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The Environment of Thought: = =~
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(Presidential Address to the Logic and Metaphysics .'Se‘é\:,t;idn of/fh‘eh
Indian Philosophical Congress, Lucknow, December 1944)

By
\n
Kuwasa Appur Hawmip N \\\
. . U TR B -
Lecturer in Philosoply, Government College, Lahore. »,. = E Ka
S
. . '-.Wm

I am deepfjv grateful to the Executive Committee of the
Philosophical Congress for the honour they have done me in asking me
to preside at the Logic and Metaphysics Section of the Congress this
year. It was not an easy choice selecting a subject for my address
as I had to bear in mind the claims of both Logic and Metaphysics.
‘The Environment of Thought’ struek me as a problem worth studying
in this dual capacity and I shall now enter into it without further
preamble.

1t is a truism that the environment in which one lives and moves
and has one’s being has a large share in determining the texture, the
course and the final shape of that ‘being’. 1 propose to counsider
here very briefly the nature of that environment itself in so far as
it is essential for the proper development of that part.of our being
which we call ‘thought’. Our problem is: What gort of an environ-
ment is indispensable for thought, so thut in its absence thought, as
we know it, would not be possible. This general question will also include
some little consideration of the minor but equally important question:
Granting that an environment is essential for the awakening and
development of thought, is it also the case that the texture of the
environment itself is to some extent determined by the thought which
develops in its midst? ~

1 think it is obvious that whatever the answer to the first
question may be, the second must be answered in the affirmative,
and in what follows some little evidence will be forthcoming -in
gupport of this belief. To begin with, however, I accept as a datum

i
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the fact of interaction between thought and the environment in which
it finds itself. I believe that in the uhsence of this interaction
thought would only remain a ‘hope” and a potentiality and would, of
toutse, never be what we know it to be as the result of this interaction.
The environment awakens thought into life and u consciousness of its
own being and “thought returns the compliment by leaving its own
impress on it. One feels as if the kingdom of thought is not ‘pure
thought’ but an environment saturated with thought,.

Let us now turn to our question:
indispensable for thought? What are those qualities which must
be present in the environment if thought is to awaken and flourish

therein and in the absence of which thought would neither awaken
nor grow ?

What sort of environment is

(1) Now the first quality which strikes one is this: the environ-
nent should not be a ‘one-object’ affair. It should have at least
two objects. If the environment consisted, for instance of one object,
say a patch of green light, thought would be at its dimmest, being
merely ‘awareness of greenness’. ‘Thought’ and ‘awareness of green-
ness’ would be interchangeable terms. But if the environment had
another object also—a patch of red light—then thought would have
ab least three states, ‘awareness of greenness’, ‘awareness of redness’
and ‘awareness of the distinction between the two’, and hence it
would stand differentiated from the objects it apprehends.
of objeéts, therefore, enableg thought to discover itself, i.e., to become
more or less aware of its own distinction from the environmment in
which it finds itself. This plurality is useful in another way also:
it opens the way for the exercise of thought’s creative function. We
assumed that the texture of the environment is itself to a considerable
extent determined by thought. How does this process start? A
plurality of objects and qualities forces thought to devise signs or
‘names’ for each, to group similars under ‘group names’, to devise
names dor the ‘order’ or ‘relation’ observed between them and so
forth. And this is not all. The different objects—and qualities evoke
difterent eniotional and conative reactions in the thinking self. These
subjective states also are captured in the network of ‘names’ and
thought thereby becones conscious of a ‘multiplicity Within’ corres-
ponding to the ‘multiplicity without’. This vast network of names,
itself, becomes a part of the environment in which the fature develop-
ment of thought has to take place.

- The position, then, is this. Have a one-object environment, and
thought is at its dimmest' level. Have a multiple-object environ-
ment, and thought immediately actualizes its rich potentialities of
growth and creativity.

A plurality
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(2) The next indispensable qual‘ity of an approprigte' il;vx;‘;m{;
ment is that of ‘change in time’ 911;1 chtangt:sla1 l;r; tt)lfe ix.;:.;ze\;scept 2
fter’. It is not possible to ‘ ’
:::z:: Q?njmflge, and change implies a.tn.'ansi'tsion from Wha:ellltasb ;)eir;
to ‘what is going to be’. This transition is, qf‘ coux:z,ctive ‘fee]ing’
bk g e e e r?olli; i}::;l itt;h;iv?:oriment. There
if it 1 sape and interact successfu
:sfh::ul!fi tl)oe °: Iflore or less clear awareness of change f}:‘oz}n ;:efg;ﬁl::g
of. the environment to a somewhat differént I?attern w 1cl1th‘ ~sev0lution
it. The indispensability of change in the e:xvxronx\nfent ffn e ev o
-of. thought can best be appreciated if we try to nnag;n'e ou[srt 0ex1ab i
world l;’r()ught suddenly to a standstill. Let evt;:‘yta;:'%h m}:d thé
certain moment—the Sun, stars and planetf;, t et }fe b
Moon, winds, waves and tides, st«ream's and nver:, b T
tap, smoke in the chimney and ﬁ%'e in the fm;. e,tha mgOVing ond
decay of living bodies, the breath in the nostrils, e O
of humanity in bazaars, the warker in the hous.e;th s}:lddenly St;nd
in shoft, let this vast choir of l}'xeﬁ:e:t zrixgerzzce e ot e
still; Qrou'ld l: :?ei'rtlxaln?mkft t;‘I:i(;l Z;gt ife felt. Henee no experi?cq
mﬂmﬁntf"ly , ubiective awareness of time would be there. Further,
s Sld f]be observable in ourselves or in others and t.hergf
o chonge l‘:'lzstive discerﬁment of time would be there elllther.
i;)::ar;?es: (])f time is not possible without a‘f'aren.essth(;f eiv?:;ie-
either in ourselves or in ?bje(?:sle:(':el:}llz;l :;o ::1,1 1‘.)ef.,t;:;ug,ht oo
L . o
;I:fxf;:;)nrf:r?: i?hi‘c‘l‘l :;2:;‘;"(1;11 not change or could not change would

_only smother it.

itself
1t is not my purpose to discuss the nature olft th:ugzlt }11:; e;
| it witl t that thought at its
n admit without argumen ab ight at higher
o lW:b cl:ust is o creative response to the smuattox.l w1thllzvtgfer "
}ev;:diate environment confronts it. Now 'crefitmty, ,“a hoterer
11;“ in its essence, is intimately connect-'ed with ch:nlge e e -
I: is the imposition of ‘the new’, whxch. m.ust a.t. easmust s v
quality, on an existing situation, and this m;poan})lr:l st find .
i in i e of events.
ized place in the time-sequence . ! ' o
recog:ll;:ethgught in its humblest or its highest func(;nons; ;tso :,vein
;:)m']f;”depends on ‘change in time’. Thought could not gr
eix ]
a static environment. .

(8) The environment should slso be ‘spatial’, Wx.e}.}, it sil:::;c‘ly
possess the quality of extension or spljend-out-ness- e &:B :_ob'eét
i the inadequacy of a one-object world. Now. 8 w ject
nomfﬁand T mesan physical objects, because the earliest objects f.or.
:;:: é;;wing mind are probably physical—is necessarily a spatial
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world. The two objects occupy positions relative to each other and
to the observer. And perhaps this is all that we need mean by
space in so far as it ig indispensable for thought.
understood, is ‘the system of the positions of

reference to the position of the observer’,
quality of spre

Space, as thus
different objects with

This system hag the
ad-out-ness so that any object in that system is either

to the front of the observer or behind him, either to the right of
hit or to his left, and either above hin or below him. And since
the two objects which form the ‘inimum universe’ of the observer
are distinguishel as such—for otherwise there would only be a one-
object world—thought has the time-experience of ‘before and after’
also when determining the position of any one of them in the spatial
system. Tinie and space, therefore, work in unison in helping thought
comprehend " its environment. It is possible for thought of a sort
to develop in a world made of two distinguishable mental or spiritual
objects appearing to the observer in g time-sequence, but thought,
as we know it, could not have developed in such a world.. Our
peculiar brand of thought must have a world ‘of space to develop in.
Our time-experience is no doubt, vital to our being in & way that
the space-experience is not, but this experience of ours gets the
greatest share of its concreteness from thought’s manipulation of the
world of space. As a matter of fact, the influence of the space-factor
of the environment is so great that thought finds it difficult to shed

it even when the shedding is hecessary, e.g., when the object is a
purely mental or spiritual one.

It so happens that thought as we know is one of the functions
of a psycho-physiological organism and that for thought as thus
circumstanced, contact and interaction with space-occupying objects
is both easy and inevitable. This is true enough, but what deserves
to be emphasized ig something more than this. Thought is nothing
if not diseriminative, and discrimination takes Place most easily
in a world of space. This ‘world of space’ might conceivably be
vastly different from the one we are familiar with, but it should be

one in which one and the same object does not occupy two different
positions in the same moment—of time in

the experience of and
with reference to the same observer, nor should two different objects
oceupy the same position in the same moment of time in the
experience of

and with reference to the same observer. - Granting

this minimum condition for

. a ‘world of space; we ean soy that even
the most ‘bodiless’ variety of thought must have g world of space
to function in. And. s space

with this inimum qualification ig
r ‘divine thought’ than it ig for human

of space of 8ome sort and in
in. It feeds on objects which

Perhaps essential no less fo
thought. Thought thus needs g world
some sense to develop its potentialitieg
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. them in a time-
e, it apprehends
i though, of course,
are in space
sequence.

iti ‘hich must be
. s far three qualities W : .
, We have noted thus . thought, viz.,
eséii in the environment if it is to be appr;) Pl‘lﬁtii f'so ra,ceo a;d time.
fll;aﬁ it should be a multiple-object w<.>1r1vd f:omor such pa view of the
. qualities follow necessarily irreducible
" filw ?;::1 ogjlects which form the world-—let us tgkerzh:pl;:hended
w‘?rl. .um of two—exist in some sort of & spa;fe :}r:e ado (mt hange,
.nlmtl'n;e Now they either change or not. isyo ar only evidence
in ‘lth' time-factor is practically lost, for change o o ange f
then' easure of time; but if they do (?hange. eive their identity
a?d e adual that the changing objects pres ity is lost, i.e.,
vither Bo'dglta 1f change, or it is 80 fast that this identity there ;vou]d
‘tI}l] 1;-,he';hlo:leuosbjec;tg become different. In the ;attﬁr f:zfnent ~nd the
a -o-object world of this
i tween the two-objec . Now such a
:J)e nobj]el(t]tk “}-):rld of the next znd the lil(:t mt(;rir:i;tz 4 kil thought
wo-objec ould cer
isjointed sequences wo ) . tages.
worl(_i of utterly 3 l?i(: it grow out of its earliest rUdlm?iarym:mgnt
e hlt o tlflz objects change gradually from moment 0
If, however,

i of the. .
s 'are* noted as such and the varying phases
the sequences,

ua han ob g | ontrast
ad j ht to compare and con

g y changi ts compel thought pare ( X
hr ob11 t;col;L :hl;gmoxlzznt with the same but still slightly differen
the objec

object of other moments.

j i i 1sely superior
i biects is then immense
dually changing 09] : Ly s
A wone Offg:%oughz to o world of fast-chsmgm? o;)éiilder The
D ko reflection while the latter wo‘uld only cilder B
et p'rtovo'l‘ife superiority of such a world is even mo!
throttle it.

- l . = ]d.
W W from a tv‘o Ob er “‘Ol]d to 9 llllllblple Ob]ecﬁ wWOr

the preservation:
hereas in the former we can only have the pre
because whe

y i i 'ﬂder Olng,
‘ .d t't Of eac‘h il] t}le n]idst Of the Change lt} s u g
O s the aentl .

various groupings of objects on
I e ot dlos wees;?lb?;ioc;mg:tween some ob'jects ra:i;hesr t;};zg
e b hon l:t comes across objects of a kind or ¢ ::]d, e
e Th“s_.tho“g biect to gradual change. .Such. a.wthe con
e o mse'lfh S’o‘}lle] two-fold phenomenon of identity u} e midst
fmnts‘th"“gbt IWIlt nge in the midst of identity. The anmgnb :;we;m
o a“dlcmlagéion between the One and the Many, reen
of the mlxtll_“ ."(?t or between Identity and Change, turn's ?u o
Unity ﬂfld Dlvﬁrs-}tg)n of an inherent dualism or contt“adxctgm .m
bi no;barl‘)u:xa lfrluitful source of its well-being and guarantee of its
Thought, !

continued development.

i i i i discerns
When i with changing similars an
’ thought is confronted with ch ; | d
jmilarity in the midst‘of change, it is forced to evolve an elaborate
similarity ‘ ‘
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apparatus of signs to capture the various shades of sitnilarity and,

difference and the kaleidoscopic variety of the relations discerned
between the objects suffering change. The object is ‘familiar’ (even
though changing) if it is. continuously or off and on thought of; hut
it becomes ‘strange’ if it is not thought of for any length of time,
because continued change gets the better of the original identity.
Thought gains life and strength in this ceaseless warfare of the
‘familiar” and the ‘strange’. But there is no sharp dividing line
between the two. One passes into the other accordin

g as thought
detaches itself from it or directs itself towards it. ’

The environment of thought thus turns out to be both stable
and changing, both uniform and diverse. These terms are, of course,
relative to each other, and the measure of each is really in the other.

Only in sfich a world can thought flourish. An unchanging world

would not stir it into activity; on the contrary, it would become
quiescent after its initial impact on the environment. A fast-
changing world would bewilder thought, and leave it dumbfounded.
Only in a world of relative stability and change can thought feel at
home. Only such a world can save it from both sleep and vertigo.
The fourth prerequisite of the environment of thought may, there-
fore, be described as ‘a multiple-object-world in gradual change’.

() 1If the environment of thought be called Nature, then the
Uniformity of Nature is the next thing necessary if thought is not
only to find a suitable home for itself but is also to reduce it to
system and order. We have just seen the part played in our environ-
ment by the stability of changing things and the change in stable
things. We have also seen that there is" nothing absolute in either
stability or change. This is not, of course, what Uniformity of
Nature signifies. Uniformity is nore connected with kinds and

classes of objects than with single objects taken out of context and

considered in their individual nature. Taken in the mass—groups,

kinds and classes that is to say—Nature reveals a peculiar stability
to thought and it does so in three ways. First there is the constancy
of attributes in things of a kind, a constancy which enables thought
to group them in a kind. Now thought soon discovers that this

constancy is something objective. It is only discovered by it and

not invented and imposed by it on the world of things outside, for
had that been the case, the domain of its application should have
known neither external constraint nor limit. But thought soon
becomes aware of the constraint and the limit. Hence the objectivity.
Next there is the coexistence of certain attributes in things of a
kind and similarly a parallelism of (gradual and serial) change in tha
attributes of objects of one kind or of different kinds.

This parallelism
of graduated change.is one very

important way in which the stability
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in the midst of change is manifested. The coexistt?nce of ce'rtalin
attributes observed repeatedly in one gradually (?hang%ng ob]ect,. tte
coexistence of certain attributes in two othe.rwnse. different cfb)efhs
observed at this moment and again later on in. spite of an(;l .m. e:
midst of the gradual change which both the objects are un elg(;mig;
the coexistence of parallel change at any observable r.nor.l:s.enf ';h
objects of different kinds—all tend to confirm thoug?ﬂ: 1lln i bs ai .
in the stability of its environment. And lastly, there is the olsel;;rlet
fact of the regular sequence of certain event-.s, the ?act narl:le guo;-
any pattern of items in this morment’s experience will ngt ; 0 o
ed by any other pattern of items in the next,' but rather by 3onl"
determinate pattern, and that the nat'yre of this sequence can y
be determined; and it can be determined by repeated experience t;)d
more or less. uniform recurrence of such p.a.ttefns.. The r:pea "
sequence is observed, but the causality }vhx?h. is .mf(?rred.t lz:(l)m ;s
is not observed. But its necessity and objectivity, its inevi f" 1;ene, .
in short, gives thought a true measure of the cf)ns.tram .aI:I.
‘otherness’ which it has felt and shall continue to f.eel in 11;6fs e;:xrolso
ment. The environment which awakeng and nounshe.s t :ug Z °
obstructs it and this obstruction constitutes a mew impetus an

new life for thought. AB]

The environment of thought, then, i§ b’ot'h stabh? and cl(;;agglnrgl;i
both uniform and diverse. Reflection on individual things at 1t _Zreg'
moments of time, especially when these mwoments are se;})lara e anﬁ
long intervals, brings into prominence tl.le elements of ct angzc and
diversity and ‘becoming’ in their respective natures. B;l re e
on things in the mass, i.e., on objects z?,§ membe.rs.of 4 : Y (-);entit’
always impresses thought with the stability and umfm:rm ie :r i thi
that is the essence of their class rfature. Th'e rele\t,loxlaa . w:::wm
individusl and the class to which it l?elongs Is the re t;p?ween. oen
the relatively changing and the relatively umforfn, or : oem the
dynamic and the static aspects of the ‘env%ronme;x erﬁggo
immersed in reflection on the purely' dynamic V&Ol‘l%d e ;3 voon ;
while thought absorbed in contemplamo_n of the static wou ses tlg16
to sleep. But uniformity in the 11'1?dst of change E;-ell)ar . the
ground for discovery and invention, l.e., ' for t}le £}'u1 u g:').z:uous
of thought’s creative function. The .changmg. objgct.‘ 1:sba. cfoneld ous
challenge to thought, a tantalizing riddle which mus :h fae h£ nd
solved. It keeps thought on tenterhooks.' Only when oui’] .
in a measure succeeded in resolving the riddle (and such ;ﬁeed,u ion
generally means analysis in terms of. c.oncepts already evc\;rl u?e :zm
it withdraw from the contest and direct iteelf t'o some c?ther c ,aOi f}:
The discovery of uniformity in such a case 15 t-:he finsc§vezl'ly i e
class-nature of -the changing individual. Herein lies perhapa thy
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key to the riddle,

That which changes must be some thing that
changes.

We have already agreed that the environtent should be
at least a two-object world. E

ach of these objects may (for'all we
know

) suffer change at each moment of its existence. but there must
also be at every moment a thet which changes, a substratuin which
sustains the change. Thus do we obtain a guarantee of the continued
existence of our universe and a Justification of our faith that the
observed uniforwity is not exhausted by the moment in which it
is apprehended but extends beyond it as an abiding feature of that

universe. A ‘universe without uniformity’ is a contradiction in

termis. But too wuch of emphasis on the uniforiity would itself

be fatul for thought. We know that thought is at its best when
it grapples with a strange and puzzling situation. Victory over the
situation deprives it of its tension and sends it to
and the strangeness keep it alive and kicking. Now just as the
substratum that sustains the change in the object gives some sort
of a stability in the midst of the change and at the same time gives
a degree of confidence to the thought which comprehends it, similarly
the change which the object undergoes not only unfolds the wealth
which inheres in the being of the object, but also goads thought on
to fresh efforts to comprehend the strangeness to which it is
continually giving rise. Stability and change, uniformity and diversity,
the static and the dynamie, the concept and the individual, the One
and the Many,—together form the substance, the texture and the
warp and woof of the environment of thought.

sleep; the puzzle

The discovery of the uniformity in the enviranment has two
very important consequences for thought. The first is the realisation
by thought of its power to generalise on the basis of its interaction
with the environment. The second is the conceptualization of what

is commonly called the causal relation. A word about each is now
in place. '

- (6) Generalization is the symbol of thought’s conquest of the
environment. Its basis is the observed uniformity (or to be more
accurate, uniformities) in that environment. Each observed uni-
formity calls for a conceptual manipulation of the ruaterial thus far
experienced. Each represents a department of experience which has
somehow become a department. In each we have ‘the many’
calling for ‘the one’ which is to give them form, unity and symbol.
Thus is every generalization a trophy of past labours. But it also
extends vision and widens the horizon.
the generalization does not merely gather in its embrace ‘the many’
hitherto .observed, but also the unborn ‘many’ which are yet to be
experienced. The act of generalization is the symbol of we&-lock
between thought and environment. Thought generalizes and the

The formula which represents
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. . . ¢
enviromment is such that it can be general?zed about. I‘["t lstnoof
uneant, of course, that we can generalise in one .depar men i
1:q)erie;nce on the basis of what we have observed in another.h ]
e >

things have not the same nature, we cannot expect them to behave
in the same way.

(7) We have already observed thut the two-object world of :hx:
moment ‘éﬁould have a link with the two-object vv‘vo.rl(tl ({)f the las
: 1d of utterly disjointed sequences
and next mowments, because a wor ‘ ducnces
; i s for thought to develop in. No
ld not be a congenial place de ;
v:r)‘)l;natppentz‘. that the world we find ourselves in is not a world of
8

disjointed sequences. The patterns of qualities and events of

5 ive moments of experience reveal certain similarities and
oriain 1 ularities which arrest attention and compel thought to
uz?z:(lzt r:Eerz One ﬁattern is not followed by any otiher patteru),
& ) ) . .. . ,
3 ninate pattern. Thus are objectively 'ueoessar
l:,(l::;nle)():]ti:z;nfangetsf;\lnces I|Z>etween eventb: and gual_ities td:;cozz:}t
Thought meets with evidence of a constmmt‘whllch is u? :arl e
of its own labours.” As this external cons.tramt is felt \eryﬁmatz "
the de\}elopmenta of an individual's faxpen_enci, ahsob:r me:ch e of
t;he limitations of one’s thought l?egms to take ‘s a;; e estier
£han one would feel inclined to believe. _l;iut the c(,lm;c Pt incapable _of
AWOuld never have been evolved by man ff he ha'u ::?h pespebls o
reﬁexi_o,n on his own consciou§ness. . %J:hjlfgzzctzzncan,mitiate rirow
i what ¢ _
‘“ent_ em‘? 138d%lleli}tiz(r)xsd:xze?smiizapable of initiating any ch.an.gg,.. Now
u'nd m'hw . (111;> oceur of which he is not the origator, the 1.11.'.Lerenct:t
st?ucilferm:i?sal agencies is but natural. Hence when repem_mous‘ 0:
L‘, (1)1 sequences take place, thought is led to. postulat.u' sO1IE u;xj
hlt'wUuivzrxsu,l Causation which pervades the universe. ._\\,heme: t:::
Dosty ied i of the ullverse w
B jusmf Ed;ie(():fidzk.le J;ltrtm::l?t ?: l;:sgone very coivenieut g.ud
o ‘“"“'ed o ?)f upprehevn“ afR.the universe cuannob .be. deuied.
'“‘PPWP;:“ZG v:::, acutest is thought strugglng with dxso1'sle1"dur1;d
- (i A and the discovery ot objec_twelyvuecessa.ry aud orderly
“01“91*’.}1 ‘ is -im § the first evidence of victory in the cuntext.
;;)::ei;:): ad;:cf\:ry pofv orderly conunexions is in the _f.'frist.;l ir’x:.tun?e
muinly the ab rehension of orderly sequences and of simi a.n ies in
:l:m:));_ttems P;f_)f guccessive 1u0wments. We so.on ]ém:n tc; ' mt;rﬁir:;
#s causal all that is not casuul. Thus the -notlon of causa m‘nnat.wn
owes.its origin and significance to our experience of o‘ur owr:o o rv‘éd;
and is projected by us imto our envxroument,.so_on <.<.>mes .th’p.: 2
it and becomes an instrument of successful interaction with it. [

ghort, whatever. the ontological status of the concept of cavsation
2
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may be, its epistemologic i |
, gical value and significance i
‘ : ‘ 4e o Y }*£3 0] 3
& potent instrument of thought to deal with the enl:iriiijlt' blt :
ent.

. (8) The Uniformity of Nubure, the existence.- «; i

:Lllst tl.;il:fo;l:;l}l}?y, of great fzomplexity and divel(’::i’t:,ld:nl:iy lzls(ﬁ" wtllt'h

| \ny sequences in the course of nature : e
.blutamtl'y objective that they are felt as necessary
;t\’eﬁzssﬁl)l‘e and  easy fgr thought to predict wh’at the pattern of
‘ S s‘ 1ll be at some future moment. The environment of thm :
in fact is such that it admits of predictions which (in so fZ' : 'ought
are “"ell‘ thought out) are invariably veritied later on. Nlo\;s wtllleyt
in fact is so, should also be so. The environment should be ;ul:h

that it admits of icti
bhe t a(.hmts of predictions. Thought couid not have flour h
- an environiment where the reasoned ‘ e

are so regular and
combine to make

apprehension of one mome

could not 1 3 e

t furnish ground and substance for a reasoned expectatior
¢ 1

" of the pattern and texture of experience at the next 1t i

e.ssemfe of thought to sour beyond the iminediate I;resex ‘:s o the
find foothold and lodgewent for itself in the future even l; fuIld .
pres.ent has exhausted itself. This is successfulty done be: 01“e he
environment admits of predictions, i.e., because it dis iuw e
characters of uniforwity, diversity and necessity in the “sep:ys the
certain events. It is to be noted, of course, that predict(ilozm?e ;)(i
not be possible in the absence of ‘diversity’, for then the o
be ‘recurrence’ and nothing else. - woulﬂ

- The e'mvx?:onment of thought, then, should adit of prediction
'l‘hls quality is however not essential for the very being of thou !t.
.lhought can be without it, but it is very doubtful if it could 1glh
its full stature in a world in which predictions are uuwurra:tt:;i

S.' » d inats » > 1 1
Bclence, for instance, could never arise in such a world and ouly.

@ very rudimentary kind of culture would be possible. The part
pluyt.ad b.y prediction can be very easily underestimated. Prediclt)iou
-.venhed.xs proof of u very high degree of successful cooperation and
mAteraptl?n between our _‘uhought&é%hings and the things we think
?t. ‘.lt is proof that in a certail¥ depurtmént of being, at leust

hperiect syllogism’ obtains between thought and g,env' -
lha‘u. such ‘perfect syllogisius’ obtain in every de mr::‘m“:e”t-
?xperlence and endeavour is proof that our a;:tual e‘lr e
W a very high degree congenial. o
between the 'is’ and the ‘ought’.

B ironnient is
ere at leust there is no divorce

(9)._ Let Us now turn to the last important
congenial environment for thought; I mean the
may express it like this: ‘A congenial enviro;lm o
have a plurality of ‘centres of thought’ like

centres should be, like myselt

character of ga
ial factor, We
ent for thought should
me. Each of thege

» Incomplete and capable of growth
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as the result of interaction with  others.”’ It is difficult to assess

the limits and profundity of this influence of mind on mind, but

that there is such influence, is obvious. The impact of one stone

on another results in a spark of fire. 1s it any wonder, if the mutual

impact of two blockheads also result in a spark of intelligence which .
is neither the one’s nor the other’s, but is the result of the interaction

between the two?

In four ways is this influence of mind on mind clearly and
usefully felt. (i) First, there is the apprehension of the respective
distinetions between veridical perception and illusion, percept and
image, the real and its copy, fact and fiction, the true and the false.
The child’s imagery is so vivid that it is doubtful if, but for the
articulate or inarticulate criticism of his social - environment, he
would ever have shaken himself free of many illusions which he
actually does manage to shed before he passes out of his childhood.
This process of education in the discrimination of ‘the real’ from
‘the unreal’ continues throughout life and is in great measure due
to the criticism of his fellows. (i) Successful discrimination between
the real and the unreal results among other things in the confidence
of the individual thioker in the power of his own thought. He
learns to believe that what is true in thought is true in actual fact,
that if from certain true premisses he has reached a certain con-
clusion by the exercise of his thought, a reference to the Reality
outside him would only verify and confirm that conclusion. This
confidence is of the greatest importance because it permits thought
to strike out on its own and to prehend and anticipate the pattern
of Reality before it has even come into being. In the absence of
‘this confidence thought would be condemned to merely following the
footsteps of Reality as it gradually unfolds itself, and to keeping
a faithful record of what transpires. Thought could never be ahead
of Reslity as it so often is. Thought filled with confidence apprehends
a part of Reality at a certain moment and (assuming that this
apprehension was according to the norms of thought) then. retires
more or less into itself to cogitate on that apprehension. On its
return to Reality, it discovers that the results of its cogitation are
verified, i.e., that the pattern of Reality at that moment is exactly
what had been anticipated. It cannot be said that this confidence
is solely the result of social interaction. Actually it is latent in the
nature of thought itself. But it is very doubtful if in the absence
«of social interaction thought could have discovered its latent strength.
(iii) Seeial interaction leads to an expansion of effort and a richness
of results out of all proportion to the number of thinkers participating
in the cooperative exercise of thought. Social Psychology has only
confirmed in ‘this Tespect what the comumon sense of menkind has
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mvariably maintained, viz., that a
superior to the individualg composin
to need any labouring over it

composed of one wise man and hj
the evolution of thought than a wo

group or community is greatly
g it. This point is too obvious
And we can even 88y: a world
s dog has greater potentialities for

rld composed of that one wise man
by himself. (iv) Just as social interaction helps the individual

thinker to shed illusions and to distinguish between the real and
the unreal, siilarly it enables him to delimit, dxsengage and inter-
relate his concepts and ideas, Only in the later stages of one’s
hought to purify and coordinate its
concepts in sote detachment from the social environment. But
this detachment is never complete. What happens is that a judicious
selection is made of the environment. In the early stages thought
just finds itself in an environment: in the later stages it makes
for itself a moare actively responsive environment. Purification of
thought, in the earlier stages, is the result in great measure of the
more or less hostile criticism of others. In the later stages, it
takes place in the light of the norms which the judiciousty selected
environment has enabled thought to discover in its own nature. But
" whether it is judiciously selected or not, some sorb of a gocial environ-
ment is essential for the proper growth of thouglft.

To sum up.—We have now considered very briefly the characters
which should be present in the environment if thought is to develop
in the midst of it. To begin with, the environment should not be
o single-object affair (however desirable such a world should appear
to a particular type of religions thinker.) It should preferably be
& multiple-object world. This world should be a world of space and
time, ie., it should enable thought to distinguish between the
objects which compose the world on the basis of the place which
each occupies with reference to other objects and with reference to
the thinker who apprehends them; and also on the basis of or with
reference to the time at which the thinker apprehends g particular
object in distinction from hig apprehension of other objects. Then
this world should admit of verifiable predictions in regard to its
course and conduct. Thought of a sort would still be possible in
the absence of thig quality of predictability, but it would not be
thought as we know it Thought could not develop into Science
and Culture, for instance, in such a world. Angd lastly, just as the

ir, similarly the
be solitary. The world
-thinkey world, because the

eads to o far richer crop of

should be g multiple-objec
interaction of thege differ
results than could he po

t and a multiple
ent thought-locj |
ssible otherwige,

Sensibility and Understanding

By
R. Das
Institute of Philosophy, Amalner, East Khandesh

' i hether we actually possess

his paper I shall try to discuss w ‘ > ac :

two f'::&;l};:sdfﬁeﬁ'ent faculties of knowledge like sens1b111t){‘ and under
standing, as Kant seemed to hold.

At the very beginning of Tmn:cende?ntaldA:s::tckfgzi m{%{zi
it j ' iven to us in orde .
lthd: p t::::: 'Obi?secxt:e:rl:?tb;e agn object being given? I’t seems that
‘flv aK e); to i)e given means to be intuited, as he says, ‘mt.mtl?r} takﬁs
(;1' af‘ so far as the object is given to us’, and by. mfnutmn‘ e
Poans o ly a mode of knowledge in which we are in nnnfledlaife
;x;?:zznol;si’th the object. This merely mea}ils t?xat an b(j):gczct; . eli

i it is given. But how is an o '

irflmedlai’;\gl};';t;:mm:; elr)le ltﬁh;s cise with beings superior or infet:xor
A man at least, an object is given in so far as .the mind
‘to oot ;0? I:é:értain wa);. But & mere affection of the mind would
ot s tiln wpose of knowledge if it did not result in, or amount
e eprete tpt;on or idea. Kant therefore credits the human
to: any. ;epres:nu:i‘ty for receiving representations tl3r<.)1.1gh t}:e rflode
Tmnd 'wm e ffected by objects, and calls it sensibility. .Ob]ects
o Whl’ch N b mea.ns of sensibility and it alone yields us
'are .8."“731} tOI “inoirledge objects are not merely given, but they
T e ;1 and Kant says that “they are thought through the
are thoughjo oo d from the understanding arise f:onc‘e?ts. The
und?rstandlng anof the mind to which we owe our'lfﬂ‘;mtlons—ﬂr};d
Pnrt?c'ular Powel;r case are always sensible—is sensibility, anfl :he
inhzl‘tmlns ;)I;w:i- to which we owe all our thoughts or concepts is the
particular

sts these powers as receptivity
ing. t later on contrasts
understanding. Kan

and spontaneity. | -
The distinction between these tv&to powers of t::mmu:y smind
h. When I sense or intulb a green sem ;1 my mind
o t need not be, thinkingly active. I nee:- o'
is not, or at leas leaf. And whenever T think of anythlng, l:t l({ioe:
o atom g'reel? hu]')pen to be given. I may very well 't u;l 2
not uutomamﬂﬁyn there is no such thing given to me. In appre‘ en. -
i m we are more or less pasgively recepﬁve, ’but nq
o ering Serisu ifying it we have to be more or less spontaneously
comparing or class \
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active. Nobody can miss the difference in mental states when,
e.g. we feel heat or cold and when we try to follow a mathematical

argument. In one case our mind is passive in a way it is not so
in the other. .

But Kant does not seem to have in his mind the kind of
distinction that is just indicated here. For here we seem to have
two different cases of knowledge; in one case a sensum is known and
in the other some mathematical truth, each case being sufficient by
itself, whereas in Kant’s view in one and the sanie case of knowledge,
the mind must be active as well as passive, both sensibility and
understanding must co-operate in order to give us a complete case
of knowledge. And it may be argued on behalf of Kant that the
above instances are mnot instances of knowledge in the real, or at
least Kant’s, sense of the term. We comimonly speak no doubt of
knowing a mathematical truth, but our apprehension of a truth of
this kind can constitute a case of real knowledge only when it

is understood in relation to facts of actual or possible experience,
l.e. in relation to objects th

at can be given ultimately only through
sensibility.

Our apprehension of a sensum also gives no knowledge

of .an object in Kant’s sense, because after all in such

apprehension
we may

be aware of a subjective state only, which is no object.
How are we then to distinguish sensibility and understanding as
two faculties of knowledge?

Kant’s meaning seems to be somewhat clear. He thinks that
our sensations are affections produced on

our mind by outside objects.
These sensations give us what

may be called representations

of sense which enter into our knowledge of an object, but which by

themselves cannot be regarded as objective and cannot constitute
an object. Our mind confers ob

Jectivity on these representations by
" combining them into g unity.,

In fact the object which is known
emerges only when the representations are united in some characteri-
stic way by the mind. The mind
sensibility in getting sensations from outside objects, and also its
active spontaneity in combining the representations of sense into
an object of knowledge. The latter function of eombining the different
representations into a unity is the function of thought or under-
standing. Without sensibility we-should get no materials to comnbine,

and without understanding no unity, i.e. no proper object of knowledge.

What Kant appears to have in his mind is that sebsations
are given by sensibility and they are turned into objects by under-
standing which combines them in eertain characteristic ways, Our
first difficulty is to understand what exactly is meant by ;ensa‘tion

clearly shows its receptive
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nd by object being given in it. One might ur-lderstand}‘lse%lds:;los
‘ de of subjective affection which Wou.ld lnYolvg t‘e i
® fven E'ect as its cause. But sensation is neither dlscoveltable
I;of wfriefli;ible as an affection of the ep:)st:moli?f:ici:)lf- es&uel;]tec:))i
i ject 1 ) zause oub a ki ,
I SO-(':au:;j Sl\";Z (ﬁ)af:t :ietzt;oi};e t‘;a understand sensibility. in
bselifl:-e;fp:irwl;l:mégs. That is, sensibility is that capacity of the mu]id
be; which we are made aware of a given ob].ez)c.tl;:t HW vzeui::t t;)u;;; s:
voom for understanding by the side of sensibili y,h ve mmust suppose
that the object as known is not, and cann9t be, v\\. (;l y g hc;t her
are certain elements in the known 'ob]ecb V\'h.l(‘f dare thg; N h;
For these ungiven elements in the object of knowledge o.utrrials ire
or understanding is responsible. The so-ga]led sense-1uate s ure
.ourse accepted as given, but the particular modes of unity i
o ."OUIbf d(J:;,epea»r in the object are not, it is supposed, given a't
e '? - p?thetic elements. in the object of knowledge are ‘coutm-
T ;derstauding. Since these modes of combmut.xon are’
e 'Oilrtu the object of knowledge as the sense-material, we
- esséliltm nd(:erstand why both these faculties are necessary for
I:Zl;w;:egge l;jnd how they are distinet from each other,

‘But do we really understand tha’fc wedl l;zvi uf;W:e z::hofdigs:\tzﬁ
fauultifes Ofl tiniwfj gti:a c}:jevcvf o;lr(;nl:w‘ig:ge, for understan.ding. a.nd
Dess, mtr ° at}(:e meaning of sensibility, we should be provided with
?PII;Z‘;‘&clll;ir evidence in regard to understaéud;ng tatS‘;- ob?zzt “e:;z
st i ] 2 the tota. ’
ko hz;xye the Senss zfelig;(‘i,eg:f tellt:u:jlstie(litoadlnit that the s?-ctt}led
if this sensci cianar: given along with their modes of combmatxoxf.
o cateh our understanding performing acts of gynthesis
We cun \uevfrt, d materinls of sense. Even Kant does not 88y, t%lat
o if therefore we have no experience of contributing
we e\.rer do.the object by any act of our mind, we should take. the
suybiine 'to-t oiven in one indivisible act of knowledge, and if 'by
Who{e.?bwo, e gan thé capacity of the mind to apprehend something
wns{b::::yt;y; :::ms io be the sole capacity of knowledge we possess.
as given, ‘

{ t Kant did not regard sensibility anfl under-

ét maisbet:?uiia:ga distinct and independent faculties. . ,1_1;
s f them as two stems having probably a confmon root, an:
g it sbundantly clear that neither sensibility nor: under-
he m'akes‘ i by itself yield us a case of real knowledge. ‘Thox{ghtis
St?lndmtg'czzitigns are empty, intuitions without concepts are bhnfi .
o :;n wcept them both gs belonging together and not as bemg
Zzza::::ly a:mixl’abla. However in analysing an object of knowledge
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Kunt discovers two different kinds of element which may be
respectively called material and formal, just as one may discover
terms and relations in  propositions. The formal and material
elements in a fact or object of knowledge cannot be separated from
each other and neither is available by itself. Still we can make
u distinction between them which is sufficiently clear. In order to
explain these two distinet kinds of element in an object of knowledge
bant merely presupposes, so one may argue, two different faculties
of knowledge, like sensibility and understanding which mean no more
thun our cupacities of being aware of these distinct elements in

kuowledge. The formal or synthetic elements are grasped by the -

understunding, and the material elements are apprehended by
seusibility. What we actually have is a knowledge of some object
but since this object shows itself in philosophical analysis to be
constituted by two different kinds of elewents, we have to accept,
corresponding to these, two different sides or aspects of our knowing
capucity like sensibility and understanding. Therefore we say that
we know neither by sensibility nor by understanding but by both.

1 s not sure i we can accept this account of Kunt's positiou.
When Kant speaks of sensibility and understanding as two stems,
he certainly implies that they bave sepurate existence. He no doubt
speaks of their having a common root, but that is a doubtful matter
us is evidenced by his use of the word 'perhaps’. This is made still
clesrer by s admission that this possible common root is not known
to us.  When be says thui one is blind und the other is empty, he
certainly does not wean thut they wre nothing in separation frowmn
eactt otller. Lhe difterent udjectives blind and ewmpty suggest whut
sorb of supplementation esch requives and gets from the other, but
they wlso nnply that each by itself is und does something.

Huaving understood sensibility and understanding us  being
different and separate, we raise the question whether in uctual fuct
we find two such divergent faculties co-operating in knowledge.
hnowledge, even that of a physical object, seems $0 ug to be a
suuple uud unitary thing. We never seemw to realise it actually
to be a mixed product of two very different and divergent faculties.
MWe do not think that it is really such, not only because it is not
possible for the mind to be uctive and passive at the same time, but
also because if it acted in two such different ways, the simplicity
_ond unity of the act of knowledge would ‘not be maintained.

The contradiction involved in the idea of the mind being active
snd passive at the same time would of course be removed if we
supposed that the mind first receives the sense-materiais by way of
sensation and then works them up into & phenomenal object by

SENSIBILITY AND UNDERSTANDING 995

combining them in certain characteristic ways. But we can hardly
suppose that this is the state of facts obtaining in actuality. First,
there is no evidence that unrelated sense-materials are ever presented
in our consciousness. Secondly, even if they were so presented, we
do not understand why they should be or how they could be combined
in those particular ways. We may take these ways as being inherent
in the nature of the human understanding, but we cannot be blind
to the fact that in respect of the materials themselves, they are
quite arbitrary. Thirdly if the materials of sense, as they are given
to us, are in themselves unrelated, and if they must always be
combined in the object by the understanding, the object of knowledge
would appear to be a comstruction of the mind. This goes directly
against our notion of knowledge and of object. By ‘knowing’ we
never mean ‘making an object’ and the object of knowledge is never
taken to be a mental construction. Moreover we never find the
object in the process of being constructed nor can we ever ca.tch
ourselves in the process of constructing it. By knowing an object
we seem to mean contemplating it in a unique fashion—it is in a
sense being favoured with a revelation of the object. The ol.)ject
in knowledge must show itself to be what it is. That is the straight-
forward sense in which we usually take the word knowledge. In
this changing world things no doubt come into being .and' gre sub-
ject to all kinds of changes, pbysical and other, but it appears
utterly absurd to suppose that they come into being.or are change'd
in and through being known. As we have already said, knowledge is
a revelation of the object. And we regurd knowledge not so much
as un achievewent as a gift, and we should be untrue to our sense

of knowledge if we claimed to have made any contribution of

our owin.

We have been trying to deny that we have two different faculties
of knowledge like sensibility and understanding: Aud it may 'be
objected that in doing so, we are in effect denyu.lg the patefnta dis-
tinetion between sensabion and thougbt, or, if we retfain the
distinction, claiming that they make no contribution to k'nowledge.
1t is universally, accepted that both sensation and though.t make
their own contribution to knowledge, and it is also accepted universally
that they are very different from each other., Have we any answer
to thig objection?

One cannot always be sure what exactly is meant by sensation
or thought. But if they are taken for acts of knowing, I am afrgid,
we cannot find anything which will distinguigh either of them as a
konowing act from the other. As kuowing ju every conbext musy

3
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mean the same thing, it cannot mean one thing in sensation and
another in thought. Still we cun distinguish between seusation and
thought by means of their contents. The kind of entity we are
made aware of i seusation is not the sort of thing we come to
know in thought. I Inay be that a relation or & universal is grasped
in thought whercas in sensation we upprehend a unique pm:;icular.
This seems enough to distinguish sensation from thought.

It does not seem possible however to distinguish between
sensation and thought by supposing that we know passiv

_ . ely in one
case and actively in auother.

For even in sensation some activity,
at least in the form of attention, seems to he nvolved,

and our
thought is also passive e

: . , 1o so far as it is determined by the nature
of the object. The conclusion of g closely reasoned

- arguinent is
not less coercive than a red or

loud sensum.

When we speak of sensation and thought as inaking their own
contribution to our knowledge, it is clear th b
as acks of knowledge us such, but as
condition our knowledge but are not
Sometime we think furious]

at we do not take them
psychical processes which may
themselves acts of knowledge.
: ; : ¥ to find a way out of a difficult impasse.
Sometime a violent sensation obscures our view of a thing. But
although a thought may be furious or a sensation §iolen.t -our
knowledge is never turioug or violent. This shows clearly th?at in
these cases thought or sensation is not taken as an equivalent of
knowledge. When thus understood, i.e. as mere psychical processes
not amounting to knowledge, we should be able to distinguish them
by marks which a competent psychologist would find in zhem.

An Analysis of Implication®
By

CHANDRODAYA BHATTACHARYA.

Implication is a relation between two such propositions as
(i) ‘Socrates is a man and man is mortal’ and (ii) ‘Socrates is
mortal’. But what is a proposition? The view that it is only the
verbal expression of an act of judging would hardly be accepted
now-a-days. The verbal expression should better be called a sentence.
Is a proposition, then, the same as an act of judging? This would
seem to be the opinion of some. But the more commonly accepted
view of modern logicians is that a proposition is a something which
is the object of a judging act rather than the act itself.. We need not
determine, here, which of these two yviews ig the more reasonable.
For our present purpose,  we may suppose that a propositional
sentence expresses either an act of judging or its object. Different
views may be held about the ontological status of the ‘object’ which
is judged. Ts it mnerely the ‘what’ of the judging act? Or has it a
‘being’ which is independent of the being of the act? If it has, does
it exist or merely subsist? But it would appear in the sequel that,
for ascertaining the nature of implication, it is not necessary that
these questions must first be answered. It would be enough if it
be granted that the object of a judgment is a something, a fact of
some sort or other, whatever its precise nature. The sentence ‘This
is & rose’ may stand either for somebody’s act of knowing or for the
fact designated by the words ‘This rose’ or ‘The existence of this
rose’. ' '

A proposition is thus either a judgmental act or its object; and
implication is a relation between two propositions. Hence by the
word implication, one may understand cither (i) a relation between
two cognitive acts or (i) a relation between their objects. JIn what
precise relation, then, does the cognition {Socrates is a man and
man is mortal’ stand to the cognition ‘Socrates is mortal?’ These
may indeed be n large variety of relations which obtain between
them. 'Thus they may be cognitions belonging to the same cognizing
subject or to different cognizing subjects. One may be prior to the
other; or they may be simultancous. We, however, are not con-
cerned, here, with any such relation between them. We want to know
that specific relation between them, on account of which alone, one
coguition is the premiss of the other. Now inference is a sort of

! This paper, although complete in itself, may, with ad;mntage, be vregarded
as & complement to another paper, by the present writet, entitled ‘Or Implication’.
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mediate knowledge which is derived from some pre
So the relation between prewmiss and conclusion is
The cognition expressed by the premiss produces the cognition
expressed by the conclusion.' Bubt is it a fact that the
cognition ‘Socrates is a man and man is mortal’ always gives
rise to the cognition ‘Socrates is mortal’?  Surely when a
person thinks the first proposition, it cannot be said that he
invariably thinks, immediately afterwards, also the second proposi-

tion. That a logician almost always happens to have the
second cognition immediately after the firs
matter of habit.

vions knowledge.
one of causality.

6, is, more or less,
Moreover, one may come to know that Socrates
is mortal by actually seeing his death, instead of inferring it from
some other knowledge.> 1 must, however, be admitted that when
the cognition is inferential, it feels different from a cognition which
is immediate. This is the point to which certain Vedantic writers
draw attention when they say- that mediate knowledge removes the
ignorance in respect only of the existefice of the object and not
in respect of the object itself.? 1n termig of Indian logic, self-conscious

Perceptiont takes the form ‘I am perceiving’, while self-conscious
inferential cognition takes the form ‘I am inferring’;* i.e. by simple
reflection on a piece of actual knowledge, we can ascertain whether
it is perceptual or inferential. Perceptual knowledge is intrinsically
different in nature from inferential knowledge, though their outward
forms may be the same: Hence the view that the relation between
premiss and conclusion is one of causality can be stuted thus:—
When 2 certain cognition (e.g. Socrates is mortal) is inferential, it

cannot come into existence, unless there be, in the samne cognizing

subject, a previous cognition (e.g. Socrates is a man and man is
mortal). No doubt, the latter cognition, by itself

sufficient precondition for the generation of the first. But the fact
still remaing that it, or some other cognition like it, is one of the
essential preconditions of such an inferential cognition. One meaning,

therefore, of the staternent that one proposition implies another is
that a certain cognition is the cauge of another.

Here a difficulty suggests itself.
occurrent of a very limited duration,

, may not be a

A cognition is always an

which happens, stays and dies

' This is how th lati - i i

conceived in Tor 10;ic.re ation between premiss and conclusion is generally
* So it would not b

) e true to say that ition * f ,
is al:vuys the product of s Previous cf)gnition.the cognition “Bocrates is mortal
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at -a particular time in a particulfn' mind,. .and 1?1?5;, f;lt b:;:;telii
considered to cause one and only one cognition w 1e;1B mtlmh w‘e
succeeds it. For, once it is gone, it never comes back. Bu : wf e]?.bl ;
say that the proposition ‘Churchill is. a ’man, and tnaa:na ;stoaaslseit
implies the proposition Churchill is fallible » We. do no nie D to ssser
a relation between one and o.nly1 oneo I:iuz'ii;:]cgul:biacltr oWe ourrer t;
s Onz Ol;f):rzi fz'ell)::‘itzfl‘,l ar:‘ax(;eg]y that the first prop'osit%on
ﬂls;:‘ts aiml;)ll(i)es tie second. It so, how can propositional imphf:atu;n
;e tfle game as cognitional causality? To this our answer 18 the
following : —

Al statemeﬁts about causality are statements of a general
i say that fire causes smoke, we do not assert
e y has beeen brought about
that only a particular instance of smoke has bee 8 "
by a particular instance of fire; we also assert tha‘t every 1n;;E ax;zzke
fire, under certain, conditions, gives rise to. .an fnstanc: to t:nt o;[-
Similarly a statement of cognitional cau-sahty 1.5. a sba et?nstance
general Lrule; it asserts that, under (t:e?'tal?o tc:n((i:;1801115‘,'1‘:1,;; 1is o
certain cognition having a certam 1or g " A
;)tfvaa;*iably bringsg about an instance ;)f nnec:;,l;er r;;im;‘lgzt “v:x;;:(ilh hv:::
i ‘“This is clooured’). 7hi
. Cert:m ?the;efg n\:vil(lelge'acoﬂgsciarer by reference to a,. dis.tinction
e O‘"'mtg that which Johnson draws) between implication and
ganalogous I?r would appear that, when we speak of inference, both
;ﬁiﬁ:: e:;,nd c'zonclusion are actual cognitions—;;lparticulz:filgcc{;r:er::;
i i tween em; W '
f{aVing t'he ’ “:1:2:; rzfer;;u:;{::yif b&jl instance of a cognitiorf having
rlp;liirozf tle:e premiss occurs, then it would prqducelart msta';\l(:
1gfeat?other cognition which has the fo.rm of theis cc;?r(:l ;11:;0“1;0 e
distinetion between implication and mferen:el similar £ e
distinction between a universal and an actua L et
i 1. When we say that glass preaks, we, do nonn e
um\fersﬂ 'f lags is actually breaking just now, but onlyf a e
:h: l:::iu:e gof glass to break, when, for example,ft\;:;i els osni n:"laﬂz
: ike a piece O . )
fmpret of Somihh’tﬂr‘tlhes":z;:?t(;znh}{;his ir; a parallelogram. an.d a
when we SY 3 N i I’ causes the cognition ‘This is &
pamllelogmm is a quadrﬂa‘mtemd e b that just now - some
q\mdrilateral', " dO' o mte? the first cognition has been followed
cognizing subject ﬂ;l ;;:ta;]::ot?d cognition. This latter ast'xertiou is
by soentence expressing an actual instanc? of mferfer.me.
;nad;o:: 1§mt§;icition is a uniform relation between a pair of cognitions
n short,
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of a general type, while inference is an actual illustration of that
uniform relation. ’

To the objection that the essence of inference is logical, while
our account of it, as given above, is purely psychological, the answer
is that inference is a mental process, and hence a psychological
account of it is not out of place. It cannot he denied that in in-
ference, a thinker passes from the apprehension of something to the
apprehension of something else. Tt is, therefore, quite proper to say
that the relation between premiss and conclusion is one of cognitional
causality. Of course, there are instances of cognitional causality
which cannot strictly be called ‘inference’. Thus it jis doubtful
whether the process of intellectual interpretation of a sensum, which
Is probably involved in ali perceptions, should be considered inferen-
tial. Recollection, recognition, suggestion and such other processes,
too, exhibit some sort of cognitional causality, and yet are not usually
regarded as processes of inference. It would appear, however, that
these instances of cognitional causality are no disproof of our conten-
tion that inference is a psychological process exhibiting cognitional
causality.  They only point to the necessity of distinguishing between
those instances of cognitional causality which are inferential from
those which are not. Ordinarily when we state process of inference
explicitly, we express its distinguishing characterstic by the use of
such pairs of words as ‘Because—therefore’ or ‘Since—therefore’.
These words signify that the objects of the two cognitions that
enter into the total inferential process, namely its preuiiss and con-
clusion, are apprehended as being connected with each other in a
specific manner. This leads us to the consideration of implication

as a direct relation not between two cognitions, as such, but betwaeen
their objects.

We have already said that the relation of implicution ecan be
regarded as holding either between two cognitions or between two
facts which are their objects. We have considered ‘inplication” in
the first aspect. To consider it now in the second aspect. It is
clear that when we say that o certain fact imnplies another fact, the
verb ‘implies’ signifies neither action nor passion.  Activity and
passivity are relevant only in the context of causality. Dut it is
awkward to think that the Athenian gentleman Socrates who possesses
the attribute of humanity which is universally concomitant with
mortality, produces another Athenian gentleman also nawed Socrutes,
who possesses the attribute of mortality, in addition to that of
humanity. §or is it good sense to say that hig humanity causes his
mqrtality. For, the humanity ax‘xd the mortality of Socrates are
wholly contemporaneous facts, neither preceding the other; so that
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neither can be active or passive in respect of t-lle'otlxel". The vell‘b
‘implies’, therefore, when it is employed in connect‘jlon with th) sucl:
fucts as are indicated by the premiss and the 09110111.31011 of an m:gumeu
signifies a non-causal relation. The fact .whwh is the premiss (tllcze:z ,
nothing to the fact which is the couclusmn.. And we fsuggest‘ .tha
the relation of implication between two fact’s is the llela..blon of el ’ef
(i) inclusion or (i) identity. ‘X includes y’ means ‘z is a plu§ 13] .
The fuct expressed by ‘Socrates is posse.ssed of humanity whic bxs
universally concomitant with mortality’ mclu(%QS the fact stated thy
‘Socrates is possessed of mortality’. To ex?lmn wha_;t we mean, the
first fact can be analysed into the followpag faets‘:—(l) There is
humanity in Socrates. (i) There is a_re}atlon of universal Zon;:oz}u-
tance between humanity and mortality in genferu;. Now t .e; z_a er
of these two constituents is a universal which, bec'ause llf 1: :;
universal, includes all its particular instances: The ‘unnierslad ac 1o
the invariable concomitance of humanity and mortality incly iﬁesd& Eo
its particulur application in Socmtes.’ "Thus the -factl sxﬁn‘tei ni):
‘Socrates is & man and nan is mortal 1‘ucludets also t‘m a;.fsg -
fied by ‘Socrates is mortal’. A more situple lllustratm‘n o . ab(i us
inclusion is available in the following : —The fa?t thatd‘theo 8 ; uxs
red and round’ includes the fact that ‘.the Fabl.e is rox‘m . A ge e;]:;
object that this‘is not an instance of 1mp}1cat10n. Yor, no't(? y over
talks of inferring that ‘the table is round’ from the vproplc))m ion o
it is red and round’. But this would‘ appear n?t only ):10 © 8 rgaand
of terminology. Certainly bty .grftiat;:ggrz}::t thf;l:eittz; :,O u1;|]drel—xence
round’, we ave logically constraime { 0 . H ¢
i aite improper to say that the second fact can be
:ecﬁllzg]d nf:fn:ethz first. I())f ]zourse, we ususlly restrict the use of :lﬁe
words ‘implication’ and ‘inference’ qnly to thosk:a caseso;vi]i;ﬁdinz
premiss includes the conclusion, not (.ln'eu.tly, but tg wa;; of including
a fact of universal concomitance whmI‘l mcludesl euco ¢ ision 8 o

ticulur instsnce of it; i.e. in ordinary usage, 1ese :
B d only in instances like ‘14 Socrates is & Iman .zi\.ud man is
flr:;f::{ethen gocrates is mortal’ and nof‘» in iflstan,ces like if ,Socrate:
i ’ b unc-iA intelligens, then he is 1x1telhg§}1t. B,fxt this, 88 w
ls hone® dv remarked, is o matter of scientific terxnmology.. .Even
P'ave 0111;99' iestriet the use of ‘inference’ aud ‘hmplication’, it would
ltgﬂ‘feb: tli:xe that the fact indicated by the premiss includes the fact
6

indicated by the conclusion.

Over and above ‘inclusion’, we have slso mentioned ‘identity
a8 what may constitute factual implication. We have done 8o,

: i\i&?iw:l:x‘:l ":l?e;se aro further spalysable into simpler facts is a question which

does not affect the correctness of our anslysis, so far s it goes.
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simply to make our view compatible with the theory, held in
mathematical logic, that every proposition implies itself. This is
nothing but a technical way of saying that a fact is whut it is.
Even the relation of ‘inclusion’ includes that of ‘identity’.  When
z iucludes y, there is in « something which is identical with y and
there ure also certuin other elenients. The velation of inclusion,
therefore, can be defined in terms of ‘identity” and ‘and’. These
two, we believe, are very fundamental notions, and if we have succeed-
ed in defining factual implication in terms of such fundamental

notions, we have probably done all that it may be feagible to do in
explaining it. '

Are we then to understand that factual ‘implication’ is a mere
synonym for factual ‘inclusion’? That would be going too far. Tt
would be more correct to say that the relation of inclusion can serve

as the ground of deductive validity rather than that ‘inclusion’ in

itself connotes ‘implication’. When a certain cognition is true and

its object includes the object of another cognition, then this relation
of inclusion together with the truth of the first cognition can jeintly
be regarded as the ground of the truth of the second cognition. And
to the extent the relation of inclusion can serve us such a partial
ground for the truth of a mediate cognition, it is called implication.’
When we say ‘This room is the lecture-hall’, what we mean is not
that ‘‘this room’ is a synonym for ‘the lecture-hall’, but that this
room, in so far asg it subserves g certain purpose, is the lecture-hall.

Similarly the relation of inclusion in itself is not implication. But

in as much as, and in so far as, it can serve as a ground of the

truth of a cognition, it is implication. Further, when there is the
relation of such imnplication between the objects of two cognitions,
the cognitions themselves may be said, in
that relation. The object of the co
man is wortal’ includes the object of the coguition
mortal’. This relation of inclusion can se
the truth of the second cognition.

object of the first coguition is suid to

And in a secondary seuse, the first cognition may be suid to inply
the second coguition. If, however, it be held (ss sowectimes it is)
that implication is not primarily a relation between facts?,
amend our definition thus :-—When the ob

or immediate), by including within itself
tance, also includes the object of another

a derivative sense, to have
gnition ‘Socrates is 4 man and
‘Socrates is
Ive 8s o partisl ground of
So far us this is the case, the
imply the object of the second.

we 1uay
lect of one cognition (mediate
& fact of universal concomi-
cognition which ig mediate,

! The other ground being the truth of the
R * Thus McTaggart is
‘propositions’ or ‘truths’ rath
edited by Keeling, p 157.

Py o o ‘ﬂrit cognition,
mon  that  implication . primarily refers to
er than to ‘evenfs'.—~Ses hig 'Philosopgical Btudies’
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then in so far as this relation of inclusion may ser\.ref as'a gr.ound -
for the truth of the second cognition, the first cogmtlo.n 1s. said to
imply the second cognition. But the fundamental relatxon.m tern'ls
of which the relation of implication is to be defined would still remain
what we have called the relation of inclusion between two facts.

1t way be urged against the above v?ew tljat, ifl aceordan:e 1wﬂ;h
it, a false cognition cannot imply anything. For in the grs Iface,
the object of a false cognition is 1.10t a fact, so tiha.tt f er;s is tﬁz
gense in saying that, here, one fact 1r'wludes ano‘ther fact; z:)n l'nhﬂ
second- place, the cognition not bex}lg true, 1t Cal.l}lolot e r;go neﬁ
asserted that the truth of the cognition and‘ the a otve-:;llenf e
relation of inclusion are the joint gr0u11(1.$' for t‘he. l‘l; a;)Other
conclusion. Yet we find that a false czgmt:)(:ls d;):: 11;1:51 gfrbal' doe;;
\ roposition ‘Socrates is a crow an cr’ s are | .
rilnthll‘ilyp tt?e proposition ‘Socritei is tin;mo:::i .(atleazin:orozggz tfz

ess o proposition is taken to be _ -

Zﬁi;,ug} does pnot? imply any other cognifuon. ']fhoiil;r :;ﬁ?ﬂ?
may really be false, still oue may assuine its trutf llel SO

through misteke. Similarly the object of & false cog ey
e interpreted to be a no-fact; none-the-less, it may be assume °
EZ ;n ta?; And there may be the relation qf inclus:lolri ?et:s::no;;i X
an assumed fact and & tfact (re‘;élsc;x; lassg:;;d)a 2111; o :of © e

iffer ition (true or .
(:f) 2t§;ife:f:‘:lt iiinassungéd truth of the first cognition_ may azrv: 1:
¢ ‘g und for the assumed truth of the second co'g.mtmn. Y abt
) gr(')t' as such does not imply any other cognition. No doubf,
v lon" lS .opnition may be a cause of another, whether t'rue‘or
?:122 3‘];‘:‘1: eju(xlstgnow we are considering that meanix;g c:il m;):xnc;th
o ‘h it is ductive validity. in 8 s,
o whlc.h . it:iso: hivegr:ou;(iusf (I‘li:es not imply any Othellf' propp'sm,w%l.
ik:ls'e tl,)rlx(l):)(ﬁmt s,ometimes we kunow a proposition to be i.ulse ,'atnd ls;ﬂz
ﬁ-eljxxuke the experiment of deducing Olthe;tg:?;?:;:i:gt;:!i 1b .e e
. a .

i 1111{55 " a](i'nmbeilfhi;ptz d:))f S(:o;lnlig;ve act, whether ‘believing’,
iﬁeauy 'sp?ao‘rug"knowmg’ have explicitly & ;'eferen?e. to truth unc%
‘s:f'gosmf\’ibhout such reference, they are nob cogr.ntl?re'a acts at .ail(i
n &l }i;nc-e the question of implication canuot be significautly rais
an

e . . . h. ed
1 X b

gupposed or known to be true, explicitly or implicitly, is no c?fnlxtmn
atpsl:ll | So soon as a8 false cognition is known to be iz?,:.se, i un(;:::
this objective reference and thus ceases to bg 8 cognition,

1 Ap assumed compound fact may be constituted by simpler facts, of whlch
some may be real and not werely sssumed.

4
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this r(?ference is purposely conferred on it by us. What, there-
?ore,. s really meant by saying that a false propositio,n too
implies somne other proposition is that it does so when it is,takel’l
to be true. Or, if we admit that there are degrees of truth
way hold that there are facts of different degrees of realit , W;
that there may be the relation of inclusion between two factsy(;f z:)Illle
same degree of reality and thus the relation of implication between
two cognitions of the same degree of truth. Sometimes again facts
are conceptual, and oue conceptusl fact may include another, so
tlli):t tzhe cognition of the first may imply the cvognition of the sec;ud.
tlr'hls is the'e‘xplzftlati.on. of such true statements as the following : —
“l:he‘ prpposxtwn “This is an isosceles triangle’” implies the proposition
“This is a triangle”’, irrespective of the question whether this i
4s & matter of fact, an isosceles triungle or not.’ ”

.Ano'the? objection that iay be raised against our interpretation
of implication is that, because we hold that the premisg of an
argument already includes or contains the conclusion, we are bound
to g(-lmit .that all deductive argumentg are subject t; the fallac lf
p('at.ttw :[m'r%cipii. We have, of course, shown that it is the relgti(:)u
oi' implication which coustitutes the condition of inferentiul validit
We have' also reduced this inplication to the relation of ‘inclusion): '
Hence, if by petitio principii one intends to point to the fact thut.;
we hol(.i' that the premiss of sn urgument hmplies or includes ibs
conclusion, we would urge that such petitio principii is no fallacy
but an essential condition of deductive validiby, But if one wou{(;.
say that, according to our interpretution of ‘plication’, w syllogism
mvol\:e,s petitio principii, in the sense that its (:Oll(,‘,lllSiOll ‘i‘: s:m -
h?w identical with its premiss or premisses, one would be. wrone
’l"or we do not hold that the conclusion is identical with the premisi
The process of inference, as it uorually takes pluce i our mi d'
very-often assumes » forin like the follow ing:— e

Socrates 15 a wan.

Man is mortal.

r

Therefore, Socrates is mortal.

'pr in such actual instunces of inference, it goes without
waying that the third cognition is wholly different from the first
t.;wo. ' Moreover, the object of the third coguition is uot onl .
'1de.ntlcul with the respective objects of the firgt two ¢ i, "
ft is also not included by them. Hence epistemically, t] e loPs,
is a product, altogether new, both in respect of et o

respect of its object. its form and in

1t is, of course, true that the above gyllogism

would be invalid, 'if the first two propositions could not bhe synthesised
Synthesjged-

’
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ito a compound proposition like ‘Socrates. is a man and man is
iortal’, ‘which includes the conclusion. A prima facie reply to this
sjection would be. Though the logical validity of the inference
spends upon there being such a compound fact as would include
e conclusion, still the said validity does not depend upon the
sgnition of that compound fact; hence judged by the form in which
1 inferentinl process usually takes place in our minds, the fact
mown in the final step cannot be said to have been known in the
receding steps; and in thig straightforward sense, the process of
ference involves no petitio principii, even if it be held that the
alidity of the process demands that the fact known in the conclusion
st be included in a compound fact of which the elements are
applied by the objects of the two premisses. But this answer is
ot flawless. For, the word ‘therefore’ which precedes the conclusion,
5 far ns it is used significantly, certainly indicates a more or less
xplicit awareness of also the compound fact which includes the
onclusion. It has nonetheless to be conceded that the fact known
1 the final step is completely new in respect of the facts separately
nown in the two premisses. Even when the inference assumes its
erfectly valid form as in ‘Socrates is a man and man is mortal;
herefore, Socrates is mortal’, it is still true that the two cognitions,
amely the premiss and the conclusion, are different not only
umerically, but also in their objects—as individual cognitions, they
re not identical with each other, nor are their objects the same.
Vhere, then, is the petitio principi? Those¢ who think that the
najor premiss cannot be known without knowing the econclusion
eed not be controverted by us. For according to them, inference
an never give us new knowledge and it essentially involves a petitio
wincipii, irrespective of the way in which the constitutive condition -
£ validity be interpreted. If, however, it be possible to know that
pan is mortal without knowing that a particular instance of man,
.g. Socrates, is mortal, then we believe we have been able to show
hat. the inference ‘Socrates is a mon and man is mortal, hence
socrates is mortal’ involves no petitio principii, though the relation
f implication be interpreted in terms of inclusion.

To sum up: The specific relation between two propositions,
vhich enables us validly to deduce one of them from the other, may
Jo considered to hold either between two cognitions or between tweo
acts which are their objects. In the first case, it is a relation of
susality. In the second, it is what we have described as the relation
s inclusion. This latter relation is definable in terms of ‘identity’
wnd ‘and’; and it is the condition of deductive validity.
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the task of philosophical thought be to atbain a global view of things
then all the more such thought should prove illuminating to psychology
with:its matter of fact at once so restricted, so internally rich, and
so many-sided in its relationships. If we admit that every science
rests upon a metaphysical foundation, whether acknowledged or un-
acknowledged, then we should expect psychology to be an especially
tangled science. Tf metaphysics be an unusually stubborn effort to
think clearly as James said, psychologists could scarcely afford to
neglect it. No one can question the fact that psychologists like other
scientists, feel compelled to return after many and prolonged investi-
gations of detail to that accumulated fund of ideas which is
preeminently his science. Re-examination, revision and reorganisation
must ensue. Here the tasks of psychologists and philosophers might
happily converge. The association of psvchologist and philosopher may
prove to be not unfruitful for the one as for the other (psychological
Review. 41. p. 551).

Psychologists seem  to be in no mood to listen to this
piece of sound advice, because they are intent on making psycho-
logy an exact science and free it from the airy speculations 'pf
philosophers. Psychology appears to he in a process of progressive
disaffiliation from philosophy. But the proper question, aceording
to some psychologists, is not whether psychology is to be appropriately
affiliated to philosophy or natural science, but whether it is to
be affiliated to natural science or social science. After taking a survey
of psychology for the last fifty years, \Voode)rt,h observes 3 ‘S({me
of our number are working in close co-operation with physiologists
and some with the sociologists and anthropologists: The techniq}les,
goncepts and necessary acquaintance with related sciences differ
greatly for physiological and social psychology—80 much so that the
splitting of psychology along that line appears to some of our menfbers
o distinet possibility- Other observers from outside 'haw.re p‘redlcted
that psychology eventually would cease Yo exist as 33. unit, its d}Yergent
interests being absorbed by physiology and sociology. In such a
division it is difficult to see what would become of those parts of
psychology which have been most central for the past fifty years.
Would it be physiology or sociology which would take over the topics
of learning, perception, motivation individual differences, correlation ?’
(Psychological Review 1943 p. 31) T confess my interest in psycholo?;y
is philosophical. I am interested in psychology not so much for its
own sake as for the light it may throw on the nature of man. Russell
has said that he is not interested in Psychology for its own sake
as for the light it may throw on the problem of knowledge (Analysis
of Mind, P. 15). When I say that my interest in psychology is .
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philosophical, I mean that 1 turn to peychology with
psychology 1ore than any other science may ultimatel
to get more adequate knowledge and insight into hu
‘Whet is man?’ is for me the question of questions, the problem
of problems. ‘Ts it the body that is man?’ or ‘Is it the mind that
makes 2 man?  ‘Ts the dualism of body and mind legitimate
ulthmate®” Or ‘Is man a comprehensive and  inte
constituted both by hody and ind »’
psycholog

a hope that
v enable us
man nature.

and
gral personality
We  philosophers turn to
y with a definite expectation of getting some enlightenment
on these and similar queries.

McDougall has defined Psychology as a ‘science of human nature’
He says: ‘The aim of psychology is to render our knowledge of
human nature more exact and more systematie, in order that we
may control ourselves more wiselv and influence our fellow men
more effectively.” He is aware that though no psychologist would find
any serious fault with this definition, it requires clarification on two
points viz. exclusion of the science of anima] behaviour and over-
lapping in the field of anthropology. Definition of psychology as a
science of hinyan nature may lead to a feeling of disuppointment
ab the achievements of present day psychology. Stanley Hall has
given expression to such a feeling of disappointment when he observes
‘If we define psychology broadly as the knowledge of human nature,
its academic devotees have during the last decade or two added but
little of scientific or cultural value and in some sense their work

bas rather dehumanised it. There is far too often a pedantry of

method and technique with paucity of results. The programnies of

our meetings contain too many unripe and minor papers by those
in the apprentice stage while the leaders have relatively less and less
to say. Discussions of fundamentals and wider orieritations as to
first principles are out of date, and the differences between the sects
seem to be accepted as necessary, instead of being regarded, as they
really should be, ag challenges to rise higher and find some
principle.” (Stanley Hall:
N. York P. 434).

mediating
Life and confessions of a Psychologist

The Psychology of to-day can be described as an adolescent
science. The period of adolescence is known to be marked by the
characteristics of instability and resilience of youth. Sometimes
adolescence witnesses s crisis in the development of personality. The
science of psychology is at present passing through s period of crisis.
The crisis in psychology is due to a bewildering variety of schools
following their own programme technique axioms and theories indepen-
dently of each other without there being 8ny co-ordinating influences.
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The science of psychology, like modern science in general, suffers

.from the scandal of sectarianism. Over specialisation and depart-

mentalization lead to scattered bits and p(?bbles. of informatlox& \&;1}3)(1}5
ider co-ordinations and higher orientations more ‘fm o
Iciliiibili{:ulzvl nay almost impossible. _Wh;it 'we have ‘toduy 1’5b_nouous1y
-ience butb ; loosely clustering bundle of different sciences am ig #
telle chology. Psychology is everywhere regional, partisan
e asl Psi’; chjlogyi finds itself in the throes of‘ b pul}]ful
- 151;2:; Th):: present state of affairs in psychology Rls ds:_c;?;(:
- ; the following: ‘Rece ,
b Obse'rvamon; :ndrocw:/);:ll;n?i?::atsilslgzt?:n on the part of psychologists
he""'e W‘tnes's‘z uugc analysis of psychological events represented -by
o thej o 1e1' tegories.” (Hunter: Psychological study of !zmhavm;
b tn‘9‘d).t"mrmllQ(J;Z) ¢ ‘There ha’s pever been a period in the hlsto?y o
o B‘e‘”ew_» 7'hi.ch the experimental contributions to the'ut .sc?leno;e
e o o merous as at the present time or more mgmﬁcz@,,
b beenh's'o li':)lductaivity is accompanied by an evident u@ertax:lty
-~ );P:in; 1:115 subject-matter and the fundamental ;ate,:gzx:;suc:‘f)de;e]
o in Bills remarks: ‘A
science’ (}bid. tl’_i._sl)anl:l:;jez:u\iitzzz to u jumble of loosely‘ leidte(‘ir
Pﬁychf)lo‘%y t?:,ible concepts which Live resulted from a habxh of r‘eﬁy nir_,
oo mbmclllilx)'erse experimental approaches for their definition (Chung
f’“ 13::55 of psychology as o science. Psy. Rev. 1930.) .
mg )  ub present different psychologies like I,lxtl'osPectu).n%SIH.
e i Gestaltism, Yreudianism, - Purposivisii.
iction that Psychology must be ‘one.l
ychology must be oné and
If there is only one
¥ -t.here must be ouly

Existentiulisiu, Jjehu\'iorlism,
e cannot escape the conv :
ft'e:;;chology studies the 11§tu1'e o# }1{&11, i[\)lsersal.
universal, as wman’s nature 1s one aucf unm‘onom
seience of physics and one scieuce of 88 _
one science of psychology. e
It wmight be said thab variety of bichf)o%s ::sex; e orones
unity of psychology, us the different sc.hugls pr ssent oLly e ers
i ' ocedure and technique. 4o Ty ace e
" mfﬁthoaomgxfb '\ﬁis embodying different hypotheses. No sug{.\ e "
are chfieren.t T-ye:: without o variety of hypotheses. In .phygucy :.het
e f"‘f pl?(fe differences. There ure physicists who require the e t
thel‘:miZi:i,zil and fundsinental postulate, there :re other 1}))}:2:11::;
who ith e postulate of ether. There are.a ,
th ci:edd:o v::it::il\l:s;hin I;;hysics. In biology the;'e are rival schop1§
a .
o: nffcho.uists and vitalists.

(Granting that every science needs variety of hyl?o,theses, one
not help observing that the present variety of schools in psychology.
Gull ‘
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is sue .

l;:(;ll(;,hbihziiilt common and co'mprehensive science of psychology can
ivengent, soho. ]uplou’ﬁ of the divergent schools and rival groups. The
¢ vergens ‘hools do uot'represent varieties of one and the saine theme
. R uua'm‘ve plans of a common pattern. They mark, on the
(-,?nltmry diffevent themes and plurality of patterns of' differen,t gcienc:z:
:Uh ;sllglt;?;::mtiulw. ‘Thc fact ubc.)ut the mutter is that the different
wmpatibl; B:lmo.bt‘devgl?ped.mto different sciences, mutually in-
0 bible. 1z.w1or1sm, Freudianisin and Purposivism are as differenl;
a? ph‘ysxology., biology and medicine. Each of these schools takes :
:iz;;u S(?‘f a f.clenue and‘claims dogmatically that it is the one an(‘;
SCienc;ve ;::un‘ce,‘ de}ilymg others their right to participate in that
- .Was mi:: 11;1 the parable of the blind men describing an elephant
Dt was 2 fan for the whole, Behaviorism mistakes physiolo-
g doctrine for the whole of psychology. Gestaltism ise

perceptxon—doctﬂne to the status of an intégrative sciénce of hfla;S:;

nature.
L J

‘ Unity of a science is constituted by unity of subject-matter. The
g‘les%)t}-(‘la? {)sychology l.mrdly possesses any unit of subject-r;lattel'.
.1or' ehaviorist the sub]ect-xrnatfsel’ cousists of receptors and effectors
; Iiguz)sthof. visceral and gl:mdular responses, movements of the lai'yll);
e thzl \lf)(l)lclim(l orfga:}?, For gestalt theory perception patterns consti-

ey e “mi(:l ﬁeled s;:ieczigxatter. hF;)r Purposivists instincts
‘ . er psychologi i i
Zézzgis, metory and attention exhulll)st);d tlcl)flz?bj:zlsif;:?; ol? e:hS(;
el :Lc:ni;tn m;‘l;;ll.n 12{1\:1)11;3; Z\:ribes: i‘b‘rom colour-theories to defence
s, : ncbions of o white rat’s vibrissae to th
mysfuc § sense of unutterable revelation, from imagin iates to
i&.::’(;'l‘al ‘correlutiobns——-wherein lies that unity of sibljlzzz-rﬁzz::a:jﬁix
- :l u; :l(:;f);:i of,t coxflpuctly enough of ‘Cowparative l’sycholdgy'?
objecti“,é meusuru 0 Ues.tult Psychology to psycho analysis or to
e e etent ot. character, the eye wunders over au
disconnectez rf‘:?f: :lfldexpezunenbt? m;sasurements, hypothesis, dogmas,
‘ ¢ . & systeinabic theories. 1In o sense it is true to
:ii);::;dgtil:(;]_ug.h'thls'y&s'b meluuge the very birth cry of an infant
‘ Is still resounding.” (Hist. Introd. to Modern Psychology. 1)

Sdeuiul;: D:nfs;cllx writing iu .1925 analysed the then situation in the
Crisis litelr)aﬁ; ° ﬁxgeya:n:nddzzysli: - (13) S_yf’h(’logy eschon e
‘ . ' n. Crisis in psye igni
z:ve ::agtehem which psychology stands at thepi‘ol;:}:fzds.mgs\:fles

problems that were being decided found
that there were four problems that h d1 -
stage. The first eriticul problemn -

Driesch  found
reached a decigive
refers to the. theory of

1
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Jements. The elements of objects have meaning in various forms
viz, accents of order, accents of truth, accents of .the sphere of
sxistence etc. Many people have thought that there are elements of
meaning but associationist psychology held the field and this was
still left in a critical stage. The second critical problem refers to
the association psychology itself and not merely to its material. It
was recognised that enrichment in meaning and truth was a characteri-
stic feature of mental life but associationist psychology failed to
explain it. The third critical point concerned the existence and
meaning of the unconscious. von Hurtmann clearly recognized this
concept but new formulations are coming in in the form of sub-
conscious, hypnosis, dissociation complexes ete. Though the facts
were known before they were regarded as swindle and superstition,
we now realise that these phenomena are not abnormalities, but
normal, though little known, aspects of human mind so far. The
fqurth point which has reached a critical stage is the psychophysical
problem, that is the mind-body problem. Psychomechanical parallel-
jsm was once dominant but now it is dead. Besides these four critical
problems Driesch also mentioned & fifth problem viz, that of psychical
research. FHere we have new phenomena such as materialisations.

Driesch clearly recognises that there are yet some problems that
have not yet reached even the critical stage. Even when the psycho-
mechanical parallelism is rejected we do not as yet know anything
positively about the part played by the brain. He Lwritqs: ‘In
particular it is the part played by the brain ‘that is still very far from
clesr and very much disputed. There is no strict localisation in the
brain in the sense of the older theory. But what is there in its place?

The first and foremost pr,bblem that lh‘as brought about a ctisis in
modern psychology concerns consciousness itself. Psychology as its
very name implies was to begin with, a science of the psyche. The
Greek word psyche means soul or spirit. Psyche is a vital principal
inhabiting and animating human body. Psyche was regarded as the
ground of each individual experience. Now psyche was associated
with metaphysical assumptions of immortality and substantiality. In
ancient times psychology was concerned with the. task of deseribing
the functions of the soul. To pass from the functions of the soul
%o the faculties of the soul was but an easy step. The tendency to
reify was availed of to complete the work of establishing a faculty
psychology. Psychology without a goul wag the slogan of the new
psychology. ‘Psychology without a soul’ soundg like Hamlet without

" the Prince of Denmark. Even though the soul was banished from the

field of psychology, self was still retained to explain the unity, continuity
p ,
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and coherenc indivi i
erence of individual experience. Then came the formulation-

psyc‘hology as the science of consciousness. James defined psychology
as ‘tlfe science of mental life-both of its phenomena ar‘:d thjivr
con.dxtlons’. According to Wundt ‘Psychology has to investigate that
which we call inward experience—that is our sensation zmdg feeling
our thought and viplation-in contra-distinction to the object :;
external experience which form the subject-matter of natural ;cierslco ’
(Lectures on human and Animal Psychology. P. 1) .

Ps‘ychology of consciousness came under the hammer of criticisin
from r.hff.erent quarters and for different reasons. Watson and other
behaviorists and objective psychologists severely criticised the concept
of psy?hology as the science of consciousness, as advocated by J amle)s
and .Wundt, because they were bent upon giving up psychology or
making it a natural science. Natural science re;uires that itsg:laha
must be‘ capable of being observed and experimented upon. Conscious-
nesg Or inuer experience can neither be observed nor experimented upon.

The objective psychologists therefore condemn psychology of conscious-
ness as mentalistic.

‘ Watson charges James, Wundt and other psychologists of the
older school with having committed the logical Eallacv of begging
tl.le quetio.n. He contends that they assume what they ;eek to prove

vu:v. conscioustiess. If this procedure be cited as an example of petitic;

principli, every one will be guilty of this fallacy because every one
who wants to make a statement assumes what he 'mt';ends to state

When the behaviorist definies psychology as a ‘natural science tha;:

takes the fleld of humen adjustinent as its own’ (Behaviorism 1930

P. 11) shall we not say that Watson is begging the question because

he assumes that psychology is a natural science and that human adjust-

ment does not imply anything like consciousness?

Watson further tries to make out that James escapes thig difficulty
by an argumentum ad hominem ‘O yes, every body must know what
consciousness is. When we have a sensation of red, a perception'
thought,_ when we will to do something, or when we purpose to dt‘;
son?ething, or when we desire to do something, we are being conscious’
(Ibid. p. 4). Watson thinks that all those psychologistsgwh (1‘.ﬁs
psychology as the science of consciousness are illogical in thot ihne
do not tell us what consciousness is, but merely put thin‘ a' t e'y
by ass.umption. Introspectionists find sensations, jmages gﬁhln ;o
sensations), affective elements, will. All these are, foumgi in (cin:?i: "

us-

ness because they are previously put into i says Watson. B
’ . . E y

situiler logic we can also say that objective peychologists .do not find

thesp in consciousness because they assume that consciousness is not
there at all’. The impatience of behaviorists with consciousness
paychology is very well expressed by Watson. ‘They (behaviorists)
decided to give up psychology or to make it a natural science’
(Ibid p.5). We are not sure whether they have succeedad in making
it & natural science, but we are certain that they have given up
psychology.” We canno$ build out of the subject matter of psychology
such a natural science as physics or chemistry.

Finding it difficult to observe events in the brain and impossible
to observe states of consciousness, psychologists of the behavioristic
group are going to receptors and effectors for explanation. Brain is
reduced to the status of a switchboard. Events in the mind which
cannot be explained as receptors and their gtimuli are referred to
motor reactions and their consequences. Such a centrifugal shift is
very marked in the attempt to explain thinking as inner speech as
Watson has atfempted to do. Feeling is explained by Beebe-center
by sensory-motor mechanism in his book ‘Psychology of pleasantness
and unpleasantness’ (N. York 1082). Attention is objectively explain-
ed by Young in his book ‘Motivation of Behaviour’ (N.Y. 1936,
P. 562). Purpose is behavioristically explained by Hull in his’
article ‘Gosl attraction and directing ideas conceived as habit
phenomena’ (Psy. Rev. 1931). The most interesting of all is the
attempt to explain consciousness itself by motor phenomena—by
Langfeld ‘A response Interpretation of Consciousness’ (Psy. Rev.
1981) and in 'exPerimental study of the ‘Motor Theory of Consciousness
(J. of Gen. Pgy. 1984). Even though we may admire the boldness
of the behaviorists and objective psychologists in attempting to
explain all mental phenomena without mind, we cannot concede that

they have succgeded in their attempts. . K

It will be interesting to consider Langfeld’s Response theory of
consciousness. This theory is also known as Motor theory of cons-
ciousness but Langfeld thinks it more desirable to use the term
‘response’ than ‘motor’. By response Langfeld understands response
of the whole organism including the entire afferent--efferent system, the
receptors affectors and central connecting paths. The motor theory
fills in the gap between the stimujus and the response left by the
behavioristic dootrine. The stimulus response behaviorism has no
interest - in consciousness. The motor theory aims at interpreting
consciousness. The respanse theory identifies consciousness with
physiological processes. The response psychologist is & monist and
determinist. Besponse theory identifies conscipusness with the entire
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afferent-efferent arc and believes that consciousness does not occur
until and unless there is a discharge into the efferent paths and then
into the muscles. A change in either path may effect a change in
the conscious content. The researches of Franz and Lashley have
disproved the old theory of the localisation of the brain functions and

substituted in its place the principle of equipotentiality and the
integrative theory of the working of the brain.

It may be objected against the response theory that motor
response remains motor response and berception for its content must

have movement of the muscles, or merely kinesthesis. Perception of
kinesthesis is not the perception of form.

. Goldstein has stated that ‘On the basis of histological structure
we conclude that the nervous system is a network.

offers a unified mechanism, a system in

produces a change in the total system. This change is represented
internally by the conscious processes, externally by the movements
of the effectors.” Titchner has said “There is no organ of mind, that
phrase is an echo of the mannikin-mind. . . . The scientific fact is that

whenever we come upon mental phenomena, we also find a functional
nervous system . .

This net work
which every stimulus

Size of brain and complexity of the nervous
system are matched by range and complexity of mental phenomena.’

(Beginner’s Psychology, Pp. 10-11). Even if we discard the doctrine

of the localisation of the brain functions and accept the modern view
of the integrative action of the ner

vous system, it by no rheans follows
that consciousness is nothing but

an efferent response as the respon-
sivists suppose. Neurologists like Herring admit consciousness as

a causative factor. ‘Consciousness, then, is a factor in behaviour, a
real cause of human conduct .

.y and further ‘if consciounsness,
whep present is a real factor in the causative c0111p1ex resulting in
usly this factor cannot be ignored
f behaviour as a whole.’ (Neuro-
our, pp: 304-5) Herrick describes
en the equilibrium of the resting
rvous excitations irradiate from the
€ process will continue—until a new
may be by motor ¢; i '
be by fatigue with no Practical outcome, ?t may bed;ic};ﬁ:g;b;:c:;zi
reacting system which modifie e & new eluring ‘act’ of the

8 all subsequent activ; i
; tivity of this system
and may appear in consciousness ag gn N

. idea, o judgment, a decision,
& purpose or an ideal’ (ibid, PP- 246-47).  The view of the neurologists

behaviour as T believe- it to be, obvio
in a scientific analysis of the field o
logical foundations of animal Behavi
the cortical equilibrium thus ‘Wh
cortex is thus disturbed and ne
focus of the initial excitation th
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that is clearly expressed in these passages is that consciousness is
different from the motor discharge.

Responsivists themselves admit that they have failed tﬁt;exp?;:;
or éolve, two problems viz. 1. that of the secondary qu;l 1e;erent
9. that of the determination of what final common pgtb t .e.a 1 "
i lses are to take in the special cases of au.cht.lon,and vision. A
lmpﬁ lanation of secondary qualities, behaviorists verbal‘.response
1';0 : : :zg uate to meet the situation. It is well said that ‘Blueness
;Z :Zither ?n the stimulus nor in the response, for these are movements
and blueness is not.’

. e ively
. i ty occupying itself exclusive
iorism of the Watson varie ‘
'tll?e};m;zuro-mechanistic explanation of human beha}xlncl)ur would
lv:;ve consciousness completely out of the field of psychology.

i uld build the structure of the
L thml: Z?a:hzh:)siisw(io sz:nulus-responses are a_tteml')ting
hmf“m néturet Olli They are becoming deliberately blind to conscxf)us-
no lmposs}bled ailc;t see the wood for the trees. If they are consmﬁous
ness.' R onses and conditioned reflexes, it is mere dogmatism
. Stlmmus-risilc:usness. Surely Watson was conscious when.l.le was
. d?ny cons Ciousness out of the field of psychology. Writing or;
Il;l;s}:::liirics(::scimplies consciousness and purg)os.e ‘on t};z zzrt is(:ﬂ
i ‘Behaviorism,
i WOOdWOl:ft ;;g}:zlbsi’onz:::ilc{;d of certain research proje.cts
P 1 ey tside of the conventional field of pts-ych?logxcal
that Lo Ousma theoretical justification of certain lines of
work. It. appest 8‘all entered upon because, taken for themselyesci
T s Wem{'re Zm philosophical justification, they ‘pr('nﬁxésel
ane ql}te apar't tl:(;i:lfruiz. In reality, the behaviouri;?ts as indivi uae
to beat B0 l e no such theoretical justiﬁcai';loltn. .They art
invest;ig.ﬁ»tor;1 ;e(ll)ulrtheir works. Animal psychology }s ]ustlﬁei afp:;
amply ]ustl_e _snly . physiological psychology is ]us'tlﬁed ap-a r "
fml:" 'be'hl:r‘:mlt‘slhe i)eha.viour study of infants is justified by its wor
behaviorism;

pal' fl' . X ,
A : ) t om 81 bella 1210) lsblc hl}e()t Olle W ()lll(l be l()“d h()

ous investigations made by

the a.u t}-mr Ofoanyn::: n(:)ft :)};eanll)l;;:iiiorist to admix:e_ them. Qne;.
beh:lwlr(:::t:uve nl(:een a behaviorist to have ’ohem. (Psychologica
nee
Issues pp. 184-85), 4 | Ny

I would wholeheartedly endorse the folllowmga ;};;:\;:?oﬁ:’
Woodworth. In short if I am asked whether :mmuc}‘ heviorist,
T have' to ‘reply that I do not know, and do'not uh care it
am, 1t is because 1 believe in the geveral projects p by
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behaviorists. 1f I am not, it is partly because I also believe in
other projects, which behaviorists seem to avoid, and partly because
I do not see any one big thing to be called behaviorism—any one
inclusive enterprise binding together the various projects of the
behaviorists into any more intimate union than they enjoy from
being, each and severally, promising lines of work in

psychology.’
(Ibid)

Another critical problem in contemporary psychology refers to
instinets. The problem of instincts vitally affects the decision of psy-
chology as regards human nature, James and other psychologists
have taught us that man is endowed with certain inherited modes of

response to stimuli arising out of the forces of

environment gcting upon
the organism.

James and McDougall have given long lists of such
inheirted modes of responseg. Behaviorists and social psychologists
have waged a ruthless war against the concept of instincts. One of
the arguments for elminating instinct from the inventory of psycho-
logical concepts raises the contention that all that is inherited refers
to structure. Watson’s favourite example of the behaviour of boome-
rang in returning to the thrower shows that this peculiarity of the
boomerang is simply due to its structure. 1nstinets are sought to be
explained as chains of reflexes. It is rightly pointed out by
Woodworth that it will force us to discard the concept of reflex
itself, as also that of habit along with it. We cannot stop halt way
with the rejection of instinct. Logically we shall be compelled to
throw overboard reflex itself as well ag habit. The truth of the matter
is that the consideration that behaviour depends on structure need

not compel us to reject the concept based upon the facts of
behaviour. '

Dunlap in his article ‘Are there -any instinets ?’ (J. of Ab, Péych.
1919-20) made a vigorous attack on the doctrire of instincts. Ha

pointed out that the concept of pure or isolated instinct is of no
real value.

The behaviour of & human being is extraordinarily
camplex and therefore we should not put much value on descrip-
tions of catalogues of instincts as given by James, MeDoughall
and Thorndike. This argument generally refers to the impossibility
of separating inherited from acquired behaviour.

from fertilization onwards is the resultant of factor
organism as well ag environment.

contention it can still be made out
would require a much more radical revision of our concepts, because
in that case we shall not be able to speak significantly both of
ecquired as well as native behaviour. Kantor maintaing, {n his

All development
8 residing in the
Granting the importance of this
that thig consideration, if true,
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article on ‘Functional Interpretation of human Instinets’ (Psy.. Rl.é:
i920)‘that organism reacts as & whole and we should not isolate

instincts into separate factors.

A third argument advanced by Perrina fmd Klfel:h (P?;clhzl;)eggt.s
Tts Method and Principles’ 1926) raises- the. issue of the c tp nents
of iﬁétinct such as reflexes and physwlotglcal II:;O;:::ZZ tn; ochemist

" ment wou
oo o i'sk?‘nagiszzlifl's ai;c:alzl, zrliuwoﬁld only permit 1'1im to spezak
g Speatmg cherﬂica.l substances. Psychologists on this contention
o elemex:; al'vyeak of habit meaning an acqgired complex pel"formance.
Xzzllliog(;lo;its and Sociologists urge that uniformity even if amount-

ity i trait is inherited.
ing to universality is no sure proof that a

A very important objection against th‘e congﬁpt ;ic;n:::::tt }:
raised by Allport (Socigl Psy'Cthloiin.cogl)ﬂ :;: peif Oimance o the
gerial integration of reflexes 1nto any complex e e ot
" 13&;“‘280:—" E:h:}i’ailsu:'k.ler;f;njl;x}: at leastp all complex bel.mviou'r
o torn anz iibib complexes so that instinets simpl;t are ﬁctlons-of
p:th;ig?s:s. They are mythological entities. Instincts, according
11:0ytihese gociologists, simply do nob exist.

‘behaviour-sét’ of internal adjustment beyond simple
Kuo suggeit;e k:::: 1(21;!' :zfca(;lfed instincts. Behaviour-set lowers
e hd;)d for certain stimuli and raises it for some others. The
the ﬂ?tes ?t according to Kuo, is not innate; it is only learned or
beha"l_om;‘;e ’The organisation of 8 behaviour-set through -lepal‘l‘:i:;
conditnon. 'done by trial and error. The behaviour seb vari'es _wnl
reflexs 1:, (Giving up of Instincts in Psychology. J. of Phll ']:92 )
experion b titutes for instincts the term "_1’1‘8*!’0{93‘. reflexes’” six
— z:r sxva:hich are the basis of all. socially significant buman
in num

activities,

Lashley in his article on ‘Experimental analysis of Instinctive
a

" Behaviour’ (Psy. Rev. 1988 P. 471 ff.) has shown that the current tend-
e Psy. R ;

o e merly
‘ he drive to the position former

in psychology to elevate t drivs ormerly
enzipileril gyyinstinct as a general motivating force apart frtom ,s;ec::lﬁ:
o i is 1 sufficien

i i tisfactory. There is no ‘
sensori-motor systems 18 unsa \ u
:Iilsence for its hypostatization as a real force. L?:shléy urges tha:
for a complete understanding of the mechanism of instinet we mus
analysé the properties of the stimulus-situation.

Behaviorists consider instincts as constellations of 'geﬂexag
clustéring round external stimuli but the explanation in $erms of
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reflexes cannot explain the variability in motor activity. Lashley
therefore suggests that any explanation of instinct should make room
for a clear perception and recognition of visual patterns in the stimuli.
Nests and webs are inexplii:able without a clear perception of the
pattern. The Gestaltists here seem to be right in their convietion
that the fundamental visual organization is innate and this organi-
zation has a definite preference for definite arrangements of the physical
elements in the stimuli. Motor action therefore is based upon
perceptual organization as is seen by the example of the behaviour
of ‘the primiparous mother rat in retrieving the eggs. Lashley’s
conclusion is that the problem of motivation is also closely identified
with the problem of the specific patterns of the instinctive response.

© McDougall has  advocated a purposive theory of instincts.
Instinets according to MeDougall are primary motives,

native springs
of action.

They are not chains of reflexes as behaviorigts suppose,

nor are they unlearned connections between certain stimuli and

certain movements, or mere mechanical sensori-motor performances.

In the goal-seeking behaviour of animals instincts

play a very
important part.

His list of instincts enumerates all the primary
motives, original springs of action necessary for self-preservation of
the individual farnily life, social grouping, war, religion and al] social
activities. Instinct is inherited and also acquired.

No one can read McDougall without being struck by the fact that
he reads purpose in the actions of even the lowest animals.
McDougall has been accused by Morgan of mentalising the whole
life of the living organisms by looking upon mind not only as a cause
but as ‘the cause in all that pertaing to living organisms, since it is
mind which animates the body.” (Mind at the Crossways. P. 96).
According to Morgan, McDougall regards instinct as ‘an agent the
expression of whose activity betokens purpose’ (Ibid P. 250-51) ‘The
point of emphasis is that the food-seeking instinct is itself purposive

- it seems then that this instinct and sundry others are agents
that act with purpose.’ (Ibid 250) Bub this interpretation 'is unfair
to ‘McDougall. “‘Instinct ig purposive’’

Conduct is goal-seeking means man is
his “Energies of Men" substitutes the word propensity for instinct.
‘A propensity is a disposition, a functional unijt of the minds’ total

organisation and it is one which, when it ig excited, generates an
active tendency, a striving, an impulse or drive towards some goal.’
(P. 118) We define man’s burpose as a goal towards which he ig set,
yet we have to add that it implies that it is his goal, and thig in

turn implies the subjective fact that the map has consciously adopted

means man is purposive.
goal-seeking. McDougall in
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that goal. (Energies. P. 138). It is necessary to note that t?v}-::le

o . ; _ ’
McDogugall considers  emnergence 11npl§ilng memory, plas dlmt ge
lagticity and organization as characteristic of 1.:he organic anrt e
(:na(;ntal realms, Morgan regards cmergent evolution as a property
the whole universe.

. . nd
If psychology can establish the pfesence of lpurpose' :;lalr:aﬁ., :V d
i ive behaviour in lower anl ; ‘
jicher animals and purposive ‘ e
t}t]'eenh]fhz: the teleological view of the world against fshe mechan:; nc
ii;wg But psychologists should not prejudge purpog;vene;s ag
exist.en‘t in the animal world because it supports philosophy.

The problem of instincts makes the Position of I1‘uoder:r epszflc;ho:zg

Iy critical. Either there are instinets or there 8 m.‘e o
hene rena as instinets. Dashiell has remarked t}'mt .t ere jxe no
_Pheflom‘““]: 1: nly instinctive behaviour. Can in‘stmctlve. be :1(;}\11
lnsmmts' ud (;'myl by chemical stimulation of the secretions ¢:>d e
" exp'lame 1;1(155 yThe behaviour of the mother-bird expressed fm
endoc?mé g £ £eathers from her breast and making & s'oft be oxt:
b Plckmi e about to lay is attempted to be explain.ed in temni o
e eg'g'?‘ts tforlxsfelt by the bird, but this chemical irritatl-og Wl?l gxp ain
ol 1;1“: ing out of the feathers but not systematic laying -dow-u |
fmly - dezl iti attern as the bed for the forthcomin.g eggs. This
o oblom e'11n h'avle)z to be ultimately referred to the issue between
problem- " and vitalism, in biology. _Contemporal.ry psychology
meChan'ltsmtill an open question. Biology is yet undecided a,bout. the
le“"esh‘l Svhich the hormones may act. The hormones ma}j either
::illblllsulate the growth or formations of' new ne)vrvous cqnile(;t:;z:,ﬂ i:.;
the organizers of Spemann ; or they may increase the genej‘ra ﬂ;aé A
of the organism, or the hormones maylp;cfﬁl-mzrch;;ﬁ;a; uéhe  difleent

L . lands;

organs,)tas éiciztozenl;alm:;?\?;:?sygstem,Ato increase the e;'xcii;'abil'ity
m'ughabsez:ory-motor mechanism especially involved in the }nstu.lci_n've
y e' r. My view is that mere physico-chemical action 18 1n-
bsza:::: .t;o explain the complex instinctive behaviour as expressed
?n tgle maternal instinet.

The third critical problem in contemporary psychciogy coz:ice:;::
the structure of the mind. Freud, in my V1'ew has' 1sco::;e L e
unconscious but has failed to give us any satlsfact.ory acco vty
nature and contents. Freud conceived the Uncomcx(:;sd9,15f efn Sely
constituted by repressed sex wishes. Jung seceded fro

* because he did not agree with Freud as regards the doctrine of the

libido. Jung understood libido in & broad and comprehensive ‘senqe
6 .
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on the model of Schaupenauer’s will-to-believe or Bergsons’s Elan
vital.  Jung attempts to bring the notion of the libido in lihe with the
c.oucept of energy in physics. Jung maintains that psychical energy
¥lke physical energy, is one and the swme, whether it is express:d
in stx-desire or self-assertion. Jung ditfers trow Freud us regards the
olegm and content of the Uncouscious. He has developed the doctrine
9t the collective and the racial unconscious. He says: ‘In every
dividual in addition to the personal meniories .> . . there are als'o
"nhe greut primordial inwges, the inherited potentiulities of human
u‘uagmution. They have always been potentially latent in ﬁhe braiu
structure. (Jung’s Collected Papers on Analytical Psychology 2nd.
ed. p. 410.) Thus there is a racial part in the Unconscious over and
ubove the individual part.

. Rivers thinks that we get a physiological basis in the unconscious
in the protopathic sensibility (i.e. primitive indiscrimination) of the
uervous system. In the lowly organismis we get the pro'topathic
_s‘ensﬂolliby. I wawn and the other higher species this protopathic
is su.b1~nerged by the epicritic (discriminative sensibility). Protopatiic
seL'xsx!oxllit;y ouly iuskes possible crude and vague scusubi’ou,i while
epmr;t.w sensibility enubles the organisin to get clear and discriminated
sensation,

In estimating Freud’s contribution there have been such oversbabe-
ments as ‘Freud has done more for the advancewent of psychology
than”z.my student since Aristotle’ (MeDougall’s Outline of Abn. sy.
L. viii).  ‘lreud is two hundred percent true’. 4Woodwort-l~1 sayg ‘1
caunot believe his system to be true in any absolute sense, or even
to rank-with the great scientific theories which coordinate existilxg
kuo.w'ledge aud to serve us guides to further discovery. With its
eutities and its dualism it is retrograde ruther Lh@lx forwal'ci;l;)okiu
{Woodworth Contewnporary Psych. p. 271) :

My own'view is that wuch of what goes in the name of Freudian
Psychology is nothing bug pseudo-science masquerading as psychology
The 1f10st valuable contribution of Freud cousists in hig insistence tﬁai;
gguécflous.cpnteuts do not exhuust the totulity of man’s persouaiit
Man’s mind is wider und deeper than consciousness, Ilis de tli-
psychology has opened avenues of investigation into tile_ 6 f ’
explored parts and .departments of human personaiit : Liir “I;
metaphors the spatial etaphor of strata or layers of zl.le m':d .
consciousness, .or :psyche are inadequate and unhappy, and sii ht?r
wmisleading, but for t‘{he convenience of discourse and facility of uidz
standing we have to muke use of a wetaphor which suggesté S thiid

t
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dimension when as a matter of fact mind does not possesses even twa

dimeunsious.

Burridge starting with his researches in connection with cardiac
study, has suggested the following divisions of the mind,

There is a central region termed the cognoscible which merges
imperceptibly on either side into two other regions, infra and ultra-
cognoscible mind, respectively . . . The cognoscible part is again.
further divided into (a) hypo-phasic, (b) eueritical, (¢) paracritical and
ulira-critical. These different parts, regions or phases of the mind can
be illustrated by reference to perception of an object due to different
degrees of clearness of light. (A new physiology of Sensation.)
Burridge has also arrived at the conception of the finiteness of human
minds due to having different capacities,

Personality study has become a rich source of fields of psychological
investigations. Phenomena of alternate personalities as studied by
Morton Prince and others have brought to light facts about the structure
of mind which are inadequately explained by the present physiological
or psychological theories. More strikingly is this the case about the
phenomena in hypnosis. The ordinary logical and ratiocinative
processes of the mind are held in abeyance and a great extension of
field of simple memory is experienced. How ig time accurately kept
with measured accuracy in post-hypnotic suggestion is still an unsolved
problem. Hypnotic state is not a sleep state. It is a waking state
but the hypnotic variety of the waking state is marked by
hyperaesthesias.

Wingfeld’s recent work (Introduction to the study of Hypnotism

- 20) has changed the whole notion of hypnotic sleep. All the hypnotic

phenomena such as anaesthsia, amnesia, dissociation, paralysis and
post hypnotic suggestion are produced by suggestion in the waking
state. W. R. Wells has employed methods similar to those of
Wingfeld and pointed out that the procedure of waking hypnosis is
specially advantageous as the subject can remember and report much
that goes on in his mind. (Experiments in Waking Hypnosis for
instructional purposes J. of Abn. and Social Psy. xviii 23-24.)

We have surveyed some of the critical problems in modern and
contemporary psychology such as that of Consciousness, Instincts,
and the Unconscig or want of space and time we caunot go on
with the supv8y of such problems any further. I only make a strong
plea that as the exi®ing hools and theories of psycholo ailed
to give a consistent aNd eqherent view of the struc
of human nature, a Hjew vcholo
Jook and o fresh origptation must be evolvedfZ
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some years in the past is strengthening my conviction that a new

system of psychology can be built on the foundations of the view of
mind contained in the Yoga Sutras. Yoga supplies the Gestalt of
the human Psyehe. Tu Gestalt theory we are familiar with the
formula of filling the gap, the metaphor of ‘closing the figure’. 1
visualise that the present theories in psychology like the Behaviorism,
Gestaltism, Freudianism, purposivism ete. mark only the stray lines

and angles leaving large gaps which still remain to be filled, the
figure yet requires to be ‘closed’. The psychology implied in the
yoga gives the ‘nsight’ that is necessary and indispensable for the
perception of the form and organization of human mind,

Yoga has conceived the structure of the human mind on a
comprehensive plan.

The five-fold division of the vrittis is specious
enough to include all the states of wind.

The Unconscious according
to Yoga is not filled with the repressed sex-wishes. There is no

distinetion between mnormal and abnormal psychology. Abnormal
here only means unusual extraordinary but not necessarily diseased.
Yoga is dynamic theory of the mind in that it speaks of developing
mental powers and tapping superpersonal sources of energy. Experi-
mental laboratory methods can be applied to the techniques of Yoga.
The methods émployed by Marbe, Ach and Watt and other workers

of Marburg School can be profitably tried for investigating the effects
of concentration and other yogic practices.

Behanan has carried out certain experimentg with himsgelf as the
subject in breathing and concentration. Though the results have not
been very conclusive, these experiments have made it abundantly
clear that the problem treated in Yoga can be investigated under
strictly scientific conditions, pre-arranged in the laboratory and
observations can be made with accurate measurements. The questions
proposed to be answered by these experiments were. What were the
effects on the mind as revealed by the results of (a) a breathing
exercise called Ujjayi and (b) breathing exercise in Ujjayi followed
by concentration. The mental tests administered were (1) the adding
test (2) code test (3) co-ordination test and the (5) Chinese puzzlé

test. Normal time and experimental time taken were recorded in
seconds,

Tt was discovered as the result of these tests and experiments that
breathing and concentration tend to decresse the mental function.
This apparently negative and disappointing result is nevertheless
significant if we remember that the ultimate object of Yoga is still
the modes of the mind. Retardation in one dimension may lead to
acceleration in another dimension of the mind. At anytrat_e the

B
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i igati rried out is
. direction along which further investigations should be ca

clearly pointed out by these experiments.

) h the
I wish to make a strong plea that Yog.u nu.)s‘t- be bé?u]%t:; ::lo;)e Ii:tal
3t to the Laboratory. The Indian Universities Wl v ol
cave departments should take up.some of the problems ng :
et o tigation. If experiments in Telepatl}y and .lalr\.n‘)y
. Y?ga for'mvf:)rflucted in the laboratories in Am(?rlcan Umver.sllltlss
:Ezeit?::nzg:lil and cultural atmosphere I';et'et in tl];esh(:‘):;;'izn \\;18 thz
] ust as b
mo"‘? fovoured rf:;:: u‘;}; iigefgf;tiz;m Univers_itieé, m'x('l Gesgal;o(;
o p'rog:aie German Universities, Indian Universities .shou
PSylelOgy . e of their'own for investigations and e.\’per%ments.
e Profml‘lf:r; that the Lucknow University with its Experlmentnl
IP:;flll‘zfc?g; e13)epla)rtmen‘c. will give the lead in this project.



The Problem of the One and the Many

BY

G. R. MALKI‘\NI, AMALNER
(Continued from Vol. xx, No. 3, p. 208)

IV. The different forms and grades of relationship of the two

(A) There are thinkers who have releg
problem to the background. They take thei
speculative or metaphysical view of things
matter, incapable of real action or even
inefficient, is not real at all.

ated the epistemological
r main stand on a purely
. They argue that mere
of passion, unintelligent and

All reality must be conceived on the
analogy of the individual soul or self which ig the prototype of all

reality. It is a kind of panpsychism. Mind is the only reality.
It is the reality of matter itself. There are souls of a lower grade
and souls of a higher grade,—that is all. The laws of nature have
something of the habitual intelligent beings. There is no necessity
in nature. There is only contingency. The souls advance, They
become more and more self-integrated, and more and more integrated
with other souls in a harmonious social system. Thus each soul is

a unity; and there is a growing unity of social harmony. The well-
being of each soul is an end in itself. This is however achieved
only in o society, for the growth and the well-being of each individual
is bound up with the growth and the well-being of other individuals.
The ideal society is the society of articulate individuals, because
language treasures the past and makes further advance possible
through inter-subjective intercourse. We need not have a god. But
if we want to have one, he will take away nothing from the reality
of other individuals. He will only be a more advanced soul or as
Leibnitz said ‘primus inter pares’,—the first. among equals,

This view may be said to have a good deal of support from common-
sense. Each individual hag

a unity, but s growing unity, not a static
unity. And there is another unity which these ultiniate elements
of reality aim at—the social unity, But plurality is ontologically -

ultimate and irreducible, The individual is g real individual not to
-~ be confused with any other individual. Any kind of Pantheism,
Monism or Absolutism would be quite contrary to this view. But

it fails to answet our question satisfactorily,—what is the nature of
the unity between one individual and another

?  There is nothing that
is really the same or identica] between the different individuals. Thejr
absolute discreteness is only tempered by two factors: (1) Intelligence
or mentality seems to be a common factor; although even here we
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i ich i n to them all. Each has

a mind which is com.mo ' . "
canne” Spea'k d.o'f but mentality, involving mutual. un'derslfan;ié:iwe
his own ml:; ,m (2) Language, with its fixed 0.b3ect1ve s1§n. ) th‘;
(-'-01111“0".;?0 :ie' Language has a social function, and l;ﬁfcation
is ¢ 111 .
p ﬁd mz;l ';gividuals together on the plane of mutual commt
different 1 8¢
and mutual understanding.

b b far. 1t does not help us .

This, howerer, (fio‘:l?e nt?lﬁit?k;et::e;frf:he different. individuals. in
to fix the n.a tul'efo hich the different individuals ht-ersidly P?rt*} © ¢
there un.y thing 0} tw revents a complete and thorough-going SthSl?I:;
1 there is £o% 'wdl'&kfual is the only reality, and Wha‘.t h_e‘percelved
in which the . 1Vlvvn universe? Even language, Wh.ICh. - supPOSI
is just part. of hlsl otion with other individuals, has mgmﬁc‘anf:: (())I;Z
to put ,uS.IPtO fe ,& sciousnegs, which in this way con'stru.cts i :(Ziety.
in. the md}V1d.u? C?n and objects in an intercommumcatnn%1 8 en,c :
world of md.wu.hila s» d to the secrets of a language through t etagnter-
That we 3.1'3 %n‘tlo rceis a fact which is capable, of a dlﬁég‘?ulsl un-
of other md1v1dufis ciousness 1nakes those other ln‘dll:lthe o
pretution, iy COlli the language in their mouth whic & g'vid{ml
conseiously, tmd 1‘)11 Swe not argue that the conﬁnes‘ of our in lsms "
to teuch,  WhY C‘ZE confineg of our universe? This view ;pp: have
cousciousnesf.s are eailable on purely logical grounds; an: V:l o
us to be FUIF:h\iEaSSBut it is inconsistent with the present thesis
no quarrel Wi )

e p i 0] T -1 Ddi .dual »
ulhil“u .

i i € li 9. But
[ i red y p Slt SU.C
lf }le is tO (J'Olltact‘ an outv‘ude leulltl or t)O O h reg ‘
. -

conosdial will be divided within hirnsc?lf,—aﬂ
then e"ident.l y the md:el;'l;:s “tlllzle bindividqal and i‘? w:l lc:ss 9;1111
element .Whl(-;h tgoeliﬁated; and an element of real ’l'iePa"“’h‘mﬁst'ion
iudividuaht)f ® ﬁemnt, trom every other individual. The ;l:at.\;re

which Le i di ef: i the true individual? If he has & dua rt'cula;‘
arises “fresh’——fWha-ﬁs ein he contacts the universe ari(?. & P”‘h-l i
@ universal‘ boing W :11 these two aspects related? Kither the :WQ
kind of being, h-owthe ground of the particular, or thﬁlyttare‘ o
versul element is xternally brought together. In the ¢ :li unit3;
disginet e‘lem'e'nt;. ?duals in the place of one, and the origin e, the
wo have t'W‘_) ml“" completely broken up. In the fonnertc:i i;tb ”
of the md-xvld“‘_" :-ue individual. His separateuess caunol uaiifying
universal is the ist within the universal, and as & g entality
itself. 1t ocan olrzlyise’;ccor dingly less real. The separate m t

. . iousness
adjunct of it. he basis of the universal consciousn

jons only on b . ‘5. re-
thiees andhfuz(i?ﬁdivigual, A real ultimate pluralism is thus
which is the tr : -

pluced by @ real ultimate unity. o )
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(B) There are thinkers who h

e 4 ave developed thi i i
Yersul consciousness. They think of the upfit o e o
mportant with the multiplicity.
by all objects.
knowing subject.

: by as ab least equally
! Epistemologically, it is presupposed
Agl objects of knowledge necessarily refer to g
hey arise in relation to it) Tﬁeir enpir
o _subject rical
content is relative to the sense activity of the subject andptheailr

ntelligent or rational form is derived from the ration

that subject. o e ol

The object as known (constituti
. . ] 4 uting the world of our
:xp:}rlence) has in fact no being of its own, and is entirely relative
lsl't 1ef umt.y of the subject and the different forms in \\jhich this
" lti ur;txons. {he unity is in this way essential to the diversity
o ]fe. objects. We can also reverse this argument. The unity by
“?lemb 11 (T,mpti. hIt has no content. It cannot be proved to (:\:iqt
eng 1t has is wholly relative to the ¢ 1 by
b ' content supplied b
sensation. The unity, no less th iplicit Pt oxit
sen! , an the multiplicity, does not exi
‘ ‘ [ Y, exist
tlitiil;z:l:.th’l‘h:}); are E.correlmtlve; s0 that neither can appear to exist
y e other. Still the subject may be sai i
: y be said to be active, unlik
the purely given element; and to that extent, the subject cox’ls‘::'lug;:

the object, and is more real than the object

\ .
e o The wind makes

It is only in so far a }

as the object presupposes a t
s " . . . i ra’ i
ceigflet;t .re‘ahty, the Fhlllgs-m-themselves, that it can runk as :z
ordinate with the subject in an ultimate analysis of knowledge

This view may be sli
s i ghtly amended to make it more self i
A dualistic standpoint is logically untenable. - e e thinee

in-themselves which ¢ e ure things-

annot be known, they

i , . , ¥y may be dro .
1s‘ beyond all experience is, for all  purposes e ot
There remains the unity of self-consciousness.
Whatever we happen to know, whatever hag
& necessary reference to this unit
unity.

as good us nothing.
This is not nothing.
ver b any being for us, has
Ty | ‘ ity und 13 what it is only within this
e l}l\l::d b::d duu}li bus:e in kpowledge, things-in-themselves ou
e oue Le pd sud a knowing subject on the other, is replaced by
gle buse  of self-consciousness. All things have meaning anzl

reality only in it. Thus unity bec i
e taality bohid o y becomes the basis of multiplicity and

o ;I‘ok:::cizllj:;i Sx‘s n(ét a pure .and contentless unit
O onsciousne 5. uch a unity we do not know, and it is just as

gs-ln-themselves. 1t is & concrete unity, th " g
:‘,he mos‘t concrete idea, the Absolute ldea. It is ¢ e, e
.1t contalrils and also supersedes all forms of rationalc:limre:le’ 'because
in_experience. Moreover, the unity is not static I(:.ug' t mVOlvf’d
1t expresses itself in various forms in experience zm.d fu l: d}’n”‘m“"
ever we know anything whatsoever, It empl(; 8 certm'l R
thought in this process. These forms are qu)iyte rea?m S

Y, the pure unity

They are
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expressions of the unity itself. They constitute a grade of reality
higher than the sense-ridden object. They are .the rational or the
intelligent structure of the latter, the architechtonic of reasom. But

. they had, in their variety and multiplicity, do not constitute ultimate

reality. Reflection upon them reveals their inadequacy, and their

inner movement towards completeness and wholeness. A further

logical step becomes necessary. - They need criticism, and they need
to be made inherently stable and adequate to the whole of reality.
Since being is the most general and the most indeterminate category
employed by thought, it should naturally be the starting point for
this new logical analysis and reflection. This will reveal gradually,
and through intermediate stages of adequacy and rational stability,
the nnity that is immanent in the categories and that is .pressing
for fuller expression through thein. In this way, we arrive at the
last stage and the most rational form of truth. - It sums up all the
truth in itself. Nothing that is real can be slien to it or stand out-

_side of it; for nothing can be real, and deny reason. We have in this

higher or transcendental logic the dynamics of reason it,?elf. We
get at a unity which is fully complete and fully comprehensive. O'ur
search for ultimate truth ought to stop here. Reason is the reahty
of all empirical objects; and the Absolute Idea is the ideal of reason

itself. - ’

We have in this way got at an ultimate unity. It is not an empty
unity. Jt is fully concrete and fully alive. - We can’ say that the
world, in so far as it is known, is an expression of it, although_an
inadequate expression, governed by less adequate forms of thought.
The fully adequate expression of the Idea will be the Idea as object
to itself. The Idea knows Itself a8 object. This form of consciousness
of itself or self-consciousness, in which the Idea is the subject and
the Idea is the object, is the highest form of knowledge. Truth here
coincides with reality. What is known is not sensible matter or alien
matter, but matter supplied by reason itself. The Idea has become
its own object. There is mo longer any foreign-ness or strangeness
between reality and the knowledge of reality. The object that is
krown is the gelf-reflection of the subject. At the same time, this
object is not a pure and undifferentiated unity of the type ‘T am 1.
It is inclusive of all thoge differences which are involved in the most

. concrﬁte and the most rational idea.

‘We conclude that there is an ultimate unity of things which is
not repiilsive of differences. It may be true to say that the unmity
is more important than the multiplicity which it includes, holds to-
gether and systematises. It may be equally true to say that the unity
ig correlative to the multiplicity, und is nothing without the latter

7
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sied tuken merely by itself. It is o question of emphasis and the
way we take it But what is quite undeniable is thut the unity is
pregoant with multiplicity, and is not a pure and simple unity. We
have worked ap to it from our present experience in which what we
know un real i certuinly differentisted. All our concepts of reason
presuppose  this  differentintion.  We  cmmot wholly ubolish these
differences. We can only seck to sssimilute them to some higher

fonn of umity which iy present in our experience from the very
beginuing.

The unity as ubove conceived has jts orig

in i un epistemological
comdiderntion of (hinxg_

What is the unity implied by all objects of
knowledge which constitute our world? 1t is the unity of self-
tousciousness in the nbove sense,
thuau the self of reason.
of the Idew.

in all of n..

For, after all. our self is no other
Man ue u vational being, is the embodiment
He is the Idea personified. The sume reason functions
It is the Universal Consciousness. 1t is the unity that
is cotmmon to all the individuals. The life of pure reason is the same
in sl of us. Ity be the logical wnity of the ego functioning in
all knowledge or it muay be the dynanidce unity of the Idea. The
individual is nothing but this universal conse
body which individualises this consciousness
and functions ws a separate entity,

ionsness plux a psychical

- The individual knows

but he expresses the life of reason,

which is commmon to ull the individualg, in all that he does. In this

way, we have uw unity which is metuphysically  common to all

individuuls, und which is epistemologically common to all objects.
V. Criticism of Kentian and Hegelian views on the problem

of the one and the many

The view above indicated does not appear to us to be correct.
Kunt rightly starts with experience and analyses thig experience.
But the unulysis is not correct. The unity of the subject is admitted
in all the ucty of knowledge, but this unity is wrongly interpreted
8 the unity of function only, and as involving no being or existence
we such. Our thesis is that there is unity of being here, and
that this nnity is free from the correlation of the subject und the
object. It is the unity of the pure subject, which is in the end the
ground of the duality of the subject and the object, and so of all
multiplicity derivable from this.

The epistemological subject which functio
o its objects. We are able to know it through analysis. It is an
object of u kind which reflection lays bare for us. It is & more
questionable proposition whether we know this unity

of the subject
us functioning through a fized sot of categories whick are the necessary

16 in knowledge is relative
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its worki 'e certainly do not find these through any
,o";“ '0! ::f. t:eo::::znts:\lfe (i\’e shzuld prefer to regard the .cntegorws
ana};‘::;:‘gg no ncreu.ary connection with the unity, and as s\m?lvydtl;:
:l: facto éategories of thought employed in expe.nencel, u::la;rel::“ity
through un analysis of this experience. 'I.here m'nt; :5 d s el
about them. Another set of categories might hnu? ;)1 he::' olly el
although the experience dominated by them “;\llft rmx e
different experience in ita rational sm_lcmre.mu b(; m.“m‘ \,\'he“
e th‘;." f y t(f)vtﬁ;z:::f(":?in:narghuete (‘hé relation
we know things under the form o . » the pon

i «m, not a self-evident truth'. Whe
" 5"55‘“":;‘i::"‘: ?::li:)r"tt‘;lr :a't:::::-;nof cause and effect, t.he relation
e \d geffect ir not intelligible. Tt is oniy a provialonal and
o "ﬂ"': ::i’nd of intelligibilits that they give to sensible matter or
R Tn thig sense, Kant has not anawered Hume at nII: who
Se“”""":‘-m mbe. the relation further of substance an.d attribute,
. s nd erl;e(-t found in experience. But the ‘pamt for our
ca"s: r-;‘il is that '(‘he unity is the undiﬁerentiute'd u.m'.y of r::;e t:g&
zlr:ldp t:n: it is correlative to tb: :‘x‘bjee:‘.t Tlh;, tul::g l:n g-ecrl:eans o
i ity of thought. '

i.t l:ugrl\z:o:: i?itl(:rt;!:;g‘l’::‘t(;r the cntigm'ies of the understanding, or

W T ‘l . I hO qwmﬂ W w be «
in

i i ity only, and whether there is
ith this formal or logical unit} Y, an . ;
”‘M?:: :elr awareness which transcends the unity in qmtlon,l ::::u :,
"‘tm:nd ixisu in itself, without being really or necessarnly re
v,
the object.

We think that a higher awareness in the above semu; :ll : n::::::t:
hts. Otherwise, the very analysis of know. g' oo

. tho?g We need ta contemplate the duslism of kno_vsledge tr;
imP'-:"“‘bl&t dpoint. The objection to such a view mn.ght be ﬂ.m
B oo P: l;estion has an object, although a different kind
o “'m;‘et“ s: sa?v It must therefore function, and construct an
o 'Objwt erd'u to t'-he rules of the understanding in order to know.
Obl?Ct accorel(lntixad once again to s unity of function. Thete is nl(:
I}{“l; ?:nu:ctual knowledge for any such higher kind of unity, whic
ii anrelated, and which exists in itself.

i i . 1f every object nceds to be
is a fallacy in this argument ’ .
Tthr:?te: and is real only as it is thus oousttiqctefl. ::ent w::::
?i:::t the unity that constructs? If it is some .kmd of ; '::c ;wah
we recognise on analysis, then it has an objective character

* fhis is the geoesis of Hegel's criticism of categories, leading to the dialectioal
movement of reason.

v
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involves in its turn a further constructive act. Since this series will
have no last term which constructs without being constructed, no
term of the series can be realised. In order that it should be realised,

the unity implied by it should first be constructed, and we are led
at once to a regressus ad infinitum. '

in question is not objective in
? Can it be identified with some
ce to an object? Such function

itself objective. The unity must needs be
a functionless unity of being, if it is to be truly mnon-ohjective in

character, This unity cannot be correlated. It canpot be known
In the objective attitude. It will not be ¢ factor in knowledge of
objects to be grouped through analysis. In fact it is the only trans-

cendental element that any analysis of knowledge can possibly suggest
without making us know it.

Let us sui)pose that the unity
character. Can it then be correlated

function having a necessary referen
is nothing if it is not

It might be thought that we need not interpret the real subject
in this radical way.

The same entity could be subject and object
alternately. It is subject when it knows, and becomes object when

it is known. There can thus be a geries of acts of knowledge, in which
there is no last term called the pure subject. This is a confusion.
" One and th

¢ same thing can never have two such
characters either at the

is an object to s later
subject of the earlier.
real subject and a real
is. done in Vedantq.
which is demanded by
them (prameyq).
whole subject,—it
knowledge and mus

contradictory
same time or even at different times. What
knowledge cannot be the thing that was the
There can be no possible identity between a
object. We can indeed relate the two as it
We recognise the pramaia (empirical subject)
all knowledge of objects and is correlative to
But this subject is not the only gubject or the
is that part of the subject which functions in

t be conceived as being in false identity (adhyasic
tadatmya) with the real intelligent subject which is changeless,
transcendental, and non-active (saksi). In any case, it would be
wrong to suppose that we cannot go

beyond the logical subject.
What reveals it cannot be another logical subject.

But what is this “revealing”? Tg it not simply knowing? The
subject that knows (Whatever the nature of that which it knows)
bject, and so in principle empirical.
uth no real subject, whether we call
], that we can directly know. The so-

in its turn known gt the time it is
supposed to know. But then ¢

here is no such thing as the empirical
subject, and no duslity of the subject and the object in knowledge.
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isti ime it is real knowledge.. The
- 1_‘90“’19‘18; isu?z;iu;:l;t;ieailfj}zthizea later product, the pr(?cI.uct
o (')f t :h Su }]115 This thought has no relation to the original
. rfﬁeci“l’{e w;)edge .and is in fact & falsification of it. Where thelje
f’eaill(t)yd(:lali;r?l a flu’alism is created and impo':sed".[‘h All }mov&(')]e((ljﬁé;s
. i ' - istic knowledge. ere is 1 her.
essen:muzs g:r:hemlll(zlnr:em;fd;z}:;’tll:dge of objects is a pure conceptual
Xzili?)n.g ° Kn&wledge of objects is not knowledge at all.

This view may not be generally acceptable. It mayt}ll)etczllllsf;:ii
imitive and crude. We shall therefore suppose : a : ma
too‘ . led is real knowledge, and that reﬂectxo.n. - oes
focte kn'o“ e\Vge have in this case to account for the possxb'xhty of the
Pervert. . i eonsci'ousnesrs of this knowledge with its dlﬁerencfe of
z;velszggc;najd the object. Without such revelatio? ab 81:: i;a;m(e;;
; i i ection is not a :
- be(;:n;se soglrl;p:z;?:i.s i(:;erzzlfzen by tbought, for the .sake
kno}ﬂedge"b'l't on what is known otherwise, either through direct
of el y}; ugh memory. There must thereforfa be some 'frol:n;
awar.eness o ¢ r:gsg of each piece of knowledge as it occurs. ) a:
o d“‘ef’t awarenirical knowledge of the record-grade uf: thej tlme.ls
thejre # no. emgtherwme we should have to admit an infinite se{;:es
q;l ltetceg;ml:r.lowledge at a single moment. But there are two other
of acts »

alternatives still open to us.

i . consciousness which kmows wi.ttx-

© 'There . th:)gfhl‘::lo:vrigdg:re I:Ois called siksi-jidna in }}dvlal:xi
- f“rthﬁf' acctless awareness of an act of knowledge ;s .a zf
e 'T b areness of reflective thought on the as1.s
translated o e 3“; is possible under the circumstances 1sk a
memory. How metm of yk_nowledge of the record grade ha's ncTt lfat e:
auestion .(fOf . Bic Z a trace or & sammskare in the mind); hu ;t
placs B 7ot ible, if the later awareness in term.s of t ou:i t
must be son.lehOW P;) > V;]hat is certain is that the subject togt:oue-
is to be uc.counfedk o:n 6r revealed at the time b.y s.t pure c&lrfsc u:e
with its 'ob]ect . nltl): act or function. The afhmssm’n ;fow 1sinp o
"y th}:lsgi(:fussness which does mnot function, or kn
2?:1:iijcafoway, is thus fundamental.

. That there is

. ; different account. .

Iso give & slightly bject in

(.2) Wetcar?sczndeﬁtal' consciousness that revealsﬁ :;eb:udéubted.

a h{g?)er kmwledge together with this knowlquetca  is indicated

empirical kno ¢ ita revelation may not be just as | | snowledge

But the mode o lno awareness whatsoever of emp;:nca ather fhe

&bOZ;-‘ tXfe };;Z" latter is supposed to occur. We ave m¥

ot the ‘
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awareness of a transition from one state of the mind to another, or
from no-knowledge to knowledge. Since an act. of knowledge is what
occurs, and since we are aware of this act, there must be an actless
consciousness which precedes the act as well as continues after it.

Otherwise, the act cannot be known. We canmot break up the

awareness of an act into separate pieces of awareness. It is one
simultaneous awareness. It is not the case that we first know the
situation that precedes the act, that next we know the act, and that

finally we know the situation after the act. The situation before

and after the act is part and parcel of the awareness of the act itself.
This awareness we have said is actless or of the nature of pure
consciousness. If it were otherwise, we should have three different
acts of awareness,—that relating to the situation before knowledge
oceurs, that relating to actual knowledge, and lastly that relating to
the end of knowledge. But introspection reveals no such seres of
acts of the second grade. Besides, the situation before an act of
knowledge oceurs represents no content in itself and is a pure negation.
How can it be grasped through an act of awareness? The inference
is jhevitable that there is no act of the second grade, or a higher act
of knowledge that grasps a lower act of knowledge. It ig the actless
consciousness that is aware of an act, and it is aware of it not as
something standing by itself and as a single entity, but only as it
forms part of a transition of states. It is the tramsition from no
act to act that forms the simultaneous object of the higher conscious-
ness. Further, the apparent sequence in the states is apparent only
or falge, because the consciousness that reveals them does not reveal
them “‘successively” through separate acts of knowledge. It is one
indivisible consciousness out of time, and in which there is no
succession, that reveals them at the same time. Thus we are forced,
in any strict interpretation of facts, to admit the reality of a higher
grade of consciousness, a pure consciousness, which ig ever the subject
and never an object. It is the non-recognition of this, that infects
the whole thought that originated in Kant. The ultimate dualism

of the subject and the object in our view of ultimate reality is a
necessary corollary of this initial error.

If we are driven to the admission of this higher consciousness,
can we argue that it is correlative to anything or that it exists in
relation to some object? That is true of the
.which functions in order to know. But what

subject which can never be known in the obje
correlative term.

empirical subject only
reveals it is the pure
ctive attibude or as a
It revealy every such correlation. It is the ulti-
mate principle of intelligence or of awareness which cannot be denied.

We cannot therefore argue that there is no pure subject, because
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we do not know any such .thing. If we knew it as w‘e know the
“*subject in empirical knowledge’’, it would cease to be 1tse'lf. rl‘he.re
is no higher principle of intelligence that can reveal it or ?bjectlfy .1t.
“Who ean know the knower?”” Here we are face to face with a 1.'eahty
whiéh is not the reality of function, but of being pure gnd s?mple.
It is being that is in itself unrelated; and if we musfi know i, we
must change radically the mode of our approach. It.lS o\r.lly known
as the pure self, and so free from any dualism. 'I.‘hls }Jm.ty of the
ultimate subject is the only true and ultimate unity, indicated by
an analysis of our experience.

Hegel gave up the abstraction of things-in-.themselves, anfl the
abstraction of an empty logical unity of the subject. ?I'e.substxtu.ted
fbr them the concrete unity of the concept. Our criticism against
him is that he is extremely one-sided, and that while .he talks of &
concrete reality, he offers us an extreme abstraction hxms'elf. Kant
may have been an agnostic. But he dealt wi'bh real experience, and
tried to get at its implications through analysis. ,H.,e gave a more or
Jess balanced analysis after all. Hegel was carried away, .hk«.s a
doctrinaire, into the shadowland of empty concepts. .He x’mm‘rmsed
the value of actual experience, and in seeking t9 rationalise it, h.e
werely succeeded in explaining it away. He (.hd .no(? render . this
experience more intelligible and more profound,. in agmﬁcsfnce or a8
revelatory of a higher reality; but he substituted f?r it aflother
experience altogether, which was declared to be & higher king of
experience or experience at the level of pure reason as such, but
which was of very doubtful value.

The unity of the Idea is the unity of reason. _‘A,‘ll its cont?nt is the
content of reason. But how do we get at this unity? ’l'jh.e unity of fhe
subject ut least is known in some sense, and we’can ralse‘_a guestlon
whether it represents any real being or merely a 1(3glcal f}xnctxon in know-
ledge. Although our analysis and our interpretatu?n of it may dlﬁfr, we
have some intuition of ‘1" as & principle of unity and of copthU}ty
in mental life. When we want to replace this by' somqth§11§ :
supposedly more concrete in the form of the concept, this new kind

- of unity is not apparent. It is not given to begin with. We have

to devise some method for getting at it. This is: the. diglectical
method. This method consists in the unulysi.s of c.ertax_n concepffs
exixployed by reason in experience. Our starting point therefore is
not the analysis of pure concepts of reason as. such. I&e'asog Vk:yy
itself supplies us neither with any content nor v."lth any ‘unfty. We
resort to experience in order to get any materw:l for our ang.,lym,
gome concept of resson which we may anslyse. So much it thie ﬁhe
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case that

if there is no experience, there is no function of reason in
evidence,

and there is no rational concept to analyse. FEven the
most general and the widest category, the category of being, has
this reference to experience. Being of what? Only something given
in experience can be credited with being. We are thus inevitably
led, as Kant was led, to the intuitions of sense for any real or actual
being. Although therefore reason may be said to be g necessary
factor in experience, it has no independent reality of its own. Each
and every concept of reason synthesises a multiplicity. This multi-
plicity is not nothing or mere non-being. If it were, reason itself
would have no meaning, and no validity. If reason is real, it is real
only in its function with regard to sensible matter. But is this
sensible matter real ? Certainly it is not in itself something rational.
Tt cannot be analysed into any concepts of reason. Either therefore
something is real without being rational, or reason itself loses all
reference to reality and is reduced to empty and meaningless concepts.
The much talked of concreteness of the Idea has completely vanished.
In fact, in retaining the reality of the concept and in emphasising
the dynamical character of reason, the outer world or the world of
multiplicity, has to be brought in once again. Otherwise, the very
moments and movements of reason lose ull sense. We need to have
experience in order to get at the higher categories, to arrange them,

gnd to study their inner dynamical movement towards greater
adequacy or completeness.

* For how is the progress of the dialectic achieved?
to show, through analysis, that any particular éoncept
and that when it is taken to apply to the whole of reali
its inadequacy; so much 80, that the antithetic concept becomes
equally true of reality. To reconcile this contrudiction, a new concept
of the nature of synthesis of the two is demanded. But how do we
get at this higher concept? Can mere analysis bring it out? Can it
be logically deduced from the concepts analysed? 1f it could be so
deduced, such deduction

ought to bhe absolutely certuin and
mechanical. Thig ig certain

ly not the case. It requires a philo-
sopher’s insight to make the leap. The concept represents u new
insight, and it is drawn from, and suggested by, some higher level
of experience.
dialectical proce

Can we uargue that experience iy nothing to the
88, and that pure reuson supplies all its material und
is the only reali
pure concept without referenc

ty? Can we advance fr
. . d is there absolute
certainty about this advance? A purely formul process of deduction
may claim this certainty; but 1o ere personal insight' of uy indivi-
dual philosopher can do 50,

. : It is extremely unlikely that the
dialectical process could not be conceived in some -other way, or that

It is possible
is one-sided,
ty, it reveals

e to experience? Ap
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. _ . ‘ .
there is a fool-proof method of progress which any highly train
philosophical mind could automatically take.

i ive. It does not stand by itself.
The reality _0f :zazc:ir;r::e,c Ot::la:':;:r factor being intu.ition.B_M_e:z
16 is & f.aCtor l: IIZ refers to nothing. It has ‘no meanmgf. eca: §
conceph ~9mP v kind of ntultiplicity, no differences o c<‘)n pt.
s such contems B wlhole that contains these differences, which rl?:;:
he inner world of reason.
then abstracted ande:it:;s:egzis fe ctome e moro att.em.mted fo;z;
verled forns o e:p The empirical bias is in thl‘s.way nf}cm;l})]or]rwc
of rationsl con‘tenlf. . for the origin of the multiplicity is, in L.hsi 1 :
within reason .ltse bl;t empirical. Leaving expericnce asxde.af u::hir.\
analysis nothing ich multiplicity of any kind could be evolvg . W;‘ '.e
no method by B o 3 restricted to the concept alome,” we 'a\‘
B dow of things, less real than those :ll?mgs
; v hings-
: for Kant the only fit objects of knowledge.’ I;Z)dmt; m“gg -
which we'e hich ought to be most real, we have descen ,a "
in-themselves w' 1cts subjectively constructed, to ghostly sha bows;mse
phenomena.l' objec e of reason has apparently succeeded, ‘fecaSI
resson. > gallonen widely drawn - upon, althou.gh u.nconsclc‘::ioz;
experieﬁce ?}?: pirpose of thought is achieved in this susp
But when

forence to experience), by a kind of

manner (through to & b&-]:ltlfreis pushed away, and we are shown,
. : itse

experience
legerdemain,

it is supposed, & movemenfi of pure ax'xd rfa:z;l :a:;r;
or 8t Jeass 59 T lled the higher experience, or experie 1vo after
itself; and this is ca h. Is anything left for higher kno?ﬂe o ho
level of reasor, s S‘;‘; .supplied all its content? Those,like us,t;Vin
this? Hs..s ot r:l?'s whole intention of thought, demand sox:xe deg
are sceptical of Thl: dialectical movement of thoug'ht has 1;10 l(:.n her
e coizli‘:::e'ness for knowledge of ultimate reality or the hig
our inqu

philosophical knowledge.

It ig experience as &

reason itself.
only a pale intellectual sha

d s logie, with which all philosopbicel

o o i ostulates. He
ding to his own p o
. have ended accor ) , t, and =a
inquiry ought mh1 of nature, a philosophy of sﬁmis confined
had a Phllfof.ptiy But if the real task of Phﬂo}sloplg’ ond there.
Philosophy. © alls movement of reason, our quest \;féouhave Aroady
hors oan be o deprtmenta e, What Hegel really
There - its different forms. o
i and its di . 4 \

transcended e?v):: irlllievalidity of the dialectical p;'lc.zcesslm :::e:::r;;
t;ie:agzr:h:r‘g in the realm of spirit. tﬁ}xtwv:;s? tI fxsw Zehzve hiaved
O . : d in 18 \ )

y ‘ tainty be achieve snbuiti f reason, snd
Could 81:?3:1;::: knowledge based upon the mtu:;::ai:the oy
- 11:135 the most concrete reality of the Tdea w
reacne

Hegel himself went be
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to study the application of the more concrete to the supposedly
less concrete reality of experience in its diversified forms ? We have
& suspicion that notwithstanding the hosannas about reason, it is
actual experience that ig unconsciously taken to be more real and
nore conerete. Reason cannot explain the content of history, of
nature and of spirit, or more generally the content of experience as
such.

So far as our present problem is concerned, the unity of the
Absolute Idea is not s matter of experience. It is not concrete
reality. It is a concept which has no nieaning in itself and divorced
from experience. It does not supply its own content. It demands
something that ig really other to it, and not evolved out of itgelf.
We have in fact lost the more concrete and the more intelligible
unity of the self or the subject and gob instBad the abstraction of
8 concept. To identiiy this with our real self is unwarﬁanted, and
any kind of higher self-consciousness in this new sense, in which

the Idea is the subject and the Idea is the object, appears to us
to be quite doubtful. :

(To be continued)
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