < <vafeerd <18 @- e it oo g e oY Sif¥eafs A 81 A
& S TAT WIS 3 QT U&iT o 0T AT TR SMENRA Jia- Pl & el Agferd ud
AT QU Si1a A & @eT o faaR ¥ g0 &1 312 agd 10 & el ‘g @ /M
HETOT H Pl U TET A | YH B WqHY DI ARAT TR GY Wel Bad & 1o G a2
‘A HeaToT § Bls WS el ¢l 3 3R e &1 ayfaa wwaa & sifm gu g 3k
33 & aafds Ae-deanor g 21 qot g g i ager # A1 & 8T SR
&, 37T 1 a1 H ¥ T o & 31ra # ol ¥’ S e R IS

S TR BIve = YH BT 31T+ T16d AT & 511 3T STaR FRUET g H TROTd 81
ST & | B SMa H HIGIN 3rraT SToI3T B 31Ien §fes dF Bl e Fewayot A
| 7Ha STae H & & FEd P WIHR BRI gE HY I8 B SMSFaRYUT aTel uef &
T T R o 1 T8 BRoT 2 % 0 4 @1 A 1 W S ot adt ot &
7 I IR A [ar T 2| Fie S FAIR, T8 o araa # e Fraw g S
I 21 31 31 A IRRIRT # w9 7 R §9H 99 3 A 96| U
it Aferes fFram &1 3qm A & oRadeie waeTe, ygfa st ST 6 8
it A Bact Jhe &1 &1 Tl 81§k T T FS § FHH 9 3 e g
&, 3R 3 3 3 T Wit (3= iRep S7ia) & gere & 2

B -1 I8 TR foar o Ul i <01 9% @ S 31am-3mma & ‘g @ 3iR e
I <2, B, IRFIfCTT qem s 1 HraaT, Feensh R PR T8 &-srafa
Jd7 vd Adal MRy T ¥ g’ 21 f[TaR & ueard SR & B4 H I8 Sl [ dadt
¥ e’ g v Ryt s g 21

B = Sl 3 THITdd &1 X I8 U o5 “Hbed’ Jead: difgd &M & BRUT T,
AT, 3T, Hgr 3nfe & Qofaan = &1 g & ded o 3G 8, 31 Idbed a8
T T & S S B BH B B 1018 IR Bl 8| Hhed' BT Tg 37 A Dl
TH BT B & T8 T TFa T AT UhA R T JITY vl &

B S a2 ¥ [ B B JaT IR MR Hebed & =i 375 ‘g’ Tabed
2| difse afts 8M & BRoT 3TeT 3 firm & S gerar 9aTEd dil 81 dded I
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ER1IRA Aaey B & i 3ref ‘g’ Aoy A 1 519 TR BT Hhed hact [a G
Ticd T TR STEMRA BT & Al BT & [qaR H 3 e 37271 YN Habed Pel Tl
THT & | O YW Hebed Bl & B Srfcraf~erd ( aren fea ) qe FRuer g A £
TE YW THed & FdF UF [daT 30-3 H g & 3R sHa gua <9, Fe,
oRRerfrat qem sa% 3o B arer aRomE R FreR T8 &1 9 Haed & iR 3ra
oY avq @1 Bive Yaa ATed ‘YN T FARUET ‘g T8 A &1 39 fawa & srerar gy
TTER Y THT & 3TTIRT U= 6911 31 T DI Hed=T BAT B GE M 3T
21" 3 R B W IRL &1 I BRI & 3R D wgfr aren &1 3 oRRerferadt o=
U & - Iead TeT| T X g & BT Y THed DY &1 UHHTA Tdl: F1ed I T FRYE
¥ AN 8| BT I8 WIBR IR & 166 [ded H YW Fhed & JAiReh 377 axqe /M go
1 37 ey o HiTeT TacT: e Y T ARUET 9 TR &- 30T e 39, et S
IV 3 2T I Tt & fore <t foa 7T e 2 |

BT & a2 H YH HPhed B 3NIeh 1929 H 3 TH YA T BT YHA
T 3iR AT &) 21 Bact YW Hhed DI T e IH T FRUST YA 7 $
BRUT BT 7 3 b gfte I Halfers Aeca faan &1 g Fobed & 31 T4 a3t
& ¥ BT T IR & 3D [0 Bls A a%g I 7 81 Fabel| | PH Fbed I Jeb
BN R & PIs 9] IRAd | YN T T AN | BH BT A §ed & e 7@ 7
I BT YA Faeq ied &1 HH TROTHT BT YH Thed &b YHAE W Dl THE Tal
US| 44 310 31T F YU B & HRUT YN Hebed Juier: IRUMAFRYE &- Y 95
gRom gRT FeRoT 781 81Tl BT BT B2 & b [6el & & aRom & & Fafaa
TET B T, 3T Y P 3 TROTHT b HIROT I et & 317 ag 3o 3 &
I B IS g 311aT MPHRIch BIoATs & HRUT 3 Abed &b Bl YH TROTH T&T
frperd 3iR afe 31w TRy IR & W T e 91 A1 e B UTl il 41 T8 Th
TEHCT I DI HiTeT 370 & THIeT 4 Wa: RNIg 9 3eicha 81 370 3779 H $HDbT
HEwd qUf ¥ 1 @ | BT BT YW AHed 3701 39-ANMT B HROT FH 7 R
T 3T 39 H YA T T HROT RS 3R Ieaad o A4 T 8| YA Fbed B
Hi & A AT T 8| BT BT [daR & AT Had YH Fbed &b IR B
T R UTdT, TN ITD! HIATE, Hgfrart T <o o q1erd g 8l 81 bded
B I A T IBR DI SN R ST 9T dR BT 370aT S1eddl &l o erd &l
2| i & foTu axcic o1 IeTgdes foharaa & feeet &1 Br-f ot Afdwar & fore
BT 3T & Tt el & fob B el & 3rIeet &, SNaeId a1 I8 & b a8 i
& fore & fovam o 81| 5781 o e & fore fove ) it 1 e 7| I8 wden W
2 o 37 octl Bt gfic, BRI 3 30 B el uRoMH! W 8l 2, $Ree 03 drf &t
IRadd 3 URUMH BXd & TarH1fdes Yghd a9t fobd T Bt T el ob fo1e i &
T WG 1T & a1 a1 H &1 URUTH &I ded dleablieids 99 3 3uRerd 8 2
JET0 T 37FaT HETHCT f H1a13 31 SR Hraf # aRoTHT bl 70T &Y BF 37t &
U BT & HIEH & Fall TS TRUTH A& AT BRAT ATEdl, T8 3¢ $act SACTT Bl
2 & 3R 3! vab et g qfie gl 281 Aigwa 1 31 I el & o Al wbR
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& Bl &1 Hed U & | e Yar 3 SR st # faads srerar afddr (emfereh) &
31979 & &1 * AP SER e & Tiih S 39T S8R T UE B & iR 39
SERI & foTe JIeT R 2| & eI il STl & i A 3T T, el 4ol
vd S 3 3R 31err q araIsT & SdsiE YW Hdbed P TS HRal 817
T Afh BT I8 B & [0 a8 TRUT YH P AT B P FAT T | HITHAIHD,
AGfe 37raT GRE & 37T & e <& AT 9 Pl B o e afaa &l a1 T
TS P B Y& Beied H1d F IR & 3R 395 T 8 R Tl dI & DI IFH
X &, A1 399 390! i IR B 4T et ugar a3t ddf BT Yol 322 G B
w1t & &1l Pic &b Peied & [eTe Beicd BT 3T IXI: Jfegk TAT HIGIHT B TEART
8 30 A1 2| Wit qem e =i Siae 3§ Aeayt YT a8 [gon
A 30 B aTel o1, RI5A1 | 3= 1 arel! g1, FerHfd & 3mfe ST ard
& 31 i B 3R IR Bt &

I & 30 B & T H EART A ol areies 81w & okl %A &
foTe a8 TRIR® e AMRiG gite 3 9w 1-37201q 3fc a8 d1e df 39 &1 @1 3 Ao |
i 7% & fofe ARIRS 37T Al G A Pls B AT 3A & Al TE W 2 b
T8 T I IR & fo1e waa7 T8 2 3R R oe b aR # e Hofar & el @ 3amo
U b Zad dTeTd P FIMT TS & fobg I8 T gL A <RAT T ST+ S BROT AT el
TN H 3 &- 317 a8 I8 BRA & [T aa e €1 U 3600 ¥ W & 6 A
AT 3] BHI P BIA P [eT8 T & foF B DI ITH RIS 2T e &7 2
61 PRI I B BRI Pl &FdT BT Febed- I ob fordt 31Farf A 21

3R] 4t Fif¥ara oAt & e & v snarTs = waghy 9T 81 98 31
forgl % 3 v & f577h §IRT &9 v Aot & R AT & NE ] & | T AT B
B MIad AT & IR DI ThH-Th RN 50 g & 04 H IR fbar 1
AT &, SN A AT 64T IROTHT B 30T R & | FE0T 39 BAT Bl BRA
B RIS WGRIAT 51l Bied & 31T ST dhcied Bid afe 3ferasier @it § 39
feITE o foTe veb Hidhed T &Il & | dcicd 39 vt b 1R af &, foiab feemasy
BT B I BH AHRI: 35 TRasH & e 31fers 370 a7y uRom 8 & | =
&1 IRA U &1 abaT & b a8 31T B P! bl UTe 3R 3T Habed el
2| 7 & Y § 8H I8 SRAIBR 8] 3R A I B ¢ o a8 39 AG0T B
EIROT BRT & 511 37 Ppied b U Hf wagra | e 21

foett & @1 e o a1 gear 39 B # & sraa aaeman 81 & &
TR TR 3T Hedt MR el I@aT1 21 HIaHTE 798 Bl el o T J il of ST
2| gf ol srafq Hfmar &1 vy fexgermar 21 gwfere i Fromt o em fomr
Tt aTeT 389T & ox TnfeT| ddied o fore @ anfee, srasisit ot geer & fd &
fote 81| e e wgsa &[4 2t &, gfere 39a! Afte & 370 4l &b 9 31
ST & 3R gToTt A o fawa 9 & 3R o ST &1 aier B dded & fere faan
ST 1EE, AT IFHT 11 HY TROTH 8
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forelt o o1 Fahed (will) ot e & IR B1a 78l e anfee| afe
Tt aTer c1ear ot BT | IR B Aabed fobam ST & a9 a8 s gfte 3 3fud
el BT ST Tl &1 BT B SRR FS Hact KT BH BT b Jeal & T 39! 3
Fad-a gR1 HefRa g & 1aia & foe ade g daea 1 afaes ol &
37T YN Thed Bl Tabe BT & | AT 370 T IT IR & il 3 B dall &
' $TR FAYHAM TAT TRA YH AT 30T ST £1° T T6R & HAT BT Afe
eI B Al gel HH Fdred T UTdT & 311 H Hebed I IR0 F Fiad faar
ST &1 31T YH e 3R ‘B & fore daded’ # sifard afvss wae g1 B =
Tl DY IR 397 YR & &- i orom & wier srgr ot = 3 9Ra o 33
% & 31Idhet B¥ B B JHATId & Bl 21" ‘el b [ole A H Tb TPR
@ 3Tiariar 3R aregar gl @ ot IRA 81 &1 98 BH IRl 8| HI Bl 37D
TarTiaes wgfrt 3R gTet W B R & fTE aTedr o Aaht & IReg BT B Gie
# A= &1 98 P, BAicd e BET ol FablT| 37T Beicd &b 1078 Bl Dl G o
T mar o & s &1 s T o g & yTa <& & 3R T @ awg @l
i 310 30 1Y 7 31w Mfcremsar & @ ¥ @) Aecayul weet &1 Jeerd e
T &1 e ¥ I8 & fob i < ave 3 3w 7 g & ik R e aw 2 o e
DI A T B TS| TR ITDT 7 & (b 39 FHT BT IR Tl I R ‘g’ 2T
"3TYH’ b 37 B4 Tq0T Pl Wl HiT THS T TNTee | I 1R b farR & Afcremes
&N A T2 I8 & (6 ‘A 71 & 3701 ‘W' BT aRaddd @y 3R 31 Fa1 8| -
3TN & 31 I T F &1 AR B 9T 999 7| TR & AR g’ Bl
BI-Sld TRHTHT FT 8? 39 T2 BT TR ol gL R 7 W A@] H BeT ¢ 6 Yo'
B TRHTST =T T SRTE & 37T I Y IR &I & 37 el & | g B
URHTST & e 370 331 7 BT W R g d Fed & [ I8 & gy gur
5T o5 ‘g T & A T IR T8 & b Yo Yo' & 3R T8 e 31w IR 2 30
T0 HieT & 3FER,” g4 31 31y a1 faRienes wifewan &, g1 fore @ o qa
TPHIT TP $TaR BI ¢ PR o1 &1 TR Tl H, Afe oI Y81 o1 o ‘gH' Bl
TRHTST B DI 31T [l & dl AT IR TG 2 Icb 'YH' DY URHIT F&l b 57 Heel! &
T YH IR & | IH BT W[WEI &I YHE | YH B WY & A1 IR 313 7
TR 91 gRT i 9% 3rar s &1 - |l 7 fageivor axes 39ar
BIh-01d AU BRAT &l aRATISD TRHTST AT 3T el 2
YA B DI TRATIT &I & ST Al &1 YA GRTEH TR 0T BT Qe Fefr &
forraer fare-farg vl o faweyoT @k wwva =81 81 e T & |1 Y B e
R 8P TR - e & T3 T wepw & uRRems g et 0% aafes o aner <1 ot 51
TE T A T UEe B a8 3T A < 81 3R YHR gAR fere aRkemer grr s
U ATH BT YH' BT 41 31 BT T¥9d el & [oT DT HH! A& F1 1
foman 811 39 SR ‘g’ & 39 0T &1 S1Y IRl 2, 98 39 & 31U 395
ST gERT 18 T e & s e w39 uRenfe faan o @ | gR % foar #
3TTaReTsT qUT 3 T[0T BT A1 TR & BRUT & YA RIS 1 IR b 2 F T8
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fafee & & b TR =1 et g BT &) SURHT 7T 7, YN TG DY e | TR BT AT
2 15 forer avq 1 &7 g & & 390! TRTST T8 Y 3T wae &1 g & fawia g
YN T BT - T faweroor dRe 3T U IR A & | Y TG T
BN T80T o501 g & ForRics BRUT 4 a%g bl URHTST X1 ‘YA DY TRATT T8l 8
T, T TReT T SHATers B & RO 'YH ‘YA awg’ 3 143 7 31k 377 3=
@I U &1 A o1 3fad 81 579 & ol avq 1 ‘g’ Fed & ol 3! 31 T8l §
Farayg guw IREsan g AR e, o/ gw Fed €1 59 7T & 31
H g "Y' IURAT & | FiTh T8 ToT TRl Td 3= & 'YH' DI Pl TRHT SIh
TET B T MR W IR 374 aRfs Rigre<ii bl oKy ge@are, faarare, siergofarare
anfe 4 Fagr=at &1 s i & St g4, foem, sTeriifs anfe & ey ‘g
TR R &R ‘YA B TRAT R &
¥ TG I SR 311 Ragr< =T 31 9%, 37T 0T 0T ‘YA’ Bl T &
| 530 wiopfie, 2w srerar srearfead ToT & AT YW BT AT RN BRAT &
THfraTar A 1 3aTeRome- F Yeiraral A1 31 ST &1 R Wi 31T 3 o7
T ‘H'HT Aad T B AT 7 GHT DI TP &l A o & BeRa®yd g Ay
Icr= B 2| Fos I Ier 10T & 3T WR ‘g’ 1 TRTHT A1 TaR1 =0 3 3aRisd
& e o' U i 0T 81 98 & URY 0T &1 Qe el &, Foraa wTpfers 1o ot
Tl B 31T 18] DX Al | EH Bact IIT: TS GRT & 59 MIIcrd 0T BT A& 51
B 71 3R T8 31T WE & g Y 1o W9 Y dRal & 91 P i reafeadar
@1 ATET IR & | I BT FHpferas o1 A & BRT & X 3 I8 Be & 1ob 3907 oplid
0T & A TRl R ARl T S aadT | TR ST gIRT & URY 0T T arer 8T
& fomaT &9 31va o e & fobrg g & 09 srfdeers, 3w vd Fwffoes oT &t aer
TR & foTIth Tefd 19 &7 SR 39d T 8o 3K Y57 & &1 o Jredt g’
e Hfed ot qeanee Mot 3 e 81 71 R ¥ foran @ 166 et a8t o sART
T & SN gER fore Fvera 3 oY o 5 bt e faea # 31 ‘g 3o Rl IR
& B M BIC N YW DI Bl S ot B B 7 RABR =+ BT T 37 & 31 ‘3
3rerar Hfeid gfte I WeR 2, 38 ‘B I 39 31 # e & s enr fore wwera s i
N T DI Ve TE fazd § HH YW 39 & B R BT YA |, ©el I YA
ge(Idea of God) a B & FRUET T & FHM & ol Jeard d Wiy avg STt 3iR
g g gy avg A R & |
HC & a3 H g, FGd d Sifad W00 a6l & | BT BT Y Sl gRT
FeiRa & | difadar art FefRa g & Sa 9t et a1 99 & Twa=T 61 <@ S
& | PIT BT YH I IRE FHIVIT & 5191 Bree HifTdaT BT i & 12 T B SRoT
< T gan & 3riid Hifdwdr W g & 12 Teadt & SIRIuT I FEl Y Te ar |
BN TR &l I8 ST & e S1TeHT, $3a% @ ST W §feg & 12 Pl &b TR0 3
JfeTa ym a1 81 e @ @ B F1 TG T F A | TR IR d & WReg
Y ¥ad: NI 34T d STV € Bl b 101 el Bl IT, YN Abed @ Wil
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ERT | $91 7763 YN & 5T, FATh 3R TS BT 5 | ©lel & a2 H g Jd
Tl BT JeId & S ST & TR Y Tl BT Faw IRl & | P T,
3TERNTCHE Uil BT ST BT AAwRITID BROT (Regulative Cause) Tl SHIA dI Tl
Zaw # Hied v Ta W@ YW 89 & HRUT IYH T RT FHwnfed st
YHBR! BIT & ‘$IR AR & UG DI 3 & J T & fob a8 Fea=T gIRT 372 a1
R ¥ AT B THAT 3R FACTE 372 B TG bl 3R I WA I 3T FbeT
21" g4 Je AR oot o1 i ud 3ure a1 &1 w0 § SROTE | R BT
Y JIT ©ITT & FHIY STERTcAd d FaeT: R & IReg @i 31R 1R &1 YH T B
3 firg 2 s STef dive Y Teard Y 31eaicnds T I ST H1H ¥ 318 & agl
R T ©Iel BT YU T 94: g 7y @ | 399 g9 3l & fawa 7 3R
ST BT TR & | TR 9 1 DI AR BT & THIY & DY YN BT Il 3uRITg @
| ST 31 BT 3HiRAa i YN B AT T IR &t < el & qifcs g S g &
g 310 39 H & 31R a8 sy a1 fawa & |

<

Ufeew, el Tst @R (2011): F9MEIeT @7 IRTY, IR Y9G Wi,

(30) &Rz Wi sraTeHT, Uadet, gRamm, 9o 60 4141

2§78, M0N0 (2003): Feremey Rrgr= & uia 7R, faer &=l v srare,
e, 90 0 98|

. BRUH, 19 (2000): areff~es fageryor yRerer, 30 MaeH wg, foer &l weer
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4. 3uf, 3C TP (1989): &2 faamr, fe=<t ream srataae e, faeet
fawafaamer, feeeir,go =0 1911

. &M, 3fdg (1991): AT Yol v 3reaa, 30 fewa Rig fawar, gRamom
JTfecd HEH! TUSHTE, JO 30 23|

6. T, e (2014): Trearee a9 &7 FiaarT, ST ufaTer Us fevg e
(o) fafies, =5 fewet, o o 721
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gel= uRue & 354 siftrae o aifife sriga
(fe=tias 15 wd 16 v 2019)

35 d ae aRug & 31 &1 YR fiAid 15 FawR 2019 30 @1 Ragred
fereafaenera, siteavg, g (3040) # smenfaia g3 3aETe & &1 WR= 1o
5 g8, ot Rigre! faeafiercr, sftcawg, RigrfamR, v sreaer o aesh
e, TTel! B4 dig-eH fawmT (S10ea0g0), S0 Feirer o= fedar, s Rrer rsawa
(AT THR) 3090 IRGR, T GRE & 37eer N0 FHTSIa H%1 v Feraa o
gRefaR 3ueamg, & duvssiacH 3 YR g3l &3 uRug & afaa Mo aRefax
3uTeaT ¥ <2 uRwg &1 uRad <ot ge, URYE & I U 3edT o saReT IR
fSar| 321 Pt fb Mo THeATeT TUeT it 3 TRRATUSD 31eqeT & M0 Uugd i
TaeH & SINId 37 BT HUTEH B & d1a ‘3TcIfdar e Brd 59 Qlfdcd & b &
T | 3B DT ST W0 FHTSH 8781 T 910 21080 fgde s b feam| o9 gen
D TGN IR YT T2 GRYG &b &9 H 1974 30 H geTreraTe fawafdenc, aeieme
faem & g5 ol foeg PIaTeR # uRwg Bt AN M Y e ge fEmmae wawr, 7ea
yeer, faoelt, USTe, 317er T 3fe & it off S99 9N o oW €1 37d: 39T
BT TR WRA &L URYE & w0 F 297 7T

URYE & 3METeEl 7 TAHRA B FheqT &b e § T Aferd U e g
@I Fabea vd fawg enfea &1 Hew & a1 YRa & 9§ fean| fheg 59 a®
TefeRa (Philosophy) B4 & Wfecd ®I UG el &N a9 ad FaHRd DI
T AIBR Tl 8NN | & R & AN e & I9-21fep, 3nfies-2ifh vd dsnfvios-
o1fth & w0 H faaiaa &, e R B ot vga fawa enfed & dacies & w0 3 2|
IR 9T TRBR & Afarer & w0 3 aftes frem 5= &1, airer o fgadr = wmefies
TRrem 3 € Aifcras Rrem R aa fean| 350 31féraem & wem sreaer Mo ATl s =
J< U4 ST o ARET gt Bl G BRA aTell BT & 9 H fopan, S A=l &
T&0T | IR IR 3 T vd it foamem & fafi el & amean awa ge
& P! el @Y i aTen 7e™ %Y Bal| §& - Al & gad aen foaR aRada =
I feam| 361 #H3, 0T, Hfear vd 3UeT & 6wy W GHRT ST 3R I8 wnfua
B By o % dhg 7a wr Sxghodl o Wdaar vd gerd gea §E R
IG BT U&TER IET 2| 396 uRomy Wy fafir= <o & st enf a8t o e
TRpicrdl vd aeT-pict bt URTRIfT vd 3magadmansi & 3FHR fasRid garml O,
fqoraam, srafgar, amR, SiaM, e snfe 3§ faefad aie o @ yus-gers
T 3P SfIa< IAERVT |

fawafaemera & et M0 I g9 7 dig a2 B RIS & a2 & w0 |
freufcr aRal ge 39! iAW ¢ faaT| 36 HE0T B SiadTs & JeRaHTa
garn 3R 399! gfe 8q Biaua Aefdd e (SR e e 3ae &
foramfor §) yRqa foa| 3gaTe 97 &1 T favafaenera & porataa si e
PR & GRT &=IdTE 9 b Tgard gal
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uReg &1 fgciiar 7 AFafteR : ve arelfe famef ke Mt 3 wwafeera o
3 A P 31eT&TaT MO B0 0 TS, TIG13; [qeatqenaa = fpar| 36 T7 # 210
&0 TH0 TS (&g et feeen fawafaener), o gEidm P! (Fivad) $10 810
70 TREGR, & foTs a1ed (FRa135), 10 FRTwd YaetT, T2 fawmT, eRaws; fawafaenea,
gfo 3rfarer 81, (gemeare favafdaea Trag e Bae!), S0 ST Iadr
(TENTG), S <9 PAR Uroey 3R 5 fagn g (2her Bra), Senerare fawafaamera
ﬁmﬁwwmﬁﬂm(ResearchPapers)W%DTITI ERRUBR IR
2. dora AR fart, s Ragnef sharaa, Mo doaRm@eT area (TREYR), Mo
gReia wTe (et fawaferera) =1 smom wRufia e 3tk Teter sRa o)a gT
AFATIER 3R dtg FRIGH0T W GbreT ST | M0 FHTSId 991 3 FFaiesRI df
TS IRTH-ATIET B0 H T R qe [&T| MO0 FH0 H0 YTy & TeFeqy 3&ae &b
qTE T BT THII g3
R & T e 3R SR |t o g dow g faeafdame
& JRRIIE Had H AABHIA 6 Fof M0 FAHISIT st & sregerar § w0 gs ford
frmfelad fFofa ford ma -
1) uRwg & faa Mo gReiaR Jureara =1 eel T3 & (34 df) 31w & HRIgd wd
Hd BIIATE! e P I BIAT| I TTE FEw = I F Briga
@I gt o
(2) TSIt =¥ 37TCY a¥ & 363 AT 2020 30 & WA R TR fawef fear stk
frfaRaa wamal W foar fawet s ge axiadT &9 # wdidd Ja &f T |
i, SI0'0JI0 FetsT, BAURT 2N 31 HeRTST favafdanerd YR | (SRTad-81.
feyeirer g9) Elov0dt FrersT, FER |
i, AOFRIGUT 3o FRTe TR STaRe (SReTad- M0 e FAR foary),
faery @1 31ferBRY, (0SD) Rigred fawafaenera, Hiuerasy, Rigrd TR
iii. HETATAT ASTHIT HRIAEeTd, HET a3 (JRamad- 31 ot area)
iv. 9T OERT HITFERT 90 S0 Hietet, aREST, JaRaT (yRdmaas- faswa
YaBreT UTuey)
v. g, e fovafderaa (yRamad 1o B0ew0 ured)

Fedl  FaqHIf] | FH a<IadT S1000a10 Bleist, HHYR fGeafaanera & gar of
31R FawR 2020 $0 e 3TET AN M W Fgafd T @ T
3) 3T 3rftraeH & fore Mitsdt v gaamsit & fava & foor-famet & uwarq
FrefeRaa fofa ey ma:
(i) o @ fawamien (Intentionality of Consciousness)
3rezet :- Mo eI yeTTe (oot fyeafdemer, feeet)
d<hIIUL:
1. W0 30 H0 gy (RT3, Toreafaanera, TRa=i3)
2. 0 For gae (S0NORN0, FATRTST)
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3. 0 MU A, (ZeTeTaTe faeafaenera, FamRTST)
4. 30 THO PH0 FERMT (ScTeTaTE [Jeatdened, YamRTsT)
5. 30 w1 g (GICERAGEEIEPICPATECERD
6. N Rigra Aaraa (eRe3 fowafderera ea3)
7. 210 9 PAR faart (FeTTETaTe faRafqenerd, SRSt
8. f0 PyRer pwR Fumer (e TOST0persT, TSECTST)
9. gl T= (TRER foeafae, TRER)
10. H R PR (eier B 30fdofd0, FamRTST)
1. shw 210 HRa fgadr (37RO T, 30 30 0 37TR0)

(i) Rer-ae : qrowes Rien & fay dasf &

Jrezet:- N0 E--5Td I1ed (SATEIETE faeafdanerd, TamRTsT)

qosi0ew0 BT, 301300, MRS
oner B 301300, JamRTS)

12, 80 FHeT AR Yot
13. S 59 YaBreT

TTBAIOT:-
1. 8o o= area (eTRE13; fawafaanera, aas)
2. M0 FId HAR (CIOSN0PICTST, SHHGR)
3. gio fasra yarer urogg (JTIAST SR NOSNOBICTST, TREST)
4, 30 TR TH1E el (RTEAETRT HAHETT G0ST0dIcTST, SRET
aRam)
5. 210 AR arder (e fawafaere, Tene)
6.  gfo ifawrer fast (geTeTaTe fawafdene, SRS
7. M0 Ha1 PAR (TRER foeafae, TRER)
8. S0 IMPHAR Tl (€10 S10 FHIeTaT, SHYR)
9. Ei0 3T ATEd (geTeTaTe fawafdane, SRS
10. S0 ISR PAR T0ST (FeTETaTE fawafaenera, FanRTST)
1. gfo yorg fim (FETI A, F0EH0T0, TIRRTS)
(
(
14. S g viarer fgaa (2 B, 30fd0fd0, SRMRTE)
W0 HIT AT UTIST TSI HTeT
1. [0 THO %0 HERMT (geTeTaTe faeafdene, SRS
2. 810 5ra yam g (€10 TO &Y FIEIST, HHIR)
AT AR
1. W0 gEle AR oAt (Rl faeafaenera, Sftemasg RigreR)
G|

TEIEIT:- 310 SI0H0 AT (BT T Pieta], BAYR)

210 foFeiTer g 7 M0 [T 7T, G 31eiet, IR WRd a2 URug @l 25 a9
DI Far3it, SRS & TAR-JRIR, W Td Hiage o € § 3@ ge b
FHE H TP AR I USRI IR & e IR Ta T oy
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FAFHIT ¥ T FedT A WIDHR [bar| TR & Juredes W0 10 TH0 I1ed o
oRReg & Wfaa Mo sReIR 3UTeara & 59 aRia &1 Fded a1 g TRaad
T | et = FaawIf 3 399 IR B WIBR B P U J1ia 9= &
YHIYH & TP TUIGEH HUSH Ud RIARIGT! ARl TTied & & fore afa w10
EReIBR JuTear o 3ftigd fobar |
(8) FEHI = aeH URYG & Afud & 3R TR G2 YR, BT USIIdR0T ATl SART H
I & fo1e 3navas HrRIaR! H-= & foe sifergsa foanl
(9) 3rezer B AT ¥ I8 4t Moty foram man {6 A= @1 ifHfHoTd (Refereed)
TRI® 3R @ U & ¥9 # CARE # |fHcd x4 8 3aedd
FrafarEl R R §d a1 11 3R Ifea W 39 Geof # 3n9eas SridE! R &
fore srRie fosan M| sreder @Y 3 S99 & U Agh 94T Bl 6B
A 5|
fedies 16 FaweR @1 URYE &I AT T3 ASTHSON | F-erd |
TR T DY e 210 B0 i AR, FenenaTe foafirera, yamRre 7
&l Hor PAR [aR! = AETHo0, ST U IR 3! & 3R =i o
AT TRl §C BEl b AETHH0 & fole IR 3 Fedi &1 f+euor weeayut 2
QFEdTeT JUTEATd TRETR fawafdener & S10 T T A S 3R B0 TR 311
2T YU IR BRI GE el b HeThooT 3iR Sifeied SO & dHedroT & o 2
3TeAEg 3ade H 810 $0 AT AR 7 Ethical treplication of Mahakaruna
TR 3791 STET &N AT S (BT | I THY aeblail = I8 AT B BT FATT
T & weraoon 3 @afthal v mivrat & gt & Faror o mee sy & o
I, sTratferd 3R IR BIaR g -1 Hawd &1 aReAnT R fear| IR 3 Fedi §
e faaR 3ucer 3R ATemTsi &1 IR Fed AMdsNid Td TV & G@I BT e
3R e~ &1 A T AFIR T A AT ST F AHaIUBR TR 31T 9 3Ted
TR fapaT|
0 M0 ERRATR IUTEATT A FETHHON &b T P [+Re00T Fel §P daT=< B
TRAGRT MY, HETHRA, 5371 U4 YR HIgHE H1ES Bl G Aol gP HETh0T Bl
et Hotea & e (Religion) 819 @ ATfdhes UTTUET HaT &1 T&T b b %% B
HOUIINR ST T &1 S0 FHTSM 57 7 U endel R & 00 H HETdaon ol
Y URifTSaT R 6 fean| 5o Reifdf =1 ot 81 Jdbd & STel B0t SRR
eIfepal & fawrer & fore IR o=l 71 oo B sifea Rerferdt & STet weTdwon SRR
oifhat & &= & fore IR a=al 2
AT A

STETETI- Tl0 TSI Fis1

I TH1 :- W10 QTR ATad, GedTe 3UTedmd, TREYR fawafdemera |
FR DI AURON TR 30T IR IR [T | W10 TR ATeq F $5R D
HHeaT IR 3T TR PRI E I8 AU B BT Jar b o Sare @
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$ARAE! 81 3, oo 39 e # 375 GR1 6 T a1 3l el =Tal 7T 3
AT &1 qaTeT = e Yot IR 96 o g HIMI-JaT W §e fear 51 Heayut gl
FE AA-aT BT &1 ad &H A &1 SHITCTE I ST Bal T &1 Al $2a-1d
fasar 3 i 21 anRas wRAg arife Twemrt # 9t \ie vd fHad $haRara
T8 2 feg 3 N 3o e geat 7 o a7 €1 ag 96 6 FRisRa,
Hifcreparar, ArafaTar sife $2a=aTar 7 8 ge 4 A S5 faRiel 2t ge it A Hed,
HG-JaT1 0d aRal vd &1, aferal, difsdl o Jar & & Fafea gea o &
TR 3R W 37 31Ren &7 fawar 21 $4R & 89 a1 4 89 (3R ol
FR) @1 e Aeaqel & 2, afeds 3 3meen &1 we Agayof &rar &1 dare
Ha-HaT B4 7Fd TRAT (Human Diginty) ®T &% H&@yul A &1 Iare
TAdS® (Metaphysical) B¢ FFHMARIM (Epistenmological) 3T ¥ %R @
THRA BT T & T8 B 2
o] B foaR e 3! g ardient & Bt & i gfth | e 2
(1) S0 HTaTId fasr =¥ srearelia 3aated # det fb HRar arifd Ry & wey §
TrfaTfeat vd Hifaearfedt 3 srdd dera & Falea 9 § R fharl 39
Tt (3RY €10 €10 Premt vd 3 ATt vd wifaaarted) = dmir,
e 31fe BT A ATHaTe! SR FHIer &1 7T 8| 7 & A gedi &
F5T PBRAT &, AT DI T8 A=A Heaqul 8| w3 feieb Gl b1 G Ral
2 31K 31 TR o & fore SeRarY 3tk T 1 <aren & faw & oY s/
ARG Bf Tt B G NN IaTe FAI g3 |
TG FARIE

(2) T 3T M0 G0 THO TN, FeTacr, TAICIGT [ARATAeTd = Slg URFRT BT Ay
AT et BT BT 3T AT FEI FTAER U HATHTG Bl AT Bl gP
HETHOUT Bl IRV Bl WL P BT T [6aT| T BT I 3MER0T 3R
TRA & HEON F A9 & e &9 DI B! T 3T FdD DA 3D
JATERVT ¥HY JHIT §| 6 Fel foh 3Uer v UbR ; 3HRIfRD & 3 -
RIS, AF-3T9HH 371Te 3TTHM 31T Braied Nfcl § o= &1 fdem a=dl
& 3 T el & RIS Ud 3G AT | Y S Ao 2

T URug &1 T TR fiid 16 FawR 2019 @1 ’gref fawafaaea,
Flucasy, RIGTdTR & SRt Ha= # fawafdanera & e M0 Jws gd &
STEIETAT W TS AT $HD J&I 31 WO d10 TH0 A1, Heraled a1,
fawafaene &
Poaft B1 IgaeH

(3) fawafdercra & et = 31Ede BT FHER YR PRl gE el 1 HeTe §& -
I BEl el Dl & o5 3 bl T enf ot yac o <@ €| area H st e,
AT & b 3T GTgAT GURATG! Bd TRHATS B aTell TG Ud TR¥RT
gl
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T ORART ¥ 37T & U4 YA ITRIMIBR 379 FoTE 731 IRl §911 21 J RIS

(outdated)f‘ﬁﬁﬁ%@ﬂqwﬁwaﬂﬁélwﬁfmmm

JEATE BT FHER Bl g 7 AT Hel-3ifere et 3iR 31k i | se

wifge| 3 # S fomie AR faafirasRY & eraare so= & ueaTa uiRug &

3T FHTe g3

1. 39 aRug & 35 9 37férae &g uRye & wfua 3 gl fosan 2 s wrar
TRi® 3Fg™ gRue (ICPR) = SRAGd &FRIRT & @@ # 3 30
160000/ = (60 Ua TTTg TG ETR HIA) 3THh bl & |

2 0 FIe AR FIaRT & 3RIY W 32 URYE B T 0 AHIST 157
< 37aHH GFRTRT H 7 [0 140000/ = (100 TP TR T FIR A1) 2
UREE & It 3TIATH BT THIH FRM o FHIG Ja b

3 210 Gelet PR TeraRT b 3RIY TR Ieh T=RIRT I ob HIedH | Perdraa,
Rt fereafaenerar, Bfterasq, Rigr R & = Ffa fdar smel

4. 2o JNe TR fart I I 3R a1 & 1% o7 wiftd & o 718 & 3R
R T BT [GaRUT JMTST BT PRSP URYE, b AId 3R PIOTETE &b FHE
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