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Introduction

The present work is intended to undertake a philosophical 

enquiry into the concept of ( ). But the 

appropriateness of ( ) as a subject of philosophical 

enquiry may itself be doubted. We first need to clear this doubt. 

( ) as a subject of philosophical enquiry is doubtful

because there are two groups of thinkers: one group holds that it is a 

proper subject matter of philosophy, whereas in the second group 

belong those who are interested in philosophy but not in the theory of 

( ). This second group appears to think that 

( ) may be a subject of religion or spirituality or 

mythology or eschatology; but it cannot be a theme of philosophy 

proper. Sometimes they also appear to hold that if it is at all a topic of 

philosophy, then it is a topic of philosophy of older days 

like the topic of immortality. It cannot be, therefore, be an interesting 

subject of modern analytical philosophy. Nor can it be a part of any 

rigorous branch of Indian philosophy. 

Let us explain the matter in a bit detail. Philosophy is a 

theoretical subject. It is concerned with such things as knowledge, 

truth, understanding, meaning etc. A theory of ( ) on 

the other hand is a non-philosophical study — it is sub-philosophical 

or super philosophical. Subjects like wealth and pleasure are concerns 

of ordinary men and of theory like economics but not of philosophy.

On the other hand the subject of ( ) in general and 

( ) in particular are of interest to religious persons or 

( ). So, ( ) does not seem to be a 
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philosophical subject. Do we have any satisfactory answer to this 

objection? Let us see.

Before answering this question we want to highlight another 

problem, which cannot be ignored. There are great scholars who are 

divided in their views on ( ) or on some topics related 

to ( ) Some hold the opinion that India’s pre-

occupation with ( ) is the misery of Indian mind and 

thinking. (Prof. Daya Krishna and some other thinkers have discussed 

this view). But there are also Indian and non-Indian thinkers who hold 

that India’s pre-occupation with ( ) is her glory. 

Scholars like Bal Gangadhar Tilak seem to hold this second view. We 

will elaborate this point later. First let us discuss the objection stated 

above. Is ( ) a subject of philosophy?  We have 

discussed this in greater detail in the first chapter of this work. Here 

we may say two things. First, in these days many working 

philosophers and teachers of philosophy in India discuss this subject. 

They have published many articles and books on it. These writers 

include well known philosophers like J. N. Mohanty, Daya krishna, 

Rajendra Prasad, P. K. Mahapatra, Billimoria, Prof. Bhelke etc. On 

this ground one may hold that ( ) is a subject of 

philosophical enquiry. 

The second point is that in many important source books of 

classical Indian philosophy ( ) has been given an 

important place. Great philosophers like Gautama, a kar c rya, 

Udayan c rya, Gange op dhy y, Madhus dana Saraswat etc. have 

discussed in detail the subject ( ). Even standard 

philosophical texts like with or 

contain relevant discussions on 

( ). In the first sutra of Goutama has discussed 
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( ). This ( ) includes both the final 

( ) or ( ) and other ( ). 

The first also introduces the theme of final 

( ). The same thing can be said about Ka da’s 

or Pra astap da’s . a kar c rya at 

the end of his introductory on which is known as 

has introduced this subject. The author of 

concluded his text with a that speaks of 

( ). So, it cannot be said that ( ) is not a 

topic of rigorous or analytical philosophical discussion.

The objectors may say that what we have written in the two 

previous paragraphs is well known. But this does not answer his 

objection. In recent time those thinkers who discuss 

( ) do not differentiate ( ) from ( ). 

This is one proof that these scholars do not pay serious attention to 

the literature of classical Indian philosophy or to the discussion of 

( ) there. Therefore, it appears that many who 

discuss the theme of ( ) want to ignore classical 

Indian philosophical literature on the subject. On the other hand some 

show that Indian philosophy ( )) is not a philosophy proper, for it 

discusses topics like ( ). They sometimes put it 

differently. Philosophy is a theoretical enquiry ( )

are matters of men’s practical concern. Only by confusing the 

theoretical and practical the Indians discuss ( ) in 

philosophy. It is possible to say in reply that we admit that the 

discussion of ( ) does not go well with the Western 

philosophy. But Indian philosophy is different from Western 

philosophy. Those who raise the objection that ( )
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cannot be a philosophical topic seems to confuse these two kinds of 

philosophy.

Another point to note in this connection is that ethics is 

recognized by all as a part of philosophy. Ethics discusses human 

actions and actions are not theoretical things but fall on the practical 

side of man. Discussion of ( ) can be easily included 

into that part of Indian philosophy which is properly called Indian 

ethics. It is true that some have expressed doubt whether the theory of 

( ) can be regarded as ethical theory or not. We 

would try to say for the present that Indian ethics must at least include 

the discussion of ( ) and ( ) is an important 

( ). Anyway, one of our objectives is to restore 

classical Indian philosophical theory of ( ) from the 

neglect by Indian and western scholars and teachers of philosophy 

today. So we begin the present study of ( ) in the 

with the discussion on the relation between the 

( ) and philosophy ( ).

Here we may say a few words about our notion of the theoretical 

and practical. How do we understand their nature or their relation? A 

theoretical enquiry is also a goal oriented enterprise. No normal 

human being acts without purpose. It has been said that if one is seen 

to blow in the air without purpose he is considered mad. So both 

theoretical enquiry and practical endeavor are goal oriented. The 

difference is that the goal of the theoretical enquiry is knowledge or 

understanding. But in his practical life and in disciplines like religion or 

morality, man’s goal is something practical. This goal is to change or 

transform himself. A man who practices morality wants to change 

himself and become a better man. Similarly, a man who practices 

religion wants to transform himself and become a better being in the 
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eyes of God. Thus religion and morality are matter of practice and 

hence practical. (But ethics is not morality or of morality; it is 

the of such practice and all that such practice entails). In 

everyday life ordinary man is concerned with the worldly good and 

happiness. He wants to change himself into a person who would live 

in a way which God likes. Ethics takes note of all these practical 

matters. Still it is a theoretical enquiry and a part of philosophy. Ethics 

is not moral practice. It is a theoretical enquiry the goal of which is to 

know or understand what human action is and when a human action 

becomes moral action and so on. One may practice morality without 

studying ethics. One may argue without studying logic. But one who 

studied ethics or logic does also what is right or wrong action or 

what is valid or invalid argument. Such a person is not deceived and 

takes an action to be moral when the action really is not moral but only 

looks like a moral action. One who knows logic will not mistake an 

invalid argument as valid. So for successful practice and practical life 

we need to know the theory. Successful practice of 

( ) needs theory of ( ). Such theory of 

( ) is and should be a part of ethics or theory of 

morality or moral philosophy.   

Similarly, science is a theoretical enquiry. It has a theoretical 

goal to achieve. It (natural science) is to understand the nature or the 

natural phenomena of the world. The purpose of (natural) science is 

fulfilled when this theoretical goal is achieved. But this does not mean 

that this knowledge cannot be used for transforming the world or 

changing our lives. In technology scientific knowledge is used to 

achieve practical goals of making our life more comfortable — e.g. to 

make the soil yield more food and to make water to give us electricity.  
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Similarly, Indian philosophy has as its primary goal something 

theoretical. It seeks j ( ) or basically the truth or knowledge 

about self ( ). It is followed by ( ), which is the 

practice of the truth or knowledge gained. This knowledge through 

suitable practices including the ethical practices or ( )

transforms our life so that no longer sorrows and sufferings affect us. 

Philosophers (Indian) not only seek the theoretical goal or knowledge 

(of self) but also know that this knowledge can enable us to attain the 

highest practical goal of life. This is no defect of Indian philosophy that 

it has this other or unique goal in view which Western philosophy does 

not seek. In addition to being a theoretical inquiry which aims at 

correct understanding or knowledge or ( ), Indian 

philosophy ( ) remains fully aware of the practical value of the 

knowledge it seeks.

Thus philosophy is fully theoretical so far as its primary goal is 

concerned. It is also theoretical and rational enterprise so far as its 

methods are concerned. However Indian philosophy ( ) is 

philosophy in the classical sense. It is philosophy in the sense of study 

of man and morals. Science is the study of (external) nature. Indian 

philosophy is not philosophy in the sense of the contemporary logical 

positivists and other analytical philosophers. According to them,

philosophy is not a factual study like science. So it cannot give us 

knowledge of fact. It is a conceptual study or it studies or analyzes 

language. Philosophy in this sense clarifies meaning of utterances. In 

the classical sense philosophy in the west was an enquiry into reality 

or fundamental principles and truths. As distinct from science it is 

humanistic study. This is close to the Greek sense.  Many Greek

thinkers including Socrates and Plato used to believe that 
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philosophical wisdom leads to tranquility or peace. This is very similar 

to ( ).

In the ultimate source book of Philosophy, the 

of Goutama, there are 527 aphorisms or . The first gives 

us a list of sixteen major topics ( ). In this list the fourth is 

( ) or utility or usefulness and it comes immediate after

( ) or doubt. The idea is that a serious and critical theoretical 

inquiry such as philosophy is undertaken if it serves some purpose like 

settling some doubt or dispute. There are things whose 

knowledge may not serve any purpose (at least on some occasions). 

So we cannot undertake an inquiry to acquire this (type of) knowledge. 

Again, nobody doubts or disputes the existence of the ‘I’ or the self. 

Nobody has doubt of the form “ ”; and nobody offers the 

denial of the form “ ”. So, there is no point in undertaking an 

inquiry into what all already know, what is already known and proved 

( ). Even in his ordinary life a common man proceeds to do some 

theoretical or academic activity when he believes that the action will 

serve some purpose, i.e. the action will be useful. While explaining the 

fourth topic of the list of sixteen topics in the 1/1/1 

V tsy yana writes ‘ , , ’1. In this 

sense utility or the consideration of usefulness pervades everything in 

the world; all living beings, all actions, and all disciplines of 

knowledge.

Leaving out a few possible exceptions we may agree that 

everything we do consciously (or even instinctively) is useful and often 

we do those things because we somehow know that they are useful. 

When it is said theoretical inquiry does not seek anything other than 

knowledge we mean knowledge is the value or purpose or utility which 

this inquiry serves. When we say knowledge for the sake of 
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knowledge we mean for a theoretician, as theoretician, only 

knowledge counts, his ( ) or need is knowledge. But 

this does not mean that this knowledge cannot or does not serve any 

purpose. Strictly as a theoretician he does not ask what value this 

knowledge has. But as a man he can ask this question. Often he asks 

this question or knows the answer. An Indian philosopher knows that 

philosophical knowledge he seeks has greatest value or utility. It 

serves man’s highest value or enables him to achieve life’s highest 

goal. Still philosophy remains theory and not practice. It does not 

teach man how to use this knowledge to transform his present life, 

how to become a better man or a free man. Philosophy does not teach 

and it is not a form of practice like ( ); it is not 

( ). It stops by generating knowledge which a practitioner or 

spiritual practitioner ( ) can use to obtain some practical result, 

some good (for him or for others). Freedom from evil or suffering is 

one such goal or good.  

There are some scholars who are engaged in writing and 

discussing about the theme of ( ). And they are 

successful to make an image that they are discussing philosophical 

doctrine of ( ) or PTP. But actually there is a 

difference between Indian philosophical theory of ( )

and what these scholars discuss. They actually discuss popular and 

familiar view of ( ) or FVP. In the we 

will state and discuss FVP. One of the major points that are discussed 

here is the difficulties and inconsistencies in FVP. We shall seek to 

systematize this theory and find a statement of the theory which will 

be consistent and clear. In other words, we shall first show some

anomalies in the standard formulation of FVP and then try to remove 

them. To put it more precisely, we shall try to systematize FVP as it is 
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commonly known. One of the reasons why FVP does not appear to be 

free from anomalies is that it uses the term ( ) in two 

different senses. It is used to mean both good as an end and good as 

a means. Problem arises when we try to decide which 

( ) is good as an end and which is good as a means or when we 

try to include them in one list keeping the two different senses in mind. 

Then there is the problem that certain ( ) is 

( ) in both these senses: (i) good as an end (

) and (ii) good as a means ( ). It seems to be clear 

and certain that ( ) is a good as a means and ( )

is only good as an end (in itself). But it is not at all clear if these two 

( ) are related to each other as means and end. We 

shall also discuss how we are to make sense of a scale of 

( ) in which ( ) is placed at the bottom and 

( ) at the top. ( ) is certainly not of a lesser value than 

( ) and ( ). In FVP four broad human goals ( ) 

will be discussed but we will not discuss them individually in the 

chapter. So we cannot emphasize in this chapter the specific 

characteristics of individual ( ). Our discussion of 

( ) in this chapter remains general.

In the we discuss ( ) of FVP

individually In this chapter we try to introduce some more details that 

are necessary for understanding them individually as 

( ). However, in this chapter we do not discuss the 

( ). One reason for this is that in the third chapter 

we discuss individually only those ( ) that are 

included in FVP. ( ) is not included in the list of 

( ) of standard form of FVP. We discuss later whether we can 
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have different forms and versions of FVP. Anyway, we discuss the 

individual ( ) in a separate chapter.

In the we discuss philosophical theory of 

( ) or PTP. Here we discuss only two versions of 

PTP; one we find in the philosophy and the second we find in 

the (Advaita) Ved nta philosophy. In none of these forms of PTP 

( ) is included. We devote a separate chapter, i.e. the 

, where we discuss the - ( ).  We 

cannot extend FVP to include ( ) because 

those who advocate as a ( ) do not hold 

that it is just one ( ) among many. They hold that it is 

( ) or the ( ) in the ultimate 

sense of the term. This point remains unclear in the usual version of 

( ) which says ( ) is the fifth 

( ). This suggests that there is a version of FVP 

which includes five ( ) the usual four plus 

( ). Actually, according to the advocates of the 

( ), the ultimate ( ) is just one and that 

is ( ). In this sense it is similar to the two versions of PTP 

( version and Ved nta version). as well as Ved nta

admit that in the philosophical sense ( ) is just one 

and it is ( ). may understand ( ) in one way 

and Ved nta in another way, but according to them number of 

( ) is one. The advocates of the 

( ) hold that even ( ) cannot be or is not 

( ) in the ultimate sense. In the ultimate sense it is 

( ). We also discuss in this chapter some of the reasons why 

we cannot take the theory of ( ) as a form or version of the 

philosophical theory of ( ) at all. Besides the 
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( ) theorists hold that the means ( ) of the 

( ) is also ( ). So we thought it appropriate to 

discuss ( ) in a separate chapter having discussed FVP and 

PTP.

It is clear enough from our title of the work that we consider 

( ) as a subject of philosophical inquiry. But simply by 

knowing (all about) ( ) we will not achieve

( ). Philosophy may not even say how ( ) can be 

attained in addition to revealing the truths about ( ). 

We, therefore, need to distinguish ( ), the theory of 

( ) and ( - ). For, 

without anyone of these the other two are incomplete. So, in the 

chapter we discuss ( - ). Here we state 

and examine different views about the means of ( -

) or means of attaining ( ). In a theory we do not 

practice - ( - ), but we discuss 

( - ) and problems regarding them. 

There is nothing wrong, therefore, if classical Indian philosophers or 

some philosophers of modern India discuss ( ). We 

have found, however, that many modern philosophers do not discuss 

much about India’s philosophical theory of ( ) or PTP. 

They mostly discuss what is more popular and is widely known — it is 

the familiar view of ( ) or FVP. In the Indian 

philosophical texts very little discussion is found of any 

( ) other than ( ). The relation between philosophical 

theories of ( ) and the spiritual practice or 

( ) of it are very close. In philosophy ( ) alone is 

elaborately discussed as ( ) This does not mean that 

in philosophy other ( ) are totally rejected. But 
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philosophy is interested in the highest ( ) or 

ultimate goal of human life. And it is one in number. There cannot be 

more than one ( ) which is the highest and the 

ultimate goal. But to say ( ) is the highest (

) is to imply that there are other ( ) which are 

not the highest. So, in some sense other ( ) are 

also recognized in PTP. But from the strictly philosophical point of 

view the ultimate ( ) or the highest (

) alone is important. The modern Indian philosophers do not 

often discuss in detail the views and arguments available in the 

philosophical texts about ( ) or about other 

( ) Their discussions fail to be included into the mainstream of 

Indian philosophy proper. Their discussions are not also part of 

western philosophy. These remain part of the literature on the FVP. I 

have tried to bring the discussion of (highest) ( ) into 

mainstream Indian philosophy. This I tried to do by taking note of 

these modern discussions and responding to them from the point of 

view of Indian philosophical theory of ( ) as and when 

possible. These reflections are meant to be responses from the point 

of view of the rigorous philosophies of classical India. We also want to 

highlight that working scholars and teachers of philosophy need to 

discuss the subject more philosophically following the classical Indian 

philosophers. It may be noted that we here discuss the subject of 

( ) with reference to standard works of Indian 

philosophies in the original and after their authors. But we have not 

just translated portions of such texts. We used the lines of reasoning 

followed there. Wherever we felt the necessity, we also critically 

examined them and reinterpreted or reconstructed them.
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Modern scholars have not distinguished between FVP and 

PTP. Some of them also did not give much importance to the 

distinction between (Western) philosophy and ( ) or Indian 

philosophy. Though these scholars have discussed four

( ) mentioned in FVP, but they have failed to clear the 

importance of ( ) both in Indian 

philosophy and Indian culture.  In other words, these scholars failed to 

convey the point about centrality or its paramount importance in 

( ).

In the field of philosophy Prof. Debiprasad Chattopadhyay is 

most notable personality who does not give importance to 

( )2. Some contemporary thinkers, e.g. Daya krishna, have argued 

that the number of ( ) cannot be confined to just 

four (or five). Such controversies regarding it make ( )

a worthy topic for philosophical discussion. It should be noted in this 

connection that in India, and even outside India, Swami Vivekananda

has great influence on general public, educated men and 

academicians. He, however, has strongly emphasized the value of 

salvation ( ) of the individual self along with the universal human 

welfare.  Accordingly he formulated the motto of the Ramakrishna 

Math and Mission: ‘ ’.

We have tried in our whole work to explain and justify why 

philosophers and students of philosophy should take up this theme for 

serious study.  We have tried to show how the special and distinctive 

outlook and character of the Indian culture give central importance to 

( ) both in life and thought. So the terms “philosophy” and 

“ ( ) are not synonymous. On the other hand, those who 

are not ready to give importance to the discussion of ( ) are 
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originally influenced by modern European outlook and the conception 

of philosophy there.

Swami Vivekananda was aware about the fact that for some 

modern Indian thinkers India’s pre-occupation with liberation or self-

liberation is India’s great drawback or misfortune. It made the Indians 

ignore the worldly well being and concentrate on the other worldly 

goods. As a result of their world negating attitude, it did not allow them 

to prosper socially. Indian society is full of evils and injustices.  So he 

did not ignore it. For this reason he added another part — ‘

’— the welfare of the mankind, of the whole world or the universe —

in his formulation of the motto of his organization. This is meant to be 

the motto of the life of all men including the academicians.  It is true 

that Indian philosophy gives ultimate importance to ( ). But 

for this reason we should not ignore the other values of life nor should 

we object that India neglects them. The point is that according to the 

Indian culture and philosophy due attention to social matters is given 

yet these other concerns do not matter ultimately. On the other hand, 

people of the other part of the world pay excessive attention to those 

worldly problems and for this reason their only interest (and not just 

the main interest) is the social welfare of the mankind. They in some 

cases ignore and in some cases overlook the value of salvation or 

( ). Some oppose the practice of giving importance to 

( ) and think that it should be avoided. Their argument is 

that unlike health, education etc. ( ) is a matter of 

concern of individual man. Some find that while Swami Vivekananda 

has emphasized both social welfare and personal (spiritual) liberation 

he has not done much successfully differentiate the selfish goal of 

( ) from the non-selfish goal of general welfare. Actually,

Vivekananda presented the balanced view of India. According to
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Indian view, paying exclusive attention to the other-worldly and self-

oriented concern is wrong and un-helpful. Similarly paying excessive 

attention to this-worldly and other-oriented concern is also wrong and 

un-helpful. One may say here that it is not a solution; rather it is a 

statement which indicates only the problem regarding the said matter. 

There are others who hold that for solution we should turn to the 

classical Indian philosophers and thinkers. They hold that for the 

majority the social and this-worldly wellbeing is practically the only 

concern and goal. Only for a rare few ( ) is the only goal. So 

the teaching of India is that we should lead our social life in such a 

way that it does not block the higher pursuit of ( ). Social life 

is to be lived successfully. And a part of the success of social life for 

general good is that it prepares us in time for the highest pursuit of life 

called ( ). The scheme of ( ) and of 

( ) and ( ) chalk out for us a long path. If we follow the 

path we will move from the most common good to the best 

and the highest good. Viewed in this way there is no conflict between 

life of ( ) and life of ( ) ( ) and 

( ). This has been made clear by scholars like Professor Sushil 

Kumar Maitra and others in their works. 

Some may say that it cannot be a solution rather it presents a 

problem when we say that both individual liberation and worldly 

welfare are important and we should pay attention to both of them. 

These — personal liberation and common welfare — are radically 

different goals and opposite to each other and hence cannot be 

combined. This is the reason why India which pays great attention to 

( ) ignores common values of social development, growth, 

welfare and so on. This-worldly concern and the other-worldly 

concerns are opposed to each other and hence they cannot be 
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combined. It is a task of philosophy to enquire about the situation 

created by the views of two radical groups and examine whether and 

how one can reconcile the interest of the self on one hand and the 

interest of others or the good for all on the other. Thus 

( ) are conflicting values and scholars have found many 

problems in the standard way we think about them and in our attempt 

to accept all of them. If the theme of ( ) was not 

controversial or problematic, it could not be a proper subject of 

philosophical inquiry. We have shown that there are many questions 

about ( ) and we should try to address them

philosophically. There is no reason, therefore, to say that the 

discussion of ( ) should fall outside of the scope of 

philosophy.

Keeping the above discussion in mind one may say that Swami 

Vivekananda has not raised or solved the problem how the two kinds 

of ( ) can be reconciled. But the point is that

Vivekananda is just an example. If these two radical views are not 

effectively and successfully combined, then India will fail to do justice 

to the worldly concern or the concern for all or good for all. Anyway, 

we think through his formulation of the motto Vivekananda helped to 

bring to our notice the problem of reconciling the self-oriented concern 

and the other-oriented concern though he gave no philosophical 

argument or rational argument to show that they could be combined in 

the life and thought of man. So, it is a big challenge for modern 

scholars and even students of philosophy to inquire whether Indian 

philosophers in the past solved the problem or whether their solution 

could be accepted. We should also inquire if we can solve it. Simply to 

dismiss ( ) or ( ) is not the way expected from a 

student of philosophy. If the modern scholars ignore these 
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( ) as not a philosophical issue but only a religious issue, then it 

will be unreasonable.  If we study carefully, we will notice that classical 

Indian philosophers never ignored ordinary pursuits of life — pursuits 

of man as he is ordinarily and in his everyday life. ( ) and 

( ) are such human needs or goals of human life. In this life 

itself man seeks higher values when he gets proper motivation for 

that. So also ordinary men in this life want to live a better life, want to 

become better men. Hence, in a complete scheme of values of life 

( ) and ( ) must find place side by side ( ) 

and ( ). This does not mean that man first seeks ( ) 

and ( ) and then leave them and seek ( ) and 

( ). This is not the meaning of leading or living a better life. 

To lead a better life a man in this world should give more importance 

to ( ) and ( ). First he would continue to desire 

( ) and ( ) but should seek them as and when 

( ) permits. ( ) is for him a way of seeking of ( ) 

and ( ). Usually he seeks artha or kama without provision of 

dharma or even sometimes relegating them to the background of their 

minds. So long he was seeking these very things without 

consideration of the provisions of ( ) or even in violation of 

them. So, we sought to reconcile the four ( ) 

included in FVP.  Secondly, we argued that though in discussing 

( ) scholars discuss almost exclusively FVP, yet the 

philosophical theory of ( ) or PTP is quite different. 

This PTP is an integral part of ( ) even if it is not so of 

philosophy. 
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Chapter- I  

Philosophy and the Theory of Human Needs  

(  & )

We would like to address in this chapter an initial doubt: Is 

human need a philosophical subject? Is there a relation between 

the two? The word  ( ) is a very familiar expression 

in Sanskrit and in many other Indian languages. No single English 

expression seems to capture every aspect of the meaning of this 

word. For the term ( ) we will sometimes use the 

expression ‘human need’ and some other times ‘human goal’. We 

shall also use sometimes the expression ‘the object of human 

seeking’. So far as the initial doubt is concerned it can be easily 

removed if we can decide to which branch of philosophy 

( ) belongs as a proper subject. There are some modern 

scholars who have just raised the question whether 

( ) can be a topic of philosophy or not. According to some 

scholars, ( ) can be a topic of philosophy or its 

branch which is called ethics.1 Already a sort of answer to this 

question is available in the work of an earlier great scholar, 

Professor Sushil Kumar Maitra.2 Without referring to his work some 

recent scholars expressed different view. They feel difficulty in 

accepting the discussion of ( - ) as a 

part of (Indian) ethics. The same point was settled earlier by 

Professor Maitra. 

 So, the moot point that we want to answer here is: Is 

 ( ) a subject matter of philosophy? If the answer is 

in affirmative then another question will arise and that is — under 

which branch of philosophy it falls?  It is clear that the theory of 

 ( ) does not fall under either epistemology or 

metaphysics or logic etc. Some scholars are of opinion that it falls 



20 
 

under the branch of Indian ethics. In western philosophy ethics is 

generally understood as either normative ethics or meta-ethics. 

Accordingly the question is whether we can regard the theory of 

( ) as a meta-ethical theory or as a system of 

normative ethics? But before going to discuss this matter let us 

discuss why we have such doubt first. 

One may say that the theory of liberation or  ( ), 

one of the four ( ), need not always be said as an 

ethical theory. In other words, it is true that the most of the Indian 

philosophical schools admit their own theory of liberation according 

to their own categories and metaphysical framework which are 

already admitted. But we cannot say that these theories of 

liberation are necessarily ethical theory.3 In recent time some Indian 

and western scholars find interest in discussing whether India has 

any ethical theory of her own or not and they conclude that there is 

no theory of Indian ethics or rather there is no ethics in Indian 

philosophy. They admit that there are theories of liberation. But a 

theory of liberation and a list of moral maxims alone cannot 

constitute any moral theory or any ethical theory.  But it has been 

said that  these scholars are right when they say that a list of 

maxims do not make any moral theory, but not right when they 

deny the existence of ethical theorizing in Indian philosophy.4 They 

deny the existence of Indian moral philosophy because they have 

only one model, the western model, in their mind. It seems they 

think that by accepting the categories and procedures of Western 

philosophy only one can build up a moral philosophy. Not only 

some western scholars but some Indian scholars also believe in 

this view.  Rajendra Prasad5 has pointed out, as for example, that 
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Prof. Haridas Bhattacharya is of the opinion against the possibility 

of ethics in Indian philosophy.6   He begins his essay ‘Indian Ethics’ 

with the sentence that ‘…ethics is not to be had as a separate study 

in Indian philosophical and religious literature’.7 Similarly P.S. 

Sivaswami Aiyer says that ‘…compared with the amount of 

attention given by Hindu thinkers to the subjects of religion and 

philosophy, the scientific study of ethics has received very little 

attention from them.’8 He further said that ‘The Upanisadas are 

mainly concerned with problems of metaphysics and it is only very 

rarely that one meets with moral rules as in the Taittiriya 

Upanisada’.9 

Here one may say that it may not be fully right to say that 

Prof. Haridas Bhattacharya’s opinion is against the possibility of 

Indian ethics. For, he continues in the same essay ‘… the other 

studies like psychology and ethics remaining embedded within the 

general organization of philosophy and religion. In order to study 

ethics therefore, it is necessary that the ethical element should be 

extricated from their general religious and philosophical settings.’10 

So, we cannot say that Prof. Haridas Bhattacharya was fully wrong. 

For it is true that in Indian philosophy there is no separate 

discussions called ethics.  But it is true that P.S. Sivaswami Aiyer is 

not right by saying that the scientific study of ethics has received 

very little attention from the early period. We will briefly show how 

classical Indian ethics is an important part of Indian philosophical 

tradition from the very early period. There we will argue that those 

who say that in India we do not have ethics of any one of the two 

kinds are wrong. In India there may not be ethics as a separate and 
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independent branch of philosophy yet in India there are both 

normative and meta-ethics. 

Before going to the answer of the problem stated above let 

us take another example on the same matter. Famous western 

philosopher W.T. Stace was of the opinion that India has no ethics. 

In fact he wanted to prove that India has no philosophy. Indian 

philosophy is not really philosophy but religion.11   Here Stace says 

‘although Hinduism has its scale of values, and its doctrine of 

development, it has no rational foundation for these, and though it 

has the idea of higher and lower, yet, because this is without 

foundation, it lets it slip, it never  the idea, and so easily slides 

into the view that all is equally divine’12. The same conclusion he 

asserted in his another popular book.13 We may as well name Max 

Weber. He also holds the view that there is ethics in India. From his 

writings it becomes clear why the Western thinkers think that India 

has no ethics. They believe that universalism is the heart of ethics. 

But the Indian society is dominated by ( ) and  

( ) division. Here duty is not universal but relative to ( ) 

and ( ). So the Western thinkers hold that in India there 

is no universal ethics; and the ethics which is not universal is not 

ethics proper. Weber emphasizes the practice of ( ) 

and holds that in India there is no (universal) ethics. There is, he 

says, “…only a status and professionally differentiated dharma 

according to caste”.14 Under this conception of ethics some Indian 

scholars seem to ignore  ( ) or 

( ) according to Weber and emphasize only 

 ( ) or universal duty. P. V. Kane 

seems to do so.15 
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The intriguing question is why these scholars are arguing 

against Indian ethics when ethical discussions are very much 

present in almost all Indian philosophical systems?  One possible 

answer may be this. Almost all philosophers of Indian philosophical 

tradition are found to be engaging themselves in a first order or first 

level inquiry of the nature of the subject-matter and not any second-

order or second level (or meta-level) inquiry (over and above the 

first level discussion they made). We heard about the ethical theory 

of Immanuel Kant or the ethical theory of David Hume. But we 

never heard about the ethical theory of Maharshi Goutam or the 

ethical theory of Maharshi Kapil. So, it is an exclusive and unique 

way of philosophizing which the Great Indian philosophers have 

done. So, those who are not acquainted with the way of 

philosophizing of Indian philosophers, it may be difficult for them to 

understand Indian philosophy properly or find ethical theory in it. 

They never found any ethical theory in Indian philosophical tradition 

like the ethical theory of Plato or Aristotle.  But then also to say that 

there is no ethical theory in Indian philosophy also doing injustice to 

one of the oldest and great philosophical traditions and the spirit of 

its great philosophers. I would like to add that not only in different 

schools of Indian philosophy but also in many non-technical 

philosophical works ethical values and teachings are there in good 

measure. For example the epics — , 

, some  like the , in the 

 etc. enough moral teachings are there. In  like 

the , and in some socio-political works like Kautilya’s 

, and ndaka’s  etc. proper materials for 

ethical theory are found.16 
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Hence, it cannot be said that India has no ethics. We have 

said that in western philosophy ethics is generally understood as 

either normative ethics or meta-ethics. We will first distinguish 

these two types of ethics and their relation to each other and then 

discuss the problem whether the theory of  ( ) can 

be regarded as ethics or not.  If our answer is in the negative then 

also one need not give up hope. If there is necessity we may 

suggest for extending the current scope of ethics in order to include 

 ( ) in it. In that case like environmental ethics, 

business ethics etc., there may be ethics of ( ). 

Broadly speaking, ethics is concerned with human conduct. 

Ethics  is an enquiry where we analyze the concepts like ‘duty’, 

‘oughtness’, ‘obligations’, ‘rightness’ etc. and principles of 

evaluating human behavior with reference to  certain given set of 

norms and values. So, the task of ethics is to give an account of the 

ways in which human beings ought to behave. Ethics, in a sense, is 

always practical. Like science its role is not to give only theoretical 

understanding but practical guidance. Its aim is to guide human 

beings in their practical life in which his actions have impact on 

others and their actions have impact on our life. We nowadays 

consider ethically how human actions impact physical and 

biological environment as well as animal beings. How to behave 

and act so that our actions would be right or wrong or will affect 

rightly or wrongly other men, environment, animals and so on — 

are the sort of questions we ask and answer in ethics. In other 

words main task of ethics is to give us the criterion of rightness and 

wrongness on the one hand and to analyze the concepts like duty, 

moral rightness, moral imperative, moral principles etc. on the 
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other. But to be moral it is not enough to know the criterion of 

rightness or wrongness only, the agent has to apply it and act 

according to the moral norms. So, in this sense ethics is practical. 

Its aim is to tell us about or make us aware of those actions through 

performing which we can improve ourselves, our life. When we say 

truth is a value, helping poor is a duty — we mean if we perform 

this duty and if we realize this value, then we become a better and 

more moral person. Therefore we can say that even as a 

philosophical theory (as distinct from normative ethics) ethics is 

concerned with the practical life of man. Man is to use his moral 

knowledge to conduct himself in a morally right way. So far even 

meta-ethics or philosophical theory of morality is different from 

many other more purely theoretical disciplines like mathematics. 

Ethics is not merely or completely a theoretical disciplines. It is a 

theoretical enquiry which has direct practical bearing. We should 

keep this in mind when we draw the distinction between meta-

ethics and normative ethics. So we hold that as philosophical 

enquiry meta-ethics analyzes moral notions like duty, Obligation 

etc. and it discusses the form, nature, conditions of truth or 

correctness etc. of moral utterances.  On the other hand, normative 

ethics is better understood as a scheme of duties. One best 

example of such a scheme we find in . It gives us lists 

of duties in a planned way — dividing and classifying them 

according to different principles like ( ),  ( ) and 

so on. So to the question what is duty, two types of answers are 

possible. One can answer the question by saying  ( ) is 

a duty. This answer does not tell us what is there in  ( ) 

so that it is correct to say that it is a duty; or what feature of  

( ) constitutes its character as duty. But the  
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gives answer to such question when it says ‘ ’ 17 

(i.e. such actions as are enjoined and lead to good is .) 

We have discussed two senses or kinds of ethics. Now the 

question is whether the theory of ( ) can be said to 

be ethics in any of these senses or not. Before answering this 

question, we should discuss a little more whether there is any such 

thing as Indian ethics or not. For, if the theory of  ( ) 

is to be a kind of ethics, it must be some kind of Indian ethics. But if 

there is no such thing as Indian ethics, the theory of  

( ) cannot be an Indian ethical theory or a part of an Indian 

ethical theory. 

People have debated over decades whether in the Indian 

tradition we find anything called philosophy or any branch of it 

which can be called Indian ethics. It has been said that in the 

Western tradition the questions about morality are considered 

separately from questions that are discussed in other branches of 

knowledge or philosophy. This is not so in India. Even if we admit 

this, Indian ethics can still be possible. In his book  

Lokmanya Tilak shows how the discussion of morality has to be 

carried out in the context of  ( ) and  ( ) and it is not 

necessary to have a separate discussion of morality like western 

philosophy. In this connection one important point we need to note 

here which Prof. Meena A. Kelkar mentioned in her paper ‘The 

Nature of Indian Moral Philosophy’. She said ‘… he (Tilak) shows 

how Indian moral thought can be compared with the utilitarian 

moral philosophy of Bentham and J.S.Mill or with the moral 

philosophy of Immanuel Kant. Lokmanya Tilak suggests how 

without making use of Western categories one can concentrate on 
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the issues of moral life and establish a dialogue or debate with the 

western thought.’18 

In the Indian tradition from the very beginning of the Vedic 

period the sense of duty is pervasively present. It is embodied in 

the  ( ) or  ( ). The (including the 

), which is orally found and taught by the Seers ( ), is 

the main source of the Indian Hindu Culture and also its religio-

philosophical tradition. The other sources like the

 are subordinated to it. Some people again say 

that the essence of Indian culture is Spirituality; fundamentally 

speaking, it is not ethical. By this they mean to say that the Indian 

culture is esoteric and mystical in character and not ethical or 

ritualistic. But it is also not correct. It is important to note that to be 

ethical is not necessarily to be non-spiritual. It is even possible to 

view the ethical life of man (or ethical stage of his life) as 

preparatory to his still higher form (or stage) of life which is spiritual. 

Spirituality consists in the quest for the knowledge of the self 

( ) and liberation ( ). The ethical life of man consists in 

moral practices or doing moral duties or morally right actions. The 

practice of duties purifies man’s mind and he becomes eligible for 

the pursuit of liberation. 

Indian normative ethics is primarily embedded in the  

( ). It is elaborated later in , and 

so on. In each one of these literature we find the statement of code 

of duties or different codes of duty. However, rigorous and 

analytical discussions on the meaning of moral concepts and 

analysis of moral commands are found only in the works of 

analytical Indian philosophy. But these philosophical discussions or 
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the philosophical literature of the later period are also based on the 

 they do not conflict with the . 

 Let us discuss a little more about the normative ethics of 

India. It was clear enough to the thinkers of the classical  period 

that there should be a specific way through which, according to his 

capacity, man can pay off his debt to his particular ( ) 

where he took birth and as well as the community of mankind which 

provides facilities and opportunities for his life. Manu has 

enumerated and classified  ( ) or duties of man. Here a 

point should be noted that the term  ( ) may be used in 

many senses. It may be used to mean subjective virtue ( ), it 

may also be used as a religious merit ). The term may 

again be used in an objective sense of observable actions and 

conduct. Here we are concerned with only the last sense. Manu’s 

classification is one of the earliest attempts for a systematic, well-

connected treatment of the subject. Manu classified  ( ) 

into two types — a)  ( or relative duties), i,e., 

duties relative to man’s own ( ) or social class and  

(  or specific class of spiritual discipline). Here the  

( ) are categorized as those relating to the people of four  

( ), i,e., ( )  ( )  ( ) and

 ( )  b) The second type of duties are called 

-s ( or common duties) i,e., duties which are 

equally obligatory to all men irrespective of their different 

( ). These  ( ) help man to build-up his social as well 

as moral character. For an adequate account of ethics or man’s 

moral life we need to discuss not only moral actions but also moral 

laws or principles and moral command (  including 
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). Moral law is different from both scientific law and law of the 

state in many ways. The main difference between moral law and 

scientific law is this: moral law can be violated but scientific law can 

never be violated. On the other hand one of the main differences 

between moral law and law of the state is this: the first one 

prescribes us what to do, but the later one orders us what to do. 

The main difference between an order ( ) and a moral 

prescription ( ) is that in case of prescription if man obeys it, 

the man himself will be the gainer, but in case of carrying out an 

order a man may benefit the institution or the man who issued the 

order will be the gainer. 

Moral law prescribes for the betterment of our life. These are 

not order. Now we come to our point, both  

(  ) and  ( ) prescribe us the 

way how one can make his life morally good. 

 ( ) are the specific duties relating to one’s ( ) or 

 ( ). It is a kind of hypothetical imperative. If you are 

married, you have to follow the duties of the married life. If you 

belong to such and such  ( ), you have to do such and 

such duties. There cannot be any subjective choice; it is one’s 

( ) or ( ) which fixes the duties of the man in 

question; other conditions like subjective choice do not matter. On 

the other hand  or code of common duties 

( ) must be followed by every man irrespective of his 

social position or individual capacity. Prof. S. K. Moitra shows very 

convincingly in the introduction of his book  

how  ( ) constitutes the foundation of 

the  ( ) and how the former is to be 
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regarded as the limit within which the latter is to be observed and 

obeyed. 

There is no individual freedom. If you belong to any specific 

( ), you have to obey the duties selected for that 

specific ( ). Moreover no man of a specific 

( ) has freedom to perform the duties of the other  

( ). According to Prof. S. K. Moitra, ‘…there may be exceptional 

cases, men with special powers and capacities, may attain the later 

stages without going through the earlier . 

Manu enumerated following ten duties under the name of 

 ( ) or common duty: 

(i) or steadfastness ( ); 

(ii)  or forgiveness ( ); 

(iii) or application ( ); 

 (iv)  ( ) or  ( ) [non-stealing or 

avoidance of theft]; 

(v)   or cleanliness ( ); 

(vi) ( - ) or repression of the 

sensibilities and sensuous appetites; 

(vii)  or wisdom ( ); 

(viii)  or learning ( ); 

(ix)  or veracity ( ); 

(x)  or restraint of anger ( ). 

Like Manu, Pra da also enumerated  ( ) or 

duty into two groups:  ( ) or common or 
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generic duty and  ( ) or relative or specific 

duty.  ( ) are common to all  

( ) or classes. On the other hand  are only for 

specific classes. 

From the above discussion it is clear that moral concerns are 

very much present in Indian tradition; they are not only there in the 

 and the other ( ) but also they are deep rooted in 

the Indian ethos and mind. But it has been observed by scholars 

like Professor S. K. Maitra that, in contrast with the Western 

tradition of ethics, in the Indian ethics the viewpoint of the individual 

is not so prominent. What is prominent here is the tradition — the 

 perception or the  perception of the value and 

purpose of individual’s life and actions or his conduct. What is right 

or virtuous is entirely derived from our Tradition and  ( ). 

Numerous examples of Ideal code of conduct one can find in 

, , and   etc. Obviously the aim 

was to control and conduct the life of man towards a disciplined 

moral life through which man can pay off his debt to his ( ), 

his community, and after all to the world of mankind. 

But there was also a broader aim also of life and morality. 

Through morality,  ( ) and  ( ) man can 

make himself aware about the true nature of his self and the 

ultimate goal or value of life. It is true for any man or even for any 

living being that the worldly pleasure is (ordinarily) desirable. But a 

careful observation and critical thinking will convince us that the 

worldly pleasure is always mixed up with pain. Our unrestricted 

craving and pursuit of them will do us great harm and will not allow 

us to go beyond our lower animal life to higher life of a truly human 
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being. In his higher life man does not seek only ordinary sensuous 

pleasure. He seeks higher goals of life which are arranged 

hierarchically from ordinary sensuous to the moral and then to the 

spiritual. The code of moral conduct or duties in hierarchical 

arrangement is one of the guiding principles towards liberation 

( ). Thus, if our take off point is ordinary sensuous urge, morality 

is the basis of the ultimate spiritual goal which is ( ) or 

spiritual liberation. Based in the  perception different 

schools of Indian thought and knowledge were developed; among 

them there are normative ethics as well as meta-ethics or 

philosophy of moral. Not only the Ny ya-Vai e ika, khya and 

Vedanta dar an, but also  dar ana and Yoga dar ana 

include discussions that are ethical in character. 

Incidentally, it may be noted that according to some thinkers 

Indian ethics is situational. However, to my mind it is not situational 

in its enterity. It may be situational so far as  

( ) is concerned. But there are 

( ) also; and so far as morality consists in the obligation of 

performing these common and universal duties, morality in the 

Indian view is not situational. 

 Another point to note is that according to some thinkers the 

Indian Vedic tradition is very old and has lost its modern relevance. 

In our times men are guided more by reason than by Scriptures or 

( ). Hence, we need to reform the  ( ) based 

ethics which does not give importance to either conscience or 

reason. In other words, we should accept only those ethical 

teachings of the  ( ) that can stand the test of reason. The 

rest we should give up as superstitious. Division of men according 
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to ( ) is not rational at all and ( ) based duties are 

not truly moral. But there are also some great thinkers (e.g. Tilak) 

who do not feel any need to reform the Tradition. They even do not 

want the reinterpretation or reconstruction of classical Indian moral 

thinking by using foreign categories and concepts. They admit the 

importance of our effort to understand Indian Tradition and through 

our own categories and preserve its identity.19 We should not first 

accept the Western model of ethics and then say that traditional 

Indian ethics is to be reformed to suit that model. Indian ethics 

should be viewed from the Indian standpoint and Indian ethical 

ideas and ideals are to be understood in the Indian way, i.e, 

according to the way they have been explained in Indian  

— the scriptural  as well as later ethical and philosophical 

. 

 Thus if we try to understand the place of morality and moral 

philosophy in the context of Indian tradition and culture, we find that 

it includes, every aspect of ethics. The vast and varied ethical 

literature of India includes rich rational enquiry of various ethical 

subjects and many different norms and ideals of moral life and 

behavior. And if we do not take a narrow view of philosophy as 

linguistic analysis or conceptual inquiry or only epistemic enquiry, 

then it will not be difficult to find in India vast comprehensive system 

of rational inquiry of all substantial problems of life. And we will also 

find in it both normative and meta-ethical discussions.  Indian 

philosophy as a whole and the ethical discussions it contains help 

man to systematically develop himself from a sensuous being 

through moral being and finally to a spiritual being. 
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 Meena A. Kelker in her paper “the nature of Indian moral 

philosophy” rightly said that ‘….this different understanding of 

philosophy gives a different place of ethics or morality’20. So, it is 

not reasonable to find similar ethical observation like the west in 

Indian philosophical tradition. 

 Now we turn to the question whether the theory of 

( ) is a part of Indian ethics or not. If ethics is 

understood as the study of duty, then it seems difficult to say that 

the theory or ( ) is a form of ethics or study of 

duties. In the first place the texts and literature of Indian philosophy 

rarely include discussions of  ( ). We will show 

this in detail later. Secondly, even though Indian philosophy 

discusses (  ), it is not a form of duty in 

any usual sense. It has a spiritual value but not a moral duty. For 

this reason some argue that the theory of ( ) is not 

a form of ethical theory. They say that the discussion of this 

( ) falls outside the scope of ethics. We can say 

the same thing about ( ) and ( ) if not about

 ( )  If three of the four s ( ) fall outside 

ethics then it becomes doubtful if the theory of ( ) 

is an ethical theory. 

 Though in the Indian philosophical tradition the discussion of 

morality is very prominent, yet ( ) do not form 

any part of them. In Indian philosophy we find the discussion of 

such topics as moral command ( ) and its meaning and authority 

( ), moral will and its genesis, means of knowing duty etc., 

there is not much discussion of  ( ) or ( ). If we are 

to understand this situation then we need to distinguish first the 
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popular or familiar doctrine of ( ) and then in the 

second place we need to clarify the sense in which we use the term 

‘ethics’. We have elaborately discussed the first point in our chapter 

on ‘The Philosophical Theory of  (PTP)’.  So far as the 

second point is concerned in course of its development a subject 

extends its scope and the meaning of the name of the subject 

changes. At one time psychology meant the study of the mental 

processes of only normal and average man. In course of time there 

emerged animal psychology and abnormal psychology. If we look 

at the Western culture and philosophy we find similar changes in 

the scope of ethics and similar changes in the meaning of the word 

‘ethics’. 

 Various discussions, that were not included within the scope 

of ethics before, are nowadays included in it. And there has 

developed legal ethics, environmental ethics, business ethics etc. 

So, today one can say that like the extended sense of ethics in the 

Western tradition, Indian theory of ( ) can be 

regarded as Indian ethics [or the study of  ( ) and 

( )] or part of Indian ethics in its extended sense. 

Here we may note a few features of some extended or broader 

ethics. We need to realize that the scope of ethics has been 

broadened not without reason. The scope was extended only when 

some urgency was felt. Unethical conduct and practices in the field 

of law and business made it necessary to study and regulate 

human behavior in these fields. Otherwise individual men and the 

whole human society will suffer. The society will produce corrupt 

business men and legal practitioners and less number of good and 

honest men. 
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 Environmental ethics is the study of the ethical dimension of 

man’s attitude and behavior towards environment. It is quite 

popular nowadays to divide the culture of the world into scientific 

rational culture and non-scientific mystical and religious culture. 

The scientific rational culture accepts the existence of natural 

sensible external material world, but it does not ascribe any ethical 

value to it. In the first place only the natural and physical 

phenomena are real from the point of view of science. Science 

does not accept value (including moral value) as a fact or reality. 

Because the natural phenomena are governed by scientific laws, 

they are intelligible scientifically and are admitted as real.  Some 

religious faiths or religions also deprive the world of every moral 

worth. According to them, since this world is inanimate and 

irrational and it is created for the consumption of man and used by 

man, it deserves no ethical treatment from us. It is often believed 

that only normal and average  beings who can be treated as 

moral agent deserve to be treated morally. Even the mentally 

retarded men or animals and their life and activity fall outside the 

scope of the moral theory or ethics. So the physical or biological 

environment is outside the scope of moral considerations. In the 

opinion of these religions, nature is devoid of any moral quality or 

value and is outside moral considerations. It is not included within 

the scope of ethical study. Under the influence and teaching of 

such religious ideology or philosophy men became indifferent to 

nature and showed no respect or concern for it. For both science 

and the religion like Christianity, nature is devoid of all moral value. 

Born and brought up in such a culture men came to believe that 

nature is only a dead matter and started to exploit it. Once we take 

the nature to be a dead matter, question of caring it or treating it 
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with love and morality does not simply arise. Because moral 

treatment or any sort of care requires that the object must be 

conscious being to which the agent wants to be moral, that is, act 

morally. So, unless we completely change our outlook, unless we 

learn to view nature not just as a dead body, but a living organism, 

which can receive our action and can re-act also, we cannot treat 

nature as something moral. Nor can we in that case take nature as 

a part of the subject matter of ethics. For long men in modern 

scientific culture (and religion like Christianity) viewed nature as 

amoral something. 

 Only now we have become aware that such view and 

treatment of nature created the present environmental imbalance or 

ecological crisis. This is not just an event among thousand events 

but is a matter of worldwide concern.  So we now feel if we cannot 

solve the present ecological crisis, then the whole human race will 

be destroyed. In order to solve it, we need to change our view and 

attitude to Nature. What would be that changed and proper attitude 

or view are being explored and explained by the new branch of 

ethics — the environmental ethics. This is one concrete instance of 

how and why the scope of ethics changes. If  ( ) 

are very important, then for the proper understanding of it we may 

extend the scope of Indian ethics to include them as ethical subject. 

Actually we need to change our conception and understanding of 

Indian culture, philosophy and ethics in order to realize that it is not 

impossible or unnatural to treat  ( ) as ethical 

subject or the theory of ( ) as a form of ethics, or 

Indian ethics. 
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 Anyway, the scope of ethics is not fixed. Whenever there is 

need we extend its scope to include some phenomena which were 

so long outside the purview of ethics. If  ( ) are 

important and it is necessary to discuss  ( ) in 

ethics, we can extend the current scope of Indian ethics to include 

 ( ) or the discussion of  ( ). 

 Directly or indirectly ethics is concerned with the practical 

aspect of man’s life. This means it is concerned with human action 

and conduct. Either it (that is, normative ethics) gives us a code of 

conduct, that is, a systematic list of concrete duties or certain moral 

actions. Or it (meta-ethics) tells us what is  (morally right 

action); what makes a certain action ( ); conditions of the 

possibility of  ( ) etc. In this way ethics is somehow 

concerned with human actions. Now human actions are generally 

rational actions. Such actions involve a distinction between ends 

and means. Sometimes some persons find that they need food. 

They find this when they are hungry. Hunger is painful. Man as a 

rational being chooses to act in such a way that his hunger can be 

satisfied or his pain of hunger can be removed. In this case his 

ultimate need is satisfaction of hunger. This is his good as an end. 

To achieve it, the hungry man rationally chooses to perform the act 

of cooking, say as an instance. When he cooks he actually cooks 

as his end. But this is end as means. The satisfaction of hunger is 

the end in itself. 

 In the moral sphere man as moral agent has certain end in 

view. This end is of the nature of value. Outside the sphere of 

morality when a rational man acts as a natural human agent he has 

some ends. But this end is not a value. Every conscious action of a 
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man has behind it that man’s idea of some end and the desire to 

attain it. Where the end is a value (or a moral value in particular) we 

say man  to act so as to realize that value (or the end). But in 

some normal and non-moral situation a man  act to realize 

certain end. Thus moral actions have two features. (i) They are 

means for certain good as an end and (ii) they are good as means 

of such good as end that we do not naturally desire. In case of duty 

or  ( ) the ends are not  desired or the actions 

(that is means of that end) are not  performed. Even 

against their natural inclination moral command ( ) reveals to 

them that they should perform the act and they should aspire to 

realize the end. What makes a man act in such case is not just his 

natural desire or inclination; not merely logical (rational) 

consideration but the moral command.  ( ) tells us “ ” 

(i.e., do your moral duty); and we feel obliged to obey. We perform 

moral actions. In this way moral actions are (a) value oriented 

action and (b) they are actions that are enjoined by moral 

imperative ( ).

 The idea of value is not only the idea of a good as an end; 

but has a normative content. It is not just good which we (naturally) 

seek but what we should seek. Where the value is moral value, the 

means of it — the action as means of it — is morally commanded. 

Therefore, in a broad sense ethics is concerned with all these 

human actions that are morally commended and are means of 

some good as end which also have a normative feature. 

  ( ) is one of the -  ( ). We naturally 

seek it. And we seek it by any effective means. ( ) in this 

sense is not a value and not a ( ). 
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( ) is not just a human need. For, what man naturally desires 

— food when hungry, sleep when sleepy — is not 

( ). ( ) means what we should consider as 

desirable; what we should seek. If there is a kind of  ( ) or a 

certain sense of  ( ), according to which we  seek 

 ( ) then such  ( ) becomes a value and seeking 

 ( ) becomes a duty. In that case  ( ) will be a part of 

ethics. In this way we can decide whether or not the  

( ) are subject matter of ethics. If ( ) is a 

subject matter of ethics, then the theory of ( ) will 

be an ethical theory. Or, it will be a part of Indian ethics. This is one 

answer to the question whether the theory of ( ) is 

an ethical theory or not.  

 We will note one more point. There is close connection 

between Indian philosophy and philosophizing on the one hand and 

seeking to realize the  ( ) on the other. This is not 

so clear when we use the word ‘philosophy’ but when we use the 

word ‘  ( ) this connection is very clear. When we use 

the word ‘philosophy’ we are likely to understand by the word 

predominantly Western philosophy. But Indian philosophy means 

( ). The conception of it is derived from the 

21, where it has been said that we  have 

 ( ) or self realization. This  or 

 ( - ) or immediate realization of our 

self is the first meaning of the word ‘ ’ ( ). The means of 

 ( ) in this sense is also called  ( ). 

However,  ( ) is one of the many means of  

( ) in the sense of self realization.  ( ) or receiving 
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instruction from the Veda through teacher and  

( ) or practicing the truth acquired through  ( ) 

and ( ) are the other two means. The other name of the 

means called  ( ) is ( )22.  ( ) 

means critical and analytical enquiry or discussion. This is the 

essential nature of Indian philosophy or  ( ) as means. 

 ( ) as an end is self-realization or ( ) (or the 

immediate means of it, the knowledge of the true nature of the self). 

 ( ) or Indian philosophy is not done for its own sake but 

for the attainment of ( - ). Thus the 

relation between  ( ) and ( - ) 

is immediate and essential. The other  ( ) are 

indirectly connected to ( ). One who acts in a way 

which violates the pursuit of the  ( ) of  ( ) 

or  ( ) or  ( ) cannot have necessary purification 

of the mind ( ). In that case one cannot acquire the 

philosophical knowledge or the knowledge of the true nature of the 

self which is the immediate means of ( -

). 

 This account of  ( ) and its connection with 

( - ) is common to almost all the 

systems of Indian philosophy or ( ). Thus the very 

concept of  ( ) or Indian philosophy essentially involves 

reference to ( ) and other ( ). Thus 

( ) including ( ) is a central theme of Indian 

philosophy. This is very clearly brought out   -

V ika, khya nta and so on. 
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 Still this  ( ) is closely similar to philosophy which 

is a rational and critical study and it studies among other things 

knowledge and its means. We can say  (  ) is 

 ( ) because it generates philosophical knowledge 

(  as means). This  ( ) does two things. It builds a 

theory of  ( ) and ( ) and it also uses these 

two to generate and preserve the knowledge of the true nature of 

the self. This knowledge of self which  ( ) generates is, 

however, mediate ( ). Through   etc.) 

this knowledge develops into immediate realization of the self i.e., 

 ( ) which in its turn secures ( ). Prof. 

Meena. A. Kelkar rightly said ‘it is this understanding of philosophy 

which gives a different place to ethics. The discussion of morality is 

carried out at two levels. At one level, morality is concerned with 

the rules of conduct, prescriptions and prohibitions that are 

accepted in a society. It is the foundation of social and communal 

life. At another level, morality is not a socially binding force but a 

liberating force…. In this sense, being moral does not mean 

knowing and following the rules of conduct but knowing the ultimate 

reality or preparing the grounds for the knowledge of ultimate 

reality, the primordial existence Par Excelence.’23 

 On the basis of above discussion we conclude that 

( ) is a central topic of Indian philosophy or 

 ( ) and the Indian philosophical theory of 

( ) can be viewed as a form of ethical theory. 
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