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CHAPTER I 

PHIIOSOPHY OF HISTORY AND ITS PRESUPPOS IT IONS 

The view has been very often expressed that traditional 

Indian thoucht did not recognise the importance of history. 

This is a large statement and cannot be examined here. For 

the present, we are concerned with Indian philosophy, and we 

need not disagree that a pHiIOSOphy of history in the. true 

sense 25 missing within this domain. Now what aré the impli- 

cations of — and if one wishes, the reasons for পল this lack? 

Several remarks may be in order. 

It is interesting to begin by noticing that none of 

the classical schools of Indian philosophy — who in accordance 

with a methodological tradition started with a list of pramanes 

or sources of true knowledge — recognised history ৪৪ ৪ 

pramE?a. This is not to say that historical knowledge was not 

regarded as valid. Only, the philosophers did not recognise 

historical knowledge as a unicue and irreducible species of 

valid knowledge. They in fact soucht to explain it either as 

a sort of inference (anumiti) or as ৪ species of verbal 

testimony (sabdajnana). This fact by itself does not explain 

why a philosophy of history should not have developed. For, 

given an interest in historical phenomena or historical writings 

the philosophers could have developed — consistently with
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their reduction of historical knowledge ৮০ anumiti or টে 

sabdajnana — either a logic of historical inference of ৪ 

semantics of historical language. This however did not take 

place. Not history alone but also mathematics suffered from 

negligence ৪৮ the hands of philosophers — and this despite 

the fact ৮৮৪৮ both historical writings in the form of the 

pur5§as and of course mathematics with preemimence flourishedl, 

One is naturally led to ask : 'Wwhy?* 

Comparison with Greek thought is instructive. The 

Greek philosophers not only discussedlphilosophical problems 

about mathematics, but some of them regarded mathematical 

knowledge as the paradigm case of knowledge. But what about 

history? Karl Lowith has argued that classical Greek thought 

— not much unlike Oriental thinking — 25 still further away 

from modern historical thinking. And of course the Greeks did 

write excellent histories. Not until the dawn of Christianity 

did a philosophy of history arise in the West. One may again 

ask : 'Why?z?® 

We are in effect asking: why is it that ancient Indian 

philosophy as well as classical Greek thought failea to 

develop a philosophical concern for history? What difference 

did the dawn of Christianity make so as to make a philosophical 

awareness of the importance of history possible? Is that 

difference ৪ necessary presupposition of this awareness? Or
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could it be that in this area we are dealing with historical 

accidents, and that the search for necessary antecedents and 

implications is ৪ misdirected effort? 

It is true that a most absorbing and developed concern 

with time is to be found in most Indian philosophies, possibly 

leaving aside the extreme illusionistic systems. The Nyaya- 

Vaisesika regards time as an objective reality, one, infinite 

and parties, and Vatsayana, the commentafor on Gautama's 

Sutras, seeks to keep the notion of time free from possible 

confusion with that of space. Time for the Vaisesikas, is the 

condition of all movement and change, the basis of all temporal 

relations. It is one, but only appears to be many owing to 

associations with the changes which occur within it. The 

Samkhya regards time as a form of Prakrti, a specific evolute 

of it = not ৪ substance, as in the Nyaya-Vaisesika, but ৪ 

reletion connecting events together. The philosophers of this 

school debated the issue whether the one time, as distinguished 

from the moments, is a construction of the mind or an objective 

reality. For Ramanuja, time and Prakrti are equally original 

realities, though time is not a self-subsistent reality but 

belongs = as everything else does — to Brahman or the 

absolute. The schools of Buddhism showla wide spectrum of 

views regarding time. Common to them 15 a conception of 

universal change as consisting of moments. It is only in the 

Advaita Vedanta that time becomes an unreal phenomenon repre- 

senting the relation between Spirit and Maya2o



14 

Thus the Newtonian view that time is an infinite 

self-subsistent, all-pervading continuum, the Leibnizian 

view that time is a system of relations between what are 

essentially non-temporal monads, the Kantian view that time 

is a mental construction, and the Bradleyan view that time is 

but an appearance of the absolute -— all these seem to have 

been represented in the Indian schools. We may not therefore 

accuse the Indian philosophers of not চলা time seriously, 

and we cannot explain their negligence of history as being 

due ৮০ their lack of concern with time. 

Could it be said that thought the importance of time 

was taken note of, yet for most Indian philosophers time did 

not achieve anything new? That time does not achieve anything 

new may be a consegquence of two quite different doctrines to 

be found in Indian thoucht. In the first place, there is the 

view, to be found in most schools of Indian philosophy, 

Buddhism not excluded, that the goal of human existence, the 

supreme value, is moksa and that moksa is attainable through 

right knowledge. When a person struggling through time does 

acquire right knowledge of the nature of his self and thereby 

achieves moksa, he does not, in an important sense, achieve 

anything new, he does not acquire any p.:2viously nonexistent 

excellence. He only recognises ৪ truth eternally accomplished. 

He realises that this perfection was eternally within him, 

and that his efforts through time have not given him anything 

which he did not earlier possess.
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There is still another trend of thought which, by 

implication, mellows down the importance of time. This is the 

well known conception of time as cyclic.:According to this 

conception the infinite time is not a linear series but an 

endless succession of recurrent cycles which fall into four 

main types : satya, treta, dvapara and kali. Now it would 

seem that in this conception of time nothing is essentially 

new, for there must have been a preceding cycle in which it 

figured. In fact, on this view the very irreversibility and 

unidimensionality of time come to be denied. Could such a 

conception of time allow for the possibility of a serious 

concern with history? 

There is no doubt that these two factors are in a 

way responsible for the Indian attitude towards time and its 

relevance., For us, the second ওপর is more interesting, However, 

with regard to the conception of a cyclic time two things may 

be borne in mind. For one thing, not a}l philosophical systems 

made any substantial use of this notion in their ontologies. 

For another, the conception of a cyclic time does not deny 

. newness of events. What it denies is the newness of the values 

achieved, or of the truths realised in an epoch. It is not 

that every single event or individual belonginyg to one yuga 

had been prefigured in an infinite number of other yugas 

preceeding it. No yuga in fact is identical with another in 

content. But the moral and spiritual ideals, the human virtues 

and failings, the patterns of social and individual behaviour 
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—= the form, in brief, is what is supposed ৮০ repeat itself. 

Such identity of form leaves room for novelty of content. 

Truths, according to the Indian tradition, are ageless, 

suprahistorical. So also ৪৮০ values. No man could claim ৮০ 

have discovered the truth for the first time. Great men like 

sri Krishna and the Buddha claim only ৮০ be teaching truths which 

others without number had been before them. Who in the long 
| 

list of seers could lay claim to have been the first to see 

the truth? 

History as the series of eVents or as the record of 

events in their uniqueness, is assured, History as a significant 

process of achieving new values which were not achieved before 

is denied. If philosophy is concerned primarily with ultimate 

values, with ageless and eternal truths, it need have no 

concern with the history of events, 

The law of karma, so uniquely determining the broad 

spectrum of Indian philosophical thought, assures a moral 

order in the universe, but does not generate a consciousness 

of history. For history, in the strict sense, is not the 

history of the sojourn of an individual soul through the 

series of its transmigrations, but a gradual advance of an 

institution, a race, ৪ nation, or of man%ind in general towards 

a far off goal through an ordered succession of events and 

experiences, actions and decisions, thoughts and sufferings., 

The law of karma made room for both determination by the past



i 

and initiative at present, which an awareness of history 

requires. But it is not the sort of determination which the 

notion of history requires. It is individualistic in applica- 

tion, and its basic notions of rebirth and transmigration are 

trans-historical. A doctrine of the spiritual evolution of the 

soul through successive births is as little historical in 

nature as is a doctrine of cosmic change, even of ordered 

cosmic change. Both these doctrines were[developed in Indian 

philosophy — with no conseguential advantage in favour of ৪ 

philosophical interest in history. 

The Vedantic monists debated the issue, whether finite 

individuality and the world of change are, from a transcencen- 

tal (paramarthika) standpoint, real or not, Samkara did not, 

as is well known, while Ramanuja did, accord reality to the 

world and finite selves. But it is important to bear in mind 

that merely by granting reality to the world and finite 

individuals one does not make room for history. One may even 

go further : ৪ recognition of the reality of time, though ৪ 

necessary condition of a philosophical concern with time, is 

not yet sufficient for it. In f&act, Ramanuja and many other 

schools of vVedanta did not recognise time to be real, but they 

did not develop any genuine philosophical concern for history. 
| 

The reason is not far ৮০ seek., History is not just 

change. Recognition that the world is a process in which
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nothing abides is not an index of one's sense for history. 

There are Indian Heracliteans, but no Indian Hegelians (though 

Ramanuja has been wrongly supposed ৮০ 2৪ one). History is 

basically history of man. History of man again is history of 

human consciousness. Recognition of the historicity of conscious- 

ness is the necessary and sufficient condition of a philosophi- 

cal concern for history. Now, in general, for Indian thought 

consciousness is above change. Change 256 relegated by the 

Vedanta to the domain of anatma, to Prakrti. The self, Atman, 

is beyond time and change. The process of moving from a state 

of bondage to ৪ state of liberation is either only ৪ pseudo- 

process (as in Advaita Vedanta) or, if a genuine process, then 

surely not a new achievement., And, in any ০৪৪০, it is not an 

achievement for mankind in general. The idea of the historicity 

of consciousness is inconsistent with an essentialist notion 

of man. Where, as in Buddhism, the concept of process is 

extended ৮০ consciousness, the process 5 conceived on the 

analogy of outer change, the Heraclitean‘flow : with Nirvana 

the flow is arrested and transcended. NirVE?a is beyond history, 

and cannot be conceived of as an achievement of history within 

history. The cycle of rebirth is trans-historical. 

II 

In the foregoing section, an attempt was made to 

identify and to evaluate some of those traits of Indian philo- 

sophical thinking which are either responsible for, or corelates 

of, the lack of ৪ serious philosophical concern for history. In
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doing this, our purpose has been not to find out certain 

pervasive characters of Indian thought but to utilise this 

ideological phenomenon in order to be able to discover those 

conceptual conditions which are necessary for a genuine philo- 

sophy of historys In other words, we have wanted to use the 

case of Indian philosophy as a suitable illustration (one could 

also take the case of Greek philosophy), and have asked : 'What 

philosophical concepts were lacking there which may be able to 

account for the absence of a philosophy of history?' Or, ‘'what 

philosophical concepts so determine Indian thought that they 

render ৪ philosophical concern for history impossible?! If we 

find appropriate answers to these questions, we shall be on our 

way towards answering 2 more generalised question: what are 

the necessary and sufficient conditions required for a genuine 

philosophy of history? 

Making use of ০৮৮ foregoing discussion we may lay down 

the following as constituting the necessary and sufficient 

conditions of the possibility of a meaningful philosophy of 

history : (a) Time should be accorded ontological reality, 

(b) Both naturalism and absolutism, both reduction of man to 

nature and dissolution of man in the absolute have to 3০০ 

(2) Both absolute freedom and ৮০৮৪] determinism have to be 

rejected. (d) An essentialist notion o% self has to be rejected, 

and replaced by the conception of an নল temporality of 

consciousness, 

(AR 
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0152 these, (৪) and (80) should 25 considered together. 

The time whose reality is relevant here is not just the 

physical time in which natural events and human experiences 

take place. What is needed is the conception of historical 

time as distinguished from physical time, and whatever else 

may go into the notion of historical time, surely the notion 

of ৮806 ৮2০23৪1416৬ ০৫ consciousness 325 not ] ৮৪৮ consciousness's 

being in time in the same way ৪৪ any other natural event is 

in it. It is rather the fact that consciousness 25 time itself, 

that every conscious state carries with .t the original, 

further unanalysable and irreducible temporal significations 

of past, present and future in one. For an account of this 

temporality of consciousness reference may be made to Hussgrl's 

phenomenology of internal time—consciousness3 and Heildeger's 

SEIN UND ZEIT, But such & theory of consciousness would also 

entail a rejection of ৮১৪৮ essentialist nction of self (Etman) 

which is almost & pervasive feature of Inaian thought. For 

temporality should be reguired to characterise not empirical 

consciousness alone, but alsc transcendental consciousness. 

In fact, empirical consciousness, as the consciousness belong- 

ing ৮০ this man here and now, may be located — via fiy boay 

with which it is inalienably connected — in the cosmic, 

physical time. But even if I brécket the empirical adjuncts 

of my consciousness, even if I overlook the fact that it is 

my consciousness tied to this psycho-physical organism, the 

phenomenological residuum, i.e. consciousness as such, thought 

not any longer locatable in physical time, is yet characterised
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by original temporality in the sense elaborated by Husserl. 

An essential temporality of the atman is a necessary presuppo- 

sition of ৪ serious philosorhical concern for history. Neither 

naturalism nor absolutism can satisfy these requirements: the 

former would locate consciousness within physical time, the 

latter would raise it above time. Likewise, & philosophy of 

absolute freedom will raise consciousness wholly above tinme, 

just 28 a total determinism will place it within nature. 

History to be meaningful requires a via media; it requires 

that conscicusness, essentially temporal, creates values 

freely but yet within ৪ given objective situation. If conscious- 

ness were wholly determined by nature, there would be a natural 

process of greater complexity but no history. If consciousness 

were wholly free and so above time, there would egually well 

be no historye. 

ITI 

History is history of man. There is no history of nature, 

nor is there history of the absolute. The former would be a 

physical process, the latter a concatenation of bloodless 

categories. History of man is history of consciousness. To 

speak of the history of an institution (say, cf the British 

Parliament), of art, ০৩৫ diplomacy etc. is legitimate only in 

so far ৪৪ these embody, objectify or express human conscious- 

ness. If history be history of consciousness, and if conscious- 

ness be essentially transparent (svayamprakasa), then history 

*
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of consciousness would also be consciousness of history. This 

however does not seem ৮০ be so. History and consciousness of 

history do not coincide. That they do not coincide only gives 

lie to the theory that consciousness is all transparent. এর 

on the other hand consciousness were all opaque, it would be 

in time as much as any other thing is but would not be temporal 

in that specific sense in which its being so is ৪ necessary 

presupposition of history. Thus though all history is history 

of consciousness and also ৮০ some extent consciousness of 

history, it is not always explicity and fully so. For though 

consciousness 2৪ never fully opaque, it is also never com- 

pletely transparent. 

But is consciousness wholly and entirely temporal? 

Does its historicity exhaust its being? Here, I think, Indian 

thoucht yields the deep insight that the life of consciousness 

has also an aspect of being beyond time. This should be evicent 

from the fact that consciousness may stand aside and reflect 

on its own historicity, on its own involvedness. Now it may 

be contended that this reflection itself belongs to the process 

reflected upon and that consequently reflection does not raise 

consciousness above time and history. This contention is only 

partially true. I have elsewhere distinguished between two 

kindas of reflection. One kind of reflection which we may call 

consists in critical thinking, interpretative constructions, 

speculative synthesis, etc. This kind of reflection is surely 

historically oriented. 1t seeks to intgrpret history, but the 

interpretations themselves belony ৮০ history. But there is
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another kind of reflection — let 0৪ ০৪11 it reflection — 

which 3০০৪ not construct systems but reveals phenomena, or 

rather lets phenomena show themselves. It is in this latter 

kind of reflection that consciousness comes to its own as 

supra-historical, 2৪ uberzeitlich, as what Indian philosophers 

have called the sakticaitanya. 

Thus consciousness has both dimensions স্ ৪ historical 

dimension and 9 supra-historicai dimension. A philosophy of 

history needs both. Modern phenomenology sees only the former 

aspect : the temporality and historicity of consciousness. 

Indian thought saw the latter. Neither is adequate in itself. 

Each of the two needs the other. 

One may pursue this line of enquiry further. The con- 

sciousness which is temporal and so historical is the inter- 

national consciousness. In fact, its temporality and its 

internaticnality are but two aspects ০2 the same phenomenon. 

The consciousness which is supra-historical is the transparent, 

self-illuminating consciousness. The precise relation between 

the concepts of intentionality and transparence is pertinent 

here and has been discussed by me elsewheres. As Heidegger 

has argueda, neither a thing (e.g. a furniture or a copper- 

plate) nor ৪ worldless suject may truly be said ৮০ be histori- 

cal. True history is neither the movement ০৮ change of natural 

objects, nor ৪ series of experiences of a monad-like subject. 

It is only the intentional consciousness, the consciousness 

which is in the worlc¢, which is truly historical, The world,
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too, is historical ৪৪ the world of consciousness, A furniture 

is historical in so far as the world ৮০ which it belongs and 

the consciousness whose world it was is past7. 

My fundamental agreement with Heidegger in this point 

would imply that my earlier statement to the effect that true 

history is history of consciousness should not be construed 

as ৪ variety of the idealist philosophy of histcry. My diver- 

gence from icdealism concerns the latter's concept of conscious- 

ness as non-intentional. The mocern thesis of intentionality 

which emphasises that consciousness 45 essentially directed 

towards an other and 50 is an openness towards the world 

such that without it is nothing, seems ৮০ be fundanentally 

right (except in ৪০ far as I have recognised another dimension 

of consciousness in so far ৪৪ consciousness is self-illuminating 

to some degree or other) and helps us to steer clear of a 

one-sided idealism and dogmatic realism , (It also saves us in 

epistemology from an unstable representationism). The notions 

of.historicity of consciousness and historicity of the world 

are then inseparable correlates., But the world which is 

historical is no more the world of natural science than the 

consciousness which is historical 25 the pure world-less 

subject. Consciousness then in its historical dimension is 

worldly. In its supra-historical dimension it is just self- 

illuminating (prakasaekarasa). 

Such a conception of history would entail rejection 

as much of a naturalistic scientific Verdinglichung of the
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historical process ৪৪ of ৪ Hegelian conception of history ৪৪ 

having absolute rational significance. Here is a profound 

insight around which Marxism and Existentialism tend to 

converge. History is neither a meaningless process of change, 

nor is it totally meaningful in the sense of moving towards 

an absolutely posited goal (divine purpose, classless society, 

etc), It has an essential ambiguity. As a phenomenon it has 

an essential anirvacaniyatva . Philosophical reflection (in 

the sense of reflection) tends ৮০ rid it of this ambiguity, 

and ৮০ show it either totally meaningless ০৮ as fully meaning- 

8 
ful. It essential ambiguity is revealed only to reflection
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R EE EREUNTCE S 

The Pauranikas are supposed to have regard aitihya 

or tradition as an independent gource of knowledge. 

This would come nearest to a recognition of historical 

knowledge as being sui generis. 
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