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_An Argument for the Unknown

Whatever else human knowledge may be it is certain that, to
be worth the name, it must be awareness of something which is new
in some respect or other. Because human knowledge which comes
into cxistence at a particular time must be non-existent previously,
and the object (in the particular aspect) revealed by knowledge must,
therefore, be unkaown during that previous period of non-existence
of knowledge. Calling this object or its particular aspect, which was
not known previously, the unknown, we can ask the question: What
is the nature of the unknown? How can this question be answered?

Some would suggest that the unknown is the cause of the known,
and as the cause must somehow contain the effect, the unknown must
be like the known. But even if this argument is granted, a further
question may be asked to ascertain the exact meaning of the answer.
Does it mean that the cause, the unknown, is wholly identical with
its effect, the known, or that it is nol wholly so? The first meaning
is not acceptable because it would imply that the process of causation
does not make any change and this would make the idea of causation
ihconceivable and, therefore, nullify the above causal argument. The
second meaning, which alone remains, would imply some difference at
least_between the cause and the effect, and therefore, between the
"unknown and the known. It has to be admitted, therefore, that to

the extent, or in the aspect, that the cause is different, the unknown__

must be wholly unknown. The gonclusion that is forced on us is that
some element must remain unkpown. Iis nature is not at all ascertain-’
able by this causal argument and if no other method of ascertainment
ig ayailable, this upknown has to be accepted as unknowable ag well,

" But we can anticipate here an objection against this conclusion.

Ont can point out that in so far as the unknown is at least regarded

as the cause of the knowledge of an object, it is so far known,-and is -
. not wholly uoknown nor unknowable. But this objection is wot-in<
. _superable:  Our notion of cavsality is derived from the observation

.
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of a certain relation among two known objects and it is applicable
primarily to the realm of the known. It is only by force of analogy
that we come to think of the unknown as the cause of the known.
Such thought is, therefore, hypothetical. That is to say, if we are to
think of the unknown on the analogy of the known, the former could
be regarded as the cause. Causality is therefore, only a symbolic
description of the unknown, based purely on an analogy. That there
must be something before knowledge arises, that it must be connected
and continuous with the arising of knowledge all these are ultimately
based upon: the netion of causal relation obseryed in the realm of
objects known. And even if the idea of causality be a priori and neces-
sary, as Kant holds, it would only mean that we cannot experience or
know objects without applying this idea; it would not follow that what
is not known must also be a cause.

From this causal line of inquiry into the nature of the unknown
we can turn to an epistemological one. One can suggest that to be
an object of knowledge, something, say a table, must obey the laws
of thought and the conditions which make knowledge posslble So
even while the table is unknown it must possess these characteristics
with the help of which we can describe it. It is not, therefore, un-
knowable. But here, as before, it is possible to object that to describe
the object before it has entered knowledge in terms of the forms it
assumes when it enters knowledge is only a retrospective description,
and we can never feel certain that it does really apply, any more than
we can be sure that since the water which enters a tube is circular it
must be circular even before it enters the tube, or that because a table
. looks red when it is seen through red glasses it must be red in itself,
The whole point at issue is whether from the fact that something
expresses itself in a particular form we can say that it must always
bé of that form. At best we can say that it-is capable of expressing
itself in that form. But this amounts to saying little more than that
it assumes that form when it enters knowledge. How can we then
ascertain the nature of an object before it enters knowledge? Does
not thxs seem to be unknowable?

- This- scepticism does not. affectv our. pract:cal life. For. practical
purpose,‘we: can'-describe .an -object: retrospectively, and call the un-
known -state-of - the -thing -also a table.: But.sych convenient fiction
does not remove our theoretical doubt.. Of cowrse if one. is pragmatic
engpgh to identify truth with practical utility the difficulty would not
arise. But one who does not do so falls to get rid of tlus doubt,

- Some acute thinkers would: point out that such scepticism is based.

' on"an Tuidue assumption. The question .regarding the nature of the
unknown car'} arise only if one assumes the existence of the usnknown.
'
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But if the unknown is really so, you cannot even know that it exists,
or that it is the previous state of the known. Unfortunately, this very
legitimate contention, far from removing doubt, deepens scepticism.
For, whereas there is no proof for the existence of the unknown,
neither is there any proof for its non-existence. Idealism proves too
much when it denies the existence of the unknown simply because its
existence cannot be proved. Realism also proves too much when it
affirms the existence of something whose non-existence cannot be
proved. The only rational attitude of the mind in such a circumstance
is to suspend judgement. So ultimately the doubt about the nature of
the unknown envelopes even its existence. The unknown thus turns
out to be absolutely indefinite, and nothing can be predicated of it
since its existence itself is doubted, though not disproved.

We cannot, therefore, avoid the indefinite. It is like the shadow
lying in the background .of whatever emerges in our knowledge in a
definite form. Practical life is interested only in the definite, and our
attention, therefare, turns towards it, turning its back on the indefinite.

. When, for example, we are asked to imagine something, and we imagine

a golden mountain we feel that this definite object emerges out of an
indefinite background. It was possible for us to imagine any other object,
and it is by rejecting all other possible alternatives that we entertain
this particular image. Imagination of a definite object involves, there-
fore, withdrawal of attention from the rest and selection out of what is
not prev:ouslv of any definite character, that is out of the indefinite.
In a similar way, perception also involves selection of an undefined
background out of which the perceived emerges in a definite form.  So
also do we find when we speak really ex tempore. Ideas and words
spring into existance and assume definite fornis out of what was
previously formless. In fact, round about every sort of definite con-
sciousness there is always the indefinite. That the awareness of the
definite involves an awareness of its limit and an awareness of its
emerging by concentration and withdrawal of attention from other
indefinite possibles, cannot be ignored.

It is true that we cannot discover the mdeﬁmte by turning our
positive attention away from the definite, any more than we can dis-
cover the darkness at the back of a searchlight by turning it round.
Whichever way attention is positively turned there would emeérge a
definite object, just as wherever the searchlight is focussed some object
or other comes to light instead of some speck of darkness. Attention
reveals definite objects one after another out of the dark indefinite
that Ties all round.

A view such as this will be unacceptable to the positivist whose |
attention is always fixed on the positive objects emerging in experienae.
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It will be repugnant also to the Hegelian panlogist who equates reality
to the logical or the rational, leaving no room for the non-rational
* . ’
unknown or the indefinite. We shall briefly consider their objections
here. .

Out of the positivist’s arguments we shall select here the most
recent and the most radical one, namely that to talk of the unknowable
is to talk of the meaningless. Every word, the logical positivist
points out, stands for some positive, experienced fact, and so the word
unknowable cannot correspond to any such fact, and is, therefore,
devoid of meaning. Even if this argument is accepted its effect on
the point at issue would be that the unknowable is inexpressible in
words. But is there any reason to make us think that the expressible
exhausts the whole domain of possibles? On the contrary do we not
find that even certain definite facts of experience (e.g. the exact
character of a bodily feeling, or of a joy or a sorrow) though clearly
felt cannot be expressed in language? The word, unknowable, or
indefinite suggests to us something other than the knowable or the
definite and it conveys a meaning other than a positive one. In other
words it only. points to the necessity of recognizing a negative function
of meaning. in addition to the ordinary positive one—a meaning obtained
by negation of the positive and the definite.

Turning to the panlogist we meet with a host of objections. We
may refer the reader for this purpose to an article contributed in the
July, 1942, number of the Review of Philosophy and Religion by Mr.
A. C. Mukherji under the title * Reality and Rationality *, where he will
find an account of the usual objections. It will be convenient for us
to select some of the basic arguments from this paper and consider
their effect on the present thesis. Mr. Mukherji will strongly remind
one of the confident Hegelian flourishing a quarter of a cen.turv ago
and believing that the mystery of the universe has been solved or;ce for
all, and that one has only to ‘comprehend’ and ‘propagate’ the truth.
Blindness to some necessary, transcendental principles, he thinks, ‘leads
to 'th; unnecessary multiplication of philosophical systems.’ (r.8). He
 tries to show how Plato, Kant, Bradley, Bergson and some others miss
the truth owing to the partial or complete ‘transcendental blindness.’

One of 'thgse transcendental principles is the one Kant brought
into prominence, namely that ‘concepts which make experience possible
are on that very ground necessary’. But Kant did not fully realize
the implication of .this principle or he would not speak of the un-
knowable, which, Mr. Mukherji, like so many other cri
feels sure, is inconsistent with this principle. i i

( wl?it!ﬁ has not been explicitly demonstrafzq bypheim. ?:;::2?;;;.8::23;
thus: you cannot speak of the unknowable unless it is an objéct of

itics of Kant,
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'your knowledge, and if it is an object of knowledge it ceases to be

unknowable. Is such an argument really sound? If it were so, you
could never say about anything that you do not know it. For at once
the objection could be raised, if you did not really know the thing
how could you even know and say that you do not know it? And
thus finally you would be led to the paradox that you must know
what you do not know. A paradox like this can be accepted only if
the word ‘know’ bears two different senses, or it would be an open
contradiction. Then surely the sense or respect in which the thing
is unknown is not the very sense or respect in which it can be said
to be known. For Kant, the thing in itself is unknown and
unknowable in the sense that it cannot be expressed in terms of space,
time and categories. It cannot be said to be known or knowable in
this sense unless we identify it completely with that awhich has actually
entered sense-experience.

Though Mr. Mukherji is not prepared to accept the distinction
befween the knowable and the unknowable (p. 15), he does believe in
the distinction between absolute truth and human truth in certain
respects, and that the former is realised in human knowable (p. 20).
What could we say of the unrealized aspect of the Absolute truth?
If it is also known in the sense in which the realized aspect is, the dis-
tinction between the two would be unintelligible. And if it is not so
known then the unrealized Absolute is beyond such human knowledge.
To apply to it the principles that govern the entering and expression of
the absolute in human knowledge would be, as we tried to show in
the earlier part of the paper, taking a step the infallibilitv of which
cannat be guaranteed by reasoning. The unrealized will thus remain
unascertainable and so unknowable.

But how can we think of the unknowable? Is it not necessarv
that whatever enters thought must obey the logical laws of thought?
But can we not similarly ask the question, how can we speak and
think of the contradictory? It is not surely because the contradictory
obeys the principles of thought, for then it would be no longer contra-
dictory. This should open our eyes to the fact that thought can be
aware, though in two different ways, as much of what accepts the
yoke of its laws as of what rebels against it or eludes its grasp. It is
the latter sort of experience which makes thought aware of its limit
and points to something beyond.

. If you confine however the word, ‘thought’ to logical consclousness,
that is consciousness which obevs the laws of consistency, you must
admit some other kind of consciousness which presents the illogical,
contradictorv stuff to thought and which thought fails to reduce inte
its own form, that is into a consistent system. If the texture of the
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human mind were wholly logical or rational, the long-drawn moral
and intellectual efforts to rationalize life and mind would remain un-
explained. The irrational character of the human mind which has
gradually to be broken to the reins of reason with great difficulty
clearly points to the irrational or the illogical, which may accept the
laws of logic, but is not rational ab initio. The frequent failure of
the rationalizing process of thought (e.g- in cases of fallacious think-
ing) further makes it clear that thought’s power of rationalizing our
consciousness is not always sufficient. This would also show that even
if consciousness be absolute, it is not wholly rational.

But is it not contradictory to think of the irrational? Is not a
philosophy which accepts the irrational self-contradictory? It would
be so if to think of the irrational could be shown to be an illogical or
contradictory process of consciousness. But it is not really so. Té
think of the irrational is not thinking irrationally, any more than to
think of dreams is itself dreaming. In fact Logic does and has to
discuss all fallacies of thought, and in discussing them it does not
surely become fallacious itself. The charge of inconsistency does not,
therefore, apply to a philosophy which recognizes the irrational and,
therefore, the limitation of logical thought. Of course the philosophy
that discusses the irrational must and does accept the laws of logical
thought in discussing it. But the irrational which is discussed in a
rational or logical way does not cease to be irrational, even as a dream
being discussed does not cease to be a dream, or a philosopher’s con-
tradiction does not cease to be so when it is logically discussed by its
critics.

" From different lines of thought we can then come to the conclusion
that human knowledge and logical thought are not absolute or all-
inclusive and that, on the confrary, they dré limited. The boundary
is not, of course fixed. Tt goes on being shiftéd d4s more of the uriknown
enters knowledge and becomes rationally systematized. The recog-
nition of this limit is not self-contradictory, but is the result of logical
processes of thought, and is, therefore, binding on thought if it is not
to give up the game at the sight of its defeat or cirtailment of its
territory. The unknown is known as the unknown just as the illogical
is thought logically to be illogical. Knowledge or thought cannot say
what lies beyond itself except that it is bevond knowledge. No judg-
ment, no description, is, therefore, ‘possible of it. It has to be

recognized as the utterly indefinite. To say that it is indefinite or

indescribable is simply to state that it transcends the power of des-
cription and judgment. And if such a description be called a judgment,
it wilt be nothing more than a judgment about the unjudgeabje nature
of the indefinjte, .

t
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Now if ‘absolute’ be an all-inclusive term including all that we
can refer to directly or indirectly, positively or negatively, we do not
see how it can be definite, logical or rational through and through.
In so far as this absolute enters the logical pale of our systematic
thought it surely assumes a logical character. But even the  whole
of what enters the human mind, we saw, is not logical, nor even
wholly definite. Round about our clear consciousness of the (?eﬁnite
there is always the fringe of the indefinite, and facing and coming up
against the rational there is sometimes the irrational that baffles the
rationalizing process of logical thought.

The position defended here is not absolute scepticism. It is only
the recognition of the limits of human knowledge and logical thought.
Philosophy in so far as it plays the game of reasoning must obey tl.le
laws of reasoning. But there is no reason why it should not bear in
mind that it is a game after alt and has its limits, The moral effect
of such an attitude on philosophy would he humility leading to the
dissolution of the all-sufficient cock-sureness which more than anything
else, is the source of philosophic pugnacity. It counsels patienc? and
prepares the mind for new revelations instead of making it legislate
in advance that the unrevealed is of a piece with the revealed.



Husserl’s Phenomenolog’&

P. S. RamanNaTHAN, NAGPUR

Edmund Husserl has expounded what he calls ‘Iranscendental,
Phenomenological Idealism’. That this theory is novel and startling
in its character is evident from his remark in his preface to the English
Edition of his book entitled ‘Ideas—General Introduction to Pure
Phenomenology’ that ‘now as ever 1 hold every form of current philo-
sophical realism to be in principle absurd, as no less every idgalism to
which in its own arguments that realism stands contrasted, and which
in fact it refutes.’ (Page 19.) With the limits of this short paper,
we propose to examine some of the salient points of this origipal
theory. v

Phenomenology claims to be the basic critical science for all
sciences including Matephysics, Psychology, Geometry and Logic. By
an analysis of the realm of pure consciousness, which Husserl reaches
by a process of ‘suspending’ or ‘bracketting’ all reference to physical
facts or existences, he seeks to find out the origins and fundamentals
of every kind. This method of analysis is developed by first of all
distinguishing between facts and essences.

In our ordinary experience or perception we become aware of
facts or physical things and through the inner or self-perception we
get to know ourselves and states of our consciousness. We get
to know others and their experiences through what Husserl calis
‘empathy’, i.e. through the interpretation of our perception of their
bodily behaviour. While our ordinary perception is a ‘primordial
.dator; act’ we have no ‘primordial’ knowledge of others’ experience.

The ‘primordial dator act’ posits the real in individual forms.
They are facts having spatio-temporal existence. Husserl sz{xs that
facts are ‘ accidental’ in the sense that they could be other than
what they are. Even if we know the laws according to which they
exist, the contingent character still remains inasmuch as the laws
are just ‘orderings that do in fact obtain’. But Husserl further
points that this contingency or matter-of-factness is correlative to
a necessity which is derived from its essence or Eidos. This eidos
or essence has ‘being as it is in itself’ and can belong to other
individuals.

Though ‘at first’ the essence of an individual comes to us only
as a revelation of the nature or the ‘what’ of the individual it can be
‘set out as idea’. By means of ‘essential insight’ or ‘ideation’, as
different from ‘empirical insight’ or ordinary perception, we come to
know essence or eidosc While ordinary perception gives us oply a
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one-sided or piecemeal understanding of the individual objects which
needs to be supplemented by an infinite number of such perceptions,
‘Essential insight’ gives an object of a new type—a ‘pure essence’;

“‘just as the datum of individual or empirical intuition is an jndividual

object, so the datum of essential intuition is a pure essence.’ (Page
55, 'ldeas’). Essential Intuition is still intuition and the essence is
still an object though not real. It has being in itself. The two kipds
of intuition differ in principle and the differences correspond to the
relations between ‘existence’ and ‘essence’. 8

Having thus dJistinguished fact and essence and conceded to both
‘being’ or the status of ‘object’, Husserl admits that no essential in-
tuition is possible ‘without the free possibility of directing one’s fancy
to an individual counterpart and of shaping an illustration . . . just
as no individual intuition is possible without the free possibility of
carrying out an ideation and thercin directing one’s glance upon the
corresponding essence which exemplifies itself in something individually
visible, but that does not alter the fact that the two intuitions differ
in principle.” (P. 56 Ibid). Here it is legitimate to ask—if the two are
thus bound up can we not sum up the difference as resting merely in
the fact that while in the case of the individual intuition we are in
contact with an cxistent reality, in the other case we are concerned
with the revival ol a meaning in the psychical series? Husserl himself
has stated that ‘at first' ‘essence indicated what the individual dis-
closes to us as a part of its nature’. If that is so when does the
essence cease to be a ‘what’ and becomes a ‘that’ unless it be in virtue
of the fact that it is being thought of afterwards by a real existent

 self. In the latter case it is just a case of revival of meaning, a product

of a psychical process. Husserl anticipating this objection has stated
that what is engendered in the act of abstracting is not the ‘essence’
but the consciousness of the essence (Page g1). But how is this re-
lated to the individual objects of which it is an essence if it is regarded
as having being-in-itself. The very term essence implies that it is
an abstraction. Besides, however much we may understand the ‘that’
there is something in it which cannot be reduced to mere ‘what’ and

.a science of the mere ‘whats’ cannot determine the existence of the

‘that’ unless the ‘whats’ are taken in their reference to the spatio-
temporal reality. We have in empirical intuition. an apprehension of
a real object while in essential intuition we have a revival of meaning
which is a derivative of the original experience.

Husserl brings forward another consideration. - He says we have
intuition of essence not only through perception of empirical intuitions
but also from non-empirical intuitions of a merely imaginative order.
He can by play of fancy or imagination bring before consciousness
fictitious objects or acts and also through ideation secure primordial

¢
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and even on occasions adequate insight into ‘pure essences in manifold
variety’. But these essences given by fancy or ideation have to depend
‘at first’ upon empirical intuition and therefore to set up fact and
essence as belonging to different orders of being is to overlook the
dependent character of the latter upon the former. This explains
Husserl’s difficulty to explain the essence of such expressions as arc
dependent upon subjective conditions or circumstances. Such ‘occa-
sional’ expressions as he calls them, expressions like ‘here’ ‘now’ ‘I’
etc., refuse to be abstracted and seem rivetted to the existential
reality. If a priori sciences like geometry, Pure Logic, Pure Mathe-
matics, pure time-theory, etc. are able to get on without direct re-
ference to existential reality it is only because they deal with concepts
which are avowedly abstract. But they cannot be regarded as essences
of existing things, but only as conceptual relations or forms in which
things may be understood.

It is one thing to say that the predicables of an object can be
thought of in themselves, but it is different to say that the predicables
when thus considered in themsclves belong to another order of being.
Dr. Boyce Gibson who has translated Husserl's work ‘ldeas’ remarks
as follows:—'Husserl's contention is that the main orders of real
fact and ideal essence are intrinsically separate, and that the ultimate
science of all is an a priori science of pure experience which has no
concern with existing realities but deals solely with essences. ’ mind—
(Vol. 34 Page 83). An a priori science deals with abstract relations
or categories of thought, but any derivation of the content of empirical
experience from such a science is impossible. No eidetic science would
enable us to determine fully the contents of the factual world.

Following the same line of distinction as between fact and essence
Husser! proceeds to derive what he calls the transcendental ego or pure
consciousness and claims that by an analysis of the same, phenomeno-
logy a basic science could be established. ‘Transcendental Phenomeno-
logy is in itself universal idealism worked out as a science’. (Page
2o Ibid). He arrives at the notion of ‘Pure consciousness’ in the
following manner: )

‘Turning inwards in pure reflexion, following exclusively ‘inner
experience’ (self-experience or ‘empathy’ to be more precise), and
setting aside all the psycho-physical questions which relate to man as
a corporeal being, I obtain an original and pure descriptive knowledge
of the psychical as it is in itself’. (Page 13-14). As a result of this
transformation to the phenomenological standpoint, ‘I am no longer
a human Ego in the universal, existentially posited world, but exclu-
sively a subject for which this world has being and purely indeed, as
that which appears to me, is presented to me’ (Ibid). The conscious~
ness of the Ego left over after suspending every judgmeht concerning
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the world that exists in space and time and the Ego as a psycho-
physical being yields ‘the transcendental Ego which exists (ist)
absolutely in and for itself prior to all cosmic being (which first wins
in and through it existential validity.’) (Ibid). Thus that which we
are conscious of through ‘suspension’ or bracketting’ of everything
else becomes the presupposition of the world. The outcome of his
process of reduction becomes the ultimate basis of everything else.

But if pure consciousness or experience in itself is the primary
reality and everything else follows from it, then Husserl’s position is
open to the charge of being solipsistic. Husserl, aware of this as an
objection against his theory replies that ‘given a proper understanding
of my exposition, the solipsistic objection shall never have been raised
against phenomenological idealism but only as an objection to the
incompleteness of my exposition’. (Page 1g). According to him the
existence of the world is indubitable. * That it exists—given as it is, as
a universe out there in an experience that is continuous, and held
persistently together through a thread of wide-spread unanimity,—that
is quite indubitable’. (Page 21). But according to him the con-
tinuance of such an experience in the future is only a presumption and
hence the non-existence of the world is ‘thinkable’. It must be noted
that what he means by ‘exist’ is existence in, and so long as there is,
experience. If that be so his position is in no way different from
Idealism. What is left over by a process of psychological abstraction
attains ontological priority.

The pure preconceptual consciousness which yields the trans-
cendental Ego is nevertheless experience through which we become
aware of the Ego. ‘‘Immediate ‘seeing’ (sehen), not merely the sen-
sory seeing of experience, but seeing in general as a primordial dator
consciousness of any kind whatsoever. is the ultimate source of justifi-
cation for all rational statements '’. (Page 84). But ‘ seeing ' has no
meaning unless something is seen, and that which is seen is an object.
If the pure consciousness does not involve intuiting or seeing the Ego
there is no ultimate Ego and if the Ego is intuited it is not transcen-
dental. The Claim of ‘transcendental subjectivity’ can be made out
only at the cost of the entity to which this grandiose epithet is attri-
buted.

If the Ego is perceived, however pure the consciousness may be,
the recognition of it conflicts with his earlier distinction between fact
and essence. Experience hereft of all empirical reference can be only
intuition of essence and not existence. If the ego is regarded as
existing, though transcendental, Husserl’s attempt to save his theory
from the reproach of Platonic Realism is of no avail.

Pure consciousness must he self-consciousness and self-conscious-
ness is consciousness of the self as object. Inner reflexion or ‘empathy’
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is as much seeing or perception of objects ag ordinary sensory percep-
tion of material objects which have spatio-temporal existence. The
self of self-consciousness too is not devoid of temporal reference even
if spatial relation is excluded by conceiving it as disembodied. Self-
consciousness is not outside the province of Psychology and is object-
giving. By the process of reduction, or labelling it as pure we cannot
preserve its subjectivity devoid of all objective reference. If the self
is not an existing entity then Husserl cannot speak of an Ego except
in the sense of unity of experience.

If Husserl's contention is merely that the words ‘facts’ and
‘experience’ should be restricted to ‘facts relating to the physical
world’ and ‘sensory experience’ then there is no fundamental difference
between his position and the position of Critical Realists. It is when
he is making a radical distinction between the being of fact and the
being of essence and talks of a transcendental Ego that the trouble
arises. But he does not adhere to this distinction when he says that
self-consciousness posits the Ego as real and that it exists, ’

To conclude Husserl's position wavers between Critical Realism
and certain forms of Idealism and his attempt to found an a priori
critical science which will be a foundation for future Metaphysics
seems to have ended unsuccessfully.

" The Growth of the General Will

BY
Dr. P. T. Raju, Pu.n., SaAsTRI,
READER,

Andhra University, Guntur,
1

From the time of Rousseau to the present day the problem of
the general will is one of the central topics of both political philosophy
and social psychology. And the idealist school has added to it the pro-
blem of the real will. Connected with these problems again is that of
the group mind, whether there is an over-individual mind, not merely
in heaven, but on earth, which is distinct from the individual minds.
If there is really such a mind, it is further asked, whether it has a
distinet organic basis, whether there is an over-individual or social
organism, of which the individual organisms are only parts. In any
case, whether or not there is such an organism and mind, the ques-
tion is raised how the individual acquires social consciousness, be-
comes a social self or personality and comes to will what is good for
scciety as a whole. It is the last question that is discussed in this

paper.

That, if the individual, untutored by society, is left to himself
from his childhood, he cannot become a social being is tacitly or
overtly supposed by all writers. But what generally happens is that
when the individual is separated from a society natural to him, he
is adopted into another society, if not into the human at least into
the animal. The fzmous instance of wolf-children is to the point.!
These children developed the habits of wolf-life and after dis-
covery it was with great difficulty that’they could be trained to be
at least human. Their socialisation by the wolves took such a strong
hold on them that even expert training could not bring them to the
level of civilised society. If undiscovered, they would have been lost
completely to humanity.

The child at birth is not a social animal. He is not even an
individual in the sense that he distinguishes his own self from the
selves of others. It is we who make that distinction and treat the
child as an individual. In the words of William James, the world
for the child is at first a ‘booming buzzing confusion’. It is all

! Krueger and Reckless: Social Psychology, p. 98,
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sound, all colour, in short all sensations so interfused that distinc-
tions are not drawn between them. Karl Pearson says that the
child cannot distinguish its own body from other objects. There
is no difference for it between external and internal: sensation does
not end at the periphery of the body. It is common observation
that the baby’s hands while clutching the bed cloths grasp each
other and each tries to pull the other and force it into the little
mouth. That is, each hand does not know that the owner of the other
is the same as its owner. It also happens that the baby with both
its hands seizes its foot, tries to drag it into its mouth, begins to
cry on account of consequent pain, but does not release its foot.
Somebody has to go and separatc the hands and the foot. This fact
also shows that the child at first is not conscious of its being the
common owner of hoth hands and feet. The child will cry when
pinched both at hands and feet; but its life is a life of pure sensa-
tion, so diffuse and vague that it not only does not draw the distinc-
tion between self and other but also does not know the common owner-
ship of the different parts of its own body.

The human child at birth is a plastic substance which allows a
variety of forms to be given. A few weeks after birth the child
reacts differently to animate and inanimate objects. By about the
end of the second month the child's interest in human adults is quite
recognisable.! The child is at first interested in the mother or
in the nurse. No distinction between a threatening and a friendly
voice is made till about the fifth month; and only in the seventh is the
discrimination made between strangers and familiar persons.? In
the twelfth month it understands commands and inhibits simple acts.?
From this time onwards more and more intense socialisation begins.

Whether at the prehuman stages of evolution the environment
moulds the nature of the species or only selects the fittest species,
at the human level, it is accepted by almost all recent writers that
the environment exercises great influence in shaping the nature of
men. Even long ago Buckle in his History of Civilization maintained
that the geographical conditions determine culture. Lamarck held
that the environment acts on human beings. Not only Montequie
but also Bodin in the 16th century recognised the influence of phy-
sical conditions on the mentality of people. Similar ideas can be
traced in Plato and Aristotle.

While race and society have, to speak roughly, only one kind
of environment, namely, the natural, the individual has two kinds,
the natural and the social. Both influence the formation of his

1 Goodenough : Developmental Psychology, p. 211 sqq.
3 Gessell: Infancy and Human Growth, p. 181,

* Ibid, p. 138
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personality. It is diflicult to draw a hard and fast distinction bet-
ween the two environments. Natural and social objects pass and
repass into each other. \What are only natural objects to one society
are social objects to another. Stones and hills worshipped by some,
which thereby get a social meaning, are only inanimate objects to
others. And the same society which worshipped inanimate objects
once may give up the worship and treat the objects as merely natural.
Even after superstitions cease social significance may continue to
be attached to some of the objects. Hills and riversides may become
fashionable resorts, and sentiments built up around them may be
strengthened instead of being resolved.

One of the best classifications of environment so far given is
that by Professor Bernard.! He divides it into four kinds, the
physical, the biological, the social and the institutionalised derivative
control environments. The physical environment is climate, soil etc.;
the biological is the physiological equipment of the individual as
well as his relations to other organic beings like germs and insects;
the social environment consists of physico-social objects like tools,
toys and furniture, bio-social environment like plants, domesticated
animals and servants, and psycho-social environment like traditions,
customs and folk-lore and language; and the last comprises the eco-
nomic, political and racial environments.

The individual is influenced by all these factors. From the
embriyonic stage to manhood he is shaped both directly and indirectly
by all of them. From the moment he comes out of his mother’s
womb socialisation begins. His food is a social product. He is
taught which toys to play with and how to play with them, how to
behave towards inferiors, equals and superiors, how to treat persons
younger, equal in age and older, what dress to wear and how to
wear it, what manners and etiquette to adopt: in short he is indo-
cirinated with the ecthos of the group. Society always tries to make
him a useful member, a member who is best suited to itself. When
the child of three laughs at the child of two for the latter’s eating
with its left hand and says ‘He is a bad boy’, he is thinking in terms
of the general will, however narrow it may be. The act is bad not
because the child knows what is by nature and in itself bad, but
because society, so far as his knowledge goes, thinks that it is bad.
Here he is thinking with the society: his will is identical with the
social will.

1

MacDougall, in his Introduction to Social Psychology, distins
guishes four stages in the growth of conduct. He writes: ‘We may
roughly distinguish four levels of conduct, successive stages, each

! Introduction to Social Psychology, pp. 75-6.
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of which must be traversed by cvery individual before he can attain
the next higher stage. These are (1) the stage of instinctive be-
haviour modified only by the influence of the pains and the pleasures
that are incidently experienced in the course of instinctive activities;
(2) the stage in which the operations of the instinctive impulses is
modified by the influence of rewards and punishments administered
more or less systematically by the social environment; (3) the stage
in which conduct is controlled in the main by the anticipations of
social praise and blame; (4) the higher stage, in which conduct is
regulated by an idcal of conduct that cnables a man to act in the
way that seems to him right regardless of the praise and blame of his
immediate social environment''.  One can casily see that these
stages are successive only roughly. Chronologically the stages over-
lap and are simultaneous to some extent. Even when the child is
learning how to control his conduct from nature which awards pains
and pleasures he looks often for the approval of his parents and
elders with regard to at least a part of his behaviour. For instance,
he might be learning which things are injurious and which not from
nature herself, yet he would be looking at the faces of his elders
while il-treating another child. Hence these stages cannot be clear-
cut divisions, but only mark differences of degree. Further, the
language of McDougall suggests that he is inclined towards the
view that self-consciousness is prior to the consciousness of other
selves. He is more interested in tracing the growth and modification
of individual behaviour rather than in tracing the growth of . both
self-consciousness and other-consciousness in the same individual.

In his Group Mind McDougall disagrees with writers who re-
gard group-consciousness as prior to self-consciousness. He writes:
‘It has even been maintained with some plausibility that group-
consciousness preceded individual self-consciousness in the course of
the evolution of the human mind. That again is, it seems to me, a
proposition which cannot be substantiated. But it is, 1 think, true
to say that the two kinds of self-consciousness must have been
achieved by parallel processes which constantly reacted upon one
another in reciprocal promotion’.? Here he is saying that self-
consciousness and group-consciousness take shape and grow simul-
taneously. Accordingly must the growth of self-consciousness be
presented. But McDougall’s position that group-spirit is the ex-
pansion of the self-regarding sentiment makes us think fhat for him
self-consciousness is prior to group-consciousness. McDougall thinks
that group-spirit 1s to be found wherever the self-regarding sentiment
of the individual expands and comprehends the whole group. Self here

' Ibid, p. 156.
' p. 66,
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includes both the ‘I’ and the ‘mine’. Every individual feels an at-
tachment to himself, his body, and persons and things which he calls
his own. He feels angry not only when he is hurt but also when the
members of his family are hurt, when his animals are hurt and when
his property is destroyed; he feels fear not only for his own safety but
also for the safety of his family, animals and things; his idea of
self now covers not only his own body but also a number of other
entities which he calls his own. As the number of these entities
becomes larger and larger, his feeling of self expands more and
more. Around the idea of his present self gather a number of emo-
tions which together press into their service many instincts. This
whole complex of instincts and emotions that organize themselves
round the idea of one’s self is called by  McDougall the self-regarding
sentiment. “Collective consciousness or group-spirit can be found only
when the individual's idea of self includes the group as well. The
self-regarding sentiment is an expanding circle, which is at first limit-
ed to the individual and later becomes wider and wider till it includes
the whole group.

It is quite possible that McDougall means that with the expan-
sion of the. self-regarding sentiment the self also goes on changing,
that even when the circle is narrow there is a small group with which
the self is identified and that there is a distinction at every stage in
the individual consciousness between self-consciousness and group-
conseiousness. But the method of his treatment does not warrant
such an interpretation, and it is net explained, how if at every stage
there is the distinction between self-consciousness and group-conscious-

" ness, the one passes over to the other by expanding itself. If at

any- time we accept a stage when self-consciousness is not accom-
pagied by group-consciousness, we shall have to face the problem
how ‘the individual knows other selves and the old old question of
our -knowledge of other minds rises up in its most insoluble aspects.
Unless we are able to demonstrate how we are conscious of other
minds or of other selves as selves, not merely as material things,
our group-consciousness, which is an expansion of the self-regarding
sentiment, can never be explained,

R 0

‘Ttie missing link in the chain of argument is supplied in Mead's
treatment of the subject. “That self-consciousness and the con-
sciousness of other selves develop simultaneously is a fundamental
proposition for both social philosophy and social psychology. Other-
wise these subjects will not have the necessary basis, for how we
come to possess knowledge of other selves and thereby socgial .con-
sciousness cannot be explained. If we begin with knowledge only.

3 :
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of our selves, then what we know of entities outside ourselves would
be knowledge of only material objects. We cannot know other minds
through our senses, which reveal only material bodies. Some writers
say that we infer the existence of other minds by analogy. We see
movements in and of our own bodies and we know that we are minds ;
when we see similar movements in and of other bodies we infer the
existence of minds in them. But this is an inference for which the
ground is too weak. No lover loves his beloved by inferring a mind
in her body. That from a single instance of one's own mind we
infer innumerable minds is tov sweeping an assumption to be easily
accepted. It means that we build the whole superstructure of our
social sciences upon a precarious foundation like inference from
analogy. To overcome these difficulties some writers postulate a
distinct kind of cognition called empathy. But this is a form of know-
ledge for which there is no substantial evidence.

From the very fact that we have social consciousness we have
to conclude, therefore, that we have knowledge of other selves, and
that this knowledge must be direct. That we have knowledge of
other selves gives rise to the knowledge that we arc one of the many
seives that constitute society. This knowledge again will lead to the
feeling that just as we know that other selves are objects of our
consciousness we are objects of other consciousnesses. That is, each
of us knows that he is not only an ‘I’ that knows the others but also
a ‘me’ which others know. The real merit of Mead lies in the dis-
covery of the importance of the ‘me’ and in the successful working
out of its implications. In our self-consciousness there emerges the
tactor, namely, our knowledge of ourselves as we think we are re-
flected in the minds of others. Mead says that ‘the self appears in
experience essentially as a ‘me’ with the organization of the community
to which it belongs’.! The two poles of social differentiation are
the individual or physiological pole and the social or institutional pole.?
That is, each unit of social experience has two aspects, self and
society, just as for the idealist philosophers every experience involves
subject and object. In another place Mead writes: ‘What 1 want
particularly to emphasize is the temporal and logical pre-existence of
the social process to the self-conscious individual that arises in it’.®
He does not mean perhaps that group-consciousness is prior to
self-consciousness but that the social forces which are always active
and are prior to the birth of any individual produce his self-conscious-
ness while at the same time'socialising him. Both the formatjon of
the self and its socialisation run together.

' Mind, Self and Society, p. 900.
2 Ibid, p. 980.
* Ibid, p. 186.
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The idea of the ‘me’ is important for understanding the socialisa-
tion of the individual, and in Mead’s psychology, for understanding
the formation itself of the self, which is always and at every stage
a social self. In his somewhat modified behaviouristic terminology?
Mead writes: ““The ‘I’ is the response of the organism to the atti-
tudes of the others; ahd the ‘me’ is the organised set of attitudes
of others which one himself assumes. The attitudes of the others con-
stitite the organised ‘me’ and then one reacts towards that as an
‘I''?2 C. W. Morris says that in Mead's theory mind and self
are without residue social emergents.* Now, how does this ‘me’
take form and develop? Mead savs. Through language in particular
and also through play and game. The biological individual is trans-
formed into a minded organism especially through the agency of
language.

That language consists of symbols does not need discussion.
These symbols are significant svmbhols, that is, they have a meaning.
Where spoken language is not developed as in the case of animals, we
have significant gestures. Two dogs which are strangers to each
other understand each other by the showing of teeth or the wagging
of tait; and each adopts a conduct in response to the othetr's prospect-
ive behaviour. Each is able to know what the bodily movement in
the other means. This understanding means that each dog when it
sees the other’s gesture indentifies itself with the other or takes its
role, imagines what it is going to do—which is equivalent to under-
standing the meaning of the gesture—and then acts accordingly.
The abilitv to act in response to such significant symbols marks,
according to Mead, the presence of mind. Mind is the presence of
significant symbols. These symbols presuppose communication, and
communication as a social process implies society. Hence Mead
argues that mind is the result of social process which necessarily
internalises the biological individual and makes him mental.

Each dog in the above example objectifies itself just as the other
regards it. If the other dog is about to attack it, it regards itself as
an object of attack. Hence when Mead speaks of the ‘I’ as making
the ‘me’ an object, he is not referring to self-consciousness in the
Hegelian sense, according to which the nature of self is to know
itself. The ‘me’ for Mead is the ‘I’ as known by the ‘you’ and the
‘he’. It is a social entity which is brought into existence through
the medium of language and significant gesture. If supposing the
first dog is the stronger one and the other crouches or bends down

! Mead's psychology is called social behaviourism to distinguish it from the
hehaviourism of Watson.

' Ibid, p. 175.

* Ibid, p. xiv,
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its tail between its hind legs, the ‘me’ of the former would be a dog

of superior strength. Similarly, the ‘me’ of a man s what he thinks
others take him to be.

Not only language but also play, game and all other social
activities build up a ‘me’ for every man. In play the child may be
occupied with one object or individual. But in game he is one of
a group more or less organised. In play the ‘other’ is the attitude
of a single object or person but in game it is the organisation of the
attitudes of all the other members. The organised community, Mead
says, is the ‘generalised other’) And correspondingly appears the

widened ‘me’. The wider the society and the social process the more
generalised do the ‘other’ and the ‘me’ become.

“If we use a Freudian expression’”, says Mead, ‘‘the ‘me’ is in

a certain sense the censor.? It is the ‘me’ that tells every in-

dividual what is morally right and wrong or what is socially approved
and disapproved. For every individual the ‘me’ is what he thinks
the ‘generalised other’ takes him to be. And he always thinks that
he ought to behave as his ‘me’. Whenever he finds divergence bet-
ween conduct that is likely to issue or actually issues from him and
that which ought to issue from the ‘me’, there is a moral conflict.
But when the ‘I’ and the ‘me’ become identical in conduct, the con-
duct is moral. When thus identified even impulsive acts would be
moral: the moral will is the impulse of the ‘me’.

v

We may understand that it is through the medium of the *me'
that what McDougall calls the expansion of the sclf-regarding senti-
ment takes place. He gives five conditions for group-consciousness:
(1) The group must have material and formal continuity. That is,
both the members of the group as well as the structure of its organi-
sation must have continued existence. (2) Each member should have
an adequate idea of the group. This idea builds up in the mind of
~each 4 sentiment for the group and will be the motive force in alt
group activity. (3) There should be interaction between similar
groups. For either conflict or friendly rivalry reinforces group spirit.
(4) The group must have a body of its own traditions and customs,
which like those of a standing army mark out one group from another
and enhance group consciousness. (5) The group must have some
definite organigation. This condition differentiates and specialises
the functions of the constituents of the group. When these condi-
tions are fulfilled, the group comes to have what Rousseau calls a

' Ibid, p. 154.
> The Group Mind, pp. 49 foll,
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general will and what McDougall calls collective volition." But
collective wvolition implies a collective self, which, according to
McDougall, is not a mystic entity but ‘‘the extension of the seif-
regarding sentiment of each member of the group to the group as a
whole’’.2

But McDougall does not explain the psychological process by
which each individual is turned into a group-conscious member of
society. It may be acvepted that the conditions which McDougall
lays dowh must be satisfied. But he does not trace out the psycholo-
gical fashioning of the social self. Morc-eover, extension of the seH-
regarding sentiment is itself not socialisatlon.. I may extend my self-
regarding sentiment to my household furniture, my books and my
bank account; but I do not thereby treat myself as .one of them, and
this extension will not be the same as group-consciousness. I may
extend the sentiment farther to servants whom I may treat as my
domestic animals, as mere means to my ends; even then my conscious-
ness is not group spirit. Only when I treat the others. .to wh?m
my sentiment is extended as selves like myself, as personalities which
are ends in themselves, only when I am conscious of the fact tl:xat
others regard me as I regard them and when 1 treat thf:m as I wish
them to treat me, do I feel that 1 am a member of a society 'of selves
Then only can I have collective consciousness and my volmon. will
be colfective volition. Mere extension of the self-n:egardlf\.g' sentiment
of each member need not necessarily lead to collecnve.volmon. When
each member regards the others as he regard? his prcfp'erty, the
result will not be a collective volition but a conflict of volitions.

Therefore the mediation of the ‘me’ is necessary for group-
consclousness, which means that I should know myself to be a mem-
ber of & society of setves. The idea of the ‘me’ lessens the myste|:y
dbout the comcept of social consciousness more than, McDougall,s
ooncept of the extension of the self-regarding senﬁn'fent. But Mead’s
view that the “me’ is the moral censor or conscience n.ecds some
modification. Otherwise, it would imply that the cmn‘mal at all
stages of his history obeys the dictates of hfs ‘me’ an’d is there&?re
moratly pure. He knows that the ‘generalised (.)tffer re.gards hujn
as B criminal : his ‘me’ is a criminal. in‘commmmg crimes he is
obeying -his censor, which ‘must mean he will never .have scruples of
conscience after he is regarded as a criminal.b?' society and that he
is morally unimpeachable. The hardened cnmmal' or a x{m?ber. ?f
a criminat tribe, we can see, does not feel th.e p.nck of his ‘me’ in
accordance with which he acts. But ordinfnnly in the ?arly stages
of his historv the criminal knows that society knows him to be a

' Ibid, pp. 53 & 67.
* Ibid, p. 58.
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criminal and yet feels sorry for his gradual drifting towards a life of
vice. So long as a person continues to be what society is moulding
him into, his actions are at least socially virtuous; in him the collec-
tive volition or general will works smoothly; his ‘T’ and his ‘me’ are at
one. When thev diverge he feels the censorship of the ‘me’. Later
he - becomes something other than what society intends him to be;
and when society recognises the criminal in him and he himself be-
comes aware of society’s new attitude towards him, his ‘me’ changes.
Yet in spite of this change he does not immediately begin to feel
that his actions are moral though they issue from his changed ‘me’.
He can still picture to himself what a virtuous social member would
be, though that picture is not identical with his new ‘me’. After a
time he may completely lose sight of this picture and become a
hardened criminal and beast. Till then his new ‘me’ will be different
from his moral censor.

C. W. Morris says that Mead is eminently a psychologist and
philosopher of democracy and that his psychology will stand or fall
with it.” His concept .of the ‘me’ is not only indispensable for
understanding the psychology of democracy but also for understand-
ing the psychology of social consciousness itself. But what Mead
fails to explain is that though the self is a product of social process, it
can vet rise above social process. Societv is more than the individual
in one sense, but the individual is more than society in another., This
truth is recognised by McDougall when he says that at a certain stage
the individual’s conduct is not influenced by social approval and dis-
approval.? Tn terms of Mead’s psvchology, the individual knows
the “me’ but yet does not identifv himself with it. The saint and
the reformer lift themselves above it and the criminal falls helow
it. Mead’s social hehaviourism, according to which the self is with-
out residue a social emergent, cannot adequately explain the split
between the ‘I’ and the ‘me’. The ‘me’ is a social product, but it
always presupposes the ‘I'. The ‘I’ must have been in existence be-
fore it can imagine what the ‘vou’ and the ‘he’ think of it. And the
priority of the ‘I’ to the ‘me’ need not involve epistemological ego-
centricism. For we can still maintain that the I-consciousness of the
child appears along with the Thou-consciousness; and later through
the instrumentality of language, play and other activities the Me-
consciousness may develop. The ‘I’ in the beginning does not face
the ‘me’ but only the ‘you’. To the individual the split into the ‘I’
and the ‘you’ is the beginning of the formation of society itself ;
and the social process of forming the ‘me’ might not have begun,

' Mind, Self and Society, p. xxxv.
3 Introduction to Social Psychology, p. 76,
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It may perhaps be said that the division intg the ‘I" an.d tt!e
‘you' is also the result of social process. Even if the ob]ectlén is
conceded, it cannot invalidate the transcendence by the ‘I’ of the
‘me’ in the higher stages of self-consciousness.. .]'Sut .the evid?n€e
of child psychology goes to prove that the first division in the chllq s
consciousness is that between the 'I' and the 'you'. At first no dis-
tinction is drawn in its mind between animate and inanimate ObJ(?CtS,
not even between its mind and its own body. Whefx the ck_n_ld’s
sense of the ‘I' is so completely fused with its bfydlly 'sensat;(_)n,
the object or gegensfand of the I’ cannot be a x‘nate.nal .ob]ect ur.lhke
itself. Not only boys but also we are angry with inanimate objects
that hurt us, which mneans that we treat them as selves.lxke us, In
adults this behaviour is due to the persistence of a (fopscxousneSs that
was proper to their childhood. Hence this first division may or may
not be the result of a social process. It cannot be dc.:monst‘ra?ted
that without the ‘me’ the ‘I' cannot appear; the ‘you’ is suthc,}en.t
for the emergence of the ‘I'. By social process we unde,rstanfi sociali-
sation and not the split in experience into subject and object.

The 'me’ informs what is socially right; but the "l’ can rise
above the ‘me’ and formuiate tor itselt what is morally fnght. ._lhat
is why the saint and the retormer can disregard §ocxety “.n_t%xout‘
compunction. That is why the criminal, even when he tollows b_ls. me
(the ;:riminal), can yet feel that he is normally wl-'ong. He performs
what the ‘other’ aaticipates from him, namely, criounal acts‘, and yet
can know not only what society expects at any stage from its l-a_wtul
ciuzen but also what sociéty ought to expect from a lawtul citizen.
Hence Mead's view' that when the ‘I’ and the ‘'me’ fuse there
arises a sense of exaltation which belongs to religious and patriotic
attitudes overlooks the fact that the ‘1’ in many cases of religious
ccstasy and of social and poliucal retorm litts itseif deliberately above
the ‘me’. It may be said that the retormer identifies himgself with
the ‘me’ as the reformed society regards it. But the reformed society
15 yet an idea, and it is very doubtful whether the causality of the
ideal can be consistent with social behaviourism.

The above discussion necessitates the recognition that awareness
of other selves does not necessarily mean group-consciousness, which
again involves that we should not unreservedly accept Mead’s identi-
fication of mind with the presence of significant symbols, Otherwise,
we shall have to say that animals that live a life of mere sensation
and react only to non-significant symbols have no mind. Mere sensa-
tion will have to be treated as non-mental. When the child withe

! Mind, Self and Society, p. 378.
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significant symbols. True, the ‘me’ mediat
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Even to a casual observer outside the ranks of .prlofess;oit:Sl
sychologists it will be plain that an acute stat'e of r;:ra ;’y eThe
getween the flourishing contemporary' psychological schoo ;m e
Purposivistic, Mechanistic and Gestaltic schools are contending 1

in the field of psychology, and the Factor scllo?l has also
S“Premac{‘ mfra as a combatant in its own rights. This state. of
ente'red' tae ou:g and progressive science is unseemly, and it certainly
?sﬂ:::n‘; to ict as a great barrier to the healthg [:;?gr:::do; :ssy;:::[:oi};;
I i ity, an is
by e T c(i)f thth::: ’sz:l:r::?re;\ﬁe;‘:g ’at reconciling the conflicting
i/ th‘;l‘:" ersbeen made, but they have been superficial and feeble,
o henee ccessful. We must go down to the very roots of‘the
o 4 l;ns;k tl-le cause of divergence in the theoretical founda.tlons
p;o‘;xlen:c::olss Unity can be achieved only through the synthes.ls of
fhet;val psychological theories, andlthx:ough tlhz.?:olt:::]n Ofvsem:f;ﬁ
isi of lasting valu .
?h:?rytec?:l pt:?smga[:::, ‘:sen;enﬁt:st step ingthe directim-'l of unity, how
::eli:eories of Freud and McDougall may be synthesised.

It is very encouraging to find that suggestions‘ for syntlhesns
i in McDougall's Psycho-analysis and Social Psychovogiy,
4b Con“;m;‘: (l:r;wlogv and An Outline of Psychology, as well as in
/fb"o'f"ac" 'Ig;ation and Its Discontents, and Group Psychology. In
I"reUd e ks McDougall was inclined to ignore Freud, but
e .e?fhe}:' W(::irer?tiﬁc career he realised the correct significance of
- IIS siss He discovered the points of affinity between Freud
PSYCh(_"a“"’;fY at;d expressed the hope that soon there will come about
> h'lmseof, ‘these-t\vo closely allied and complementary systems, a
?usfil:):o:r synthesis which while rejectin;g the errors of both systems,
shall combine the best features of both.

Before undertaking the task of synathesising hormic psycholog();
and psycho-analysis, let us note the points wherein they :g'r;e, a:'S
3 1] \ u
i i he first place McDougall’s an re
wherein they differ. In ¢ . o
amic i 5 f the word. It is not
systems are dynamic in the true serfse o .
sis:ut::lo-dvnamism of the Woodworthian type that we find in the::;‘
gut the real dynamism pertaining to mental structure and men
4
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function. Freud and McDougall have located the dvnamic functions
of the living oi'ganism not in neural structures, but in the innately
organised mental structures. In the second place, both hormic psy-
chology and psycho-analysis are teleological in their outlook. Mind
is goal-seeking, and all mental striving is directed towards the ful-
filment of desires. In the third place, Freud and McDougall are
agreed in viewing the mind of living organisms as non-spatial. They
do not locate the mind in the nervous system, and it is noteworthy
that hormic psychology and psycho-analysis may be studied and
understood by one who is completely ignorant of the intricate work-
ings of the neural structures of living bodies. Fourthly, both systems
postulate an instinctual, innate, inherited, mental structure as the
foundation for bebaviour. This structure does, no doubt, develop
through interaction with the environment, giving rise to sentiments
and complexes; but the foundation for these is native and inborn.
Lastly, mental energy and physical cnergy are looked upon by both
systems as being different, and 10 some extent mutually exclusive.

Thus a kind of dualism coupled with interactionism is believed in by
McDougall and Freud.

While the points of agreement between Freud and McDougall
are significant, there are equally significant points of difference between
them. Hormic psychology is uncompromisingly teleological. Not that
it rules out mechanisim altogether, but it makes ‘purpose’ the goal
of all explanation of animal behaviour. In psycho-analysis on the other
hand there is over-emphasis on determinism. Freud, it is claimed, has
the credit of having carried determinism over into the realm of the
unconscious. The clue to the unravelling of the mysteries of human
behaviour is to be found in some remote past antecedent, in fact, in
some form of infantility. Each act of behaviour is wish-fulfilling,
but the wish is unconscious and has its roots in some infantile sex
experience. Here we have a combination of determinism withe pur-
posivism which cuts against the grain of McDougallian hormism.
‘Moreover, psycho-analysis is hedonistic, while hormic psychology is
non-hedonistic. Again while the latter holds to a pluralistic concep-
tion of instincts, the former is uncompromisingly monistic and pan-
sexualistic. Finally McDougall rejects the concept of the Unconscious,

while Freud lovks upon the Unconscious as the key-stone of his whole
system.

While the points of disagreement mentioned above mark out
psycho-analysis as a system which, to a certain extent, is in opposi-
tion to hormic psychology, yet it must be remarked that in its later
stages Freud's theory underwent changes which tended to bring it
closer to McDougall's hormism. In two important respects Freud has
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altered his original psycho-analytic theory. He has gone beyond.the
‘pleasure principle’ to the ‘reality principle’, and he has.rec-og'msed
the existence of certain non-erotic instincts, such as the instincts of
death, aggression and fear. ‘I can no longer understand’ says Freud
in his ‘Civilisation and Its Discontents’ ‘how we could have aver-
looked the universality of non-erotic aggression and destruction gnd
could have omitted to give it its due significance in our interpretation
of life.’

That Freud was willing and ready to change his views on
fundamentals when facts demanded such a change merely betoke::ls
his greatness as a scientist. Theory must give place to fact in
science, and he is not a true scientist who for the sake of' personal
prestige clings to his original theory in the face of challenging .facts.
And Freud towards the end of his scientific career was m.agnan:umogs
enough to see the meaning of facts which were in COl.‘lﬂlCt \\.nth his
original view-point, and generously welcomed these into 'hlS fold.
This attitude of willingness on the part of Freud to change in funda-
mentals was misconstrued by McDougall as a sign of weakness. The
latter claimed that psycho-analysis was moving stefadily towards hor-
mic psychology, and that the time was not far dlstar:t when Fx:euc{
would abandon the ‘unconscious’ and the dogma of ‘pan-sexualism
and join the ranks of hormic psychologists.

We have now to examine the relation in which Freuc?’s psycho-
analvsis and McDougallian hormism stand to each.other in order t’o
disc;)ver a formula for synthesising the two the.ones. McD(tugall s
attitude is rigid and dogmatic. His claim imphe.s that’ hormic psy-
chology has nothing to gain from ps_vf:ho-analysns, while the latt‘er
has everything to gain by affiliation with the former. We cannot,
however, admit such an unbalanced claim. Each has to learn some-
thing from the other, and stands in need of the suppo'rt of the other.
In regard to hedonism the position of McDougall is correct, and
Freudian psycho-analysis did well in going beyond the ‘ple.asux;e
principle’ to the ‘reality principle’. But, in regard to the ‘unconsc1?us :
McDougall’'s position is utterly untenable.  The ‘.unconscmus
is real. It exists as truly and challengingly as the conscious and the
sub-conscious level of the mind. There is no point in denying, ostrich-
like, the reality of the ‘unconscious’.

McDougallian hormism, then, needs supplementation by psycho-
analysis in two respects; firstly in respect of the recognition of the
‘unconscious’, and secondly in respect of an evolutionary theory of
instincts. We have indicated already that McDougall and Freud are
agreed in postulating an innate, instinctual mental structure, while
they are not agreed on the exact nature of these innate meatal ele-
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‘ments, and on the way in which these elements develop through in-
dividual experience. It is here that we must look for the point of
vital contact between McDougall and Freud, and it is through the
clarification and elaboration of their respective theories of instincts

that we can hope to synthesise hormic psychology and psycho-
analysis.

McDougall starts with a pluralistic scheme of instincts. Ac-
cording to him the human being inherits at birth about twenty
instinctive dispositions, and these undergo a process of progressive
developmental organisation as the result of the living individual’s
‘contact with the environment. As a first step in this process, con-
crete sentiments are formed, and then abstract sentiments come into
existence. Thereafter these sentiments are organised into a scale
of sentiment values, with a master sentiment at the top, reigning
supreme over all the other sentiments and conferring value on them
in terms of their exact relationship to itself. This sentiment-engram
is a most striking contribution of McDougall to psychology. It has
thrown light on several problems of human behaviour and human
‘nature, hitherto obscure and unintelligible. But, there is an assump-
“tion of far-reaching significance in McDougall’s scheme of sentiments
that should be examined by us. Unlike the faded out structuralists
of the xix century who had little knowledge of the psychological
make-up of the human mind, and unlike the functionalists who merely
confused issues by their unscientific attitude, McDougall has. drawn
a clear picture of mental structure and meuntal function. He has
assumed, however, a straightforward relation hetween structure and
function. From function or behaviaur we may infer the nature of
structure or motive which activates behaviour. We take no objection
to this principle in its broad outlines, because psychology must neces-
sarily proceed on this fundamental assumption. But the question is
this: Is the connection between structure and function so simple and
straightforward that we can infer the former from the latter directly
and without effort. . McDougall seems to think that we can. He is,
no doubt, prepared to admit the existence of the sub-conscious, but
beyond that he is not prepared to go. ‘This, however, is an untenable
position. Rerent developments in psychidtry, the occurrence of shell-
shock during the last world war, and the recent advances in anthro-
pological studies have served to indicate the exceedingly tortuous,
‘maze-like, nay almost mysterious connection between function and
structure. And it is here that the Unconscious comes in. The entire
scheme of sentiment-engram is believed by McDougall to proceed on
a perfectly clear and conscious basis. This is not true. The forces
that operate in organising the primitive instincts and emotions, are
~ in many cases, mysterious and completely -hidden from the individual.
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When they lead to the formation of anti-social engrams, we ltave
Complexes, and these complexes are the secret springs of behaviour
in the case of neurotic individvals. Sentiments and complexes ex-
haust between them all possibilities of structuring which lead finally
to specific acts of behaviour. We hold, therefore, that in the first
instance the McDougallian sentiments require to be supplemented by
Freudian complexes. By such supplementation not only do we achieve
a synthesis of hormism and psycho-analysis, but we als? secure a
complete and unified picture of the structure and function of the
human mind. )

We may turn now to the question of the evolution of instipcts.
McDougall starts with a plurality of instincts—about 20 of the.m ac-
cording to his ‘Energies of Men'—, and then traces the evolutflon ?f
sentiments from these instincts. But the question naturally arises in
our mind, What is the evolutionary history of these instincts? They
should have evolved from simple and common origins. Evidence has
been accumulating to press on our attention the ontogeny and ph¥-
logeny of instincts. But McDougall has turned a deal:' ear to this
evidence. He seems to cling dogmatically to his pluralistic scheme,
and it is here that psycho-analysis comes in to help us towards an
understanding of the evolution of instincts. Not that Freud preset.\ts
to us a clear picture of the way in which the plurality of human jn-
stincts have evolved from some simple instinctual matrix; but his
treatment of the sex instinct and of ifs regression gives us a h.int as
to the way in which a conception of the progressive differentiation ?f
instincts from a common origin may be evolved. Let us take this
&int, and see how Freud may be reconciled with McDougall in this
field. :

It is a matter for surprise that McDougall did not make any
attempt to trace .the evolution of his numerous instincts from a

“¢ommon origin. He is no doubt wedded to his pluralistic scheme of

instincts, yet he has realised in his brilliant essay on ‘Mental Evolu-
tion' contributed to ‘Evolution .in the Light of Modern .Knowledg'e’
(M/S Black and Sons, London, 1925) the need ‘for studying the pro-
gressive development of mental structure. 'lp this essay McDouggall is
pre-occupied with the evolution of Mind as a wh?le: yet he comes
ver} né'a:;‘ fo'the concept of a successive differentiation fo.llowqd by
integration of the simple undifferentiated instinctual matrix of the
mind. . But, unfortunately, at the critical point McDougall breaks off
and misses the main point of mental evolution.

I have discussed in one of my recent papers how McDougal

~ throws ‘out significant suggestions as to the possible manner in

which some of the fundamental dispositions may be coneeived as
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having grown out of others. McDougall himself throws out signifi-
cant suggestions in his ‘An Outline of Psychology’ as to the possible
manner in which some of the fundamental dispositions may be con-
ceived as having grown out of others. He points out that the
acquisftive instinct is in the ‘process of differentigtion from the
feeding instinct, and that various species illustrate stages of this
differentiation.” In the same way the constructive instinct is depend-
ent on home-making, and this in its turn is just one aspect of the
parental instinct. Repulsion functions primarily in the service of
food-seeking and sex, and so it may be considered to have arisen out
of a partial differentiation of both fundamental instincts. Appeal
arises when anger fails; and of assertion and submission McDougall
says, ‘that for the maintenance of social order without waste of
energy these two instincts must operate ip gregarious animals’.
Evidently they have differentiated from the gregarious instinct. On
McDougall's own showing, then, acquisitiveness, repulsion, con-
struction, appeal, submission and assertion may be looked upon as
rooted in food-seeking, parental instinct, comhativeness, and gregari-
ousness. ‘Alongside these we have to place escape, curiosity, and
sympathy. Among those instincts which McDougall considers to be
fundamenta]l there are two which serve. merely as preliminaries to
other instincts, namely, curiosity and combativeness. They have no
specific objects of their own, but they function in connection with
other instincts. And sympathy is not an independent instinct at all.
It is merely a common feature of the functioning of all instinctive
structures. Hence we are left with five fundamental instincts—food-
seeking, escape, the parental instinct, sex and gregariousness. Thesg
must have an evolutionary history behind them. How then are we
to conceive of the stages through which these five instincts have
passed? Once again we get the clue for the further expansion of
our main conception from McDougall’'s own writings. Our author
remarks in the course of his analysis of the food-seeking instinct that
this impulse is probably the first tendency to be differentiated from
the elan vital. That is exactly the point that I have been emphasising
in this paper. The elan vital or the instinctual matrix is the primordial
impetus from which all instincts have evolved. We may assume as
a first differentiation of this original impetus into a positive and a
negative impulse, the former tending towards the maintenance and
continuation of the individuation of the living organism, and the
latter tending to subordinate, and sometimes even to sacrifice the
individual to the group. The positive impulse may now be looked
upon as having differentiated into, food-seeking and escape, and the
‘negative into parental, sex and gregarious instincts. Thus the whole
scheme of the evolution of mental structure from the primordiat elan
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vital to the highest and the most complicated sentiment has been
reconstructed by us. :

We have indicated how the whole battery of instincts may be
viewed as having evolved -from the primeval life urge or the elan
vital. We have by this evolutionary conception bridged the gulf
between Frend and McDougall. McDougall’s hormic theory begins
not at the first or the earliest stage of evolution, but in the middle
of the course of evolution. We should trace the plurality of the
instincts down to their origin, and when we so trace them to their
beginnings, we come upon Freud's conception of sex, and tracing
this to its origins we land finally in the elan vital. Thus we see that
when Freud’s depth analysis is added to the sentiment-engram of
McDougall we get a complete psychological theory of the human mind
covering the small conscious layer as well as the large and numerous
unconscious mental strata completely hidden from the eyes of the in-
competent psychologists of the nineteenth century.



Psychology and Literary Criticism
By
Pror. S. N. Roy, M.A.

Literature is an art because it is creative and literary criticism
so far as it involves reconstruction is also creative. The will to
form expresses itself in every kind of art and particularly in literature
because the latter aims at building up in our mind a synthetic whole
of thoughts and feelings which are expressed through language.
Literary criticism is creative in the sense that it gives form to different
pieces of literature. Criticism does not really create but re-creates,
although it is not a kind of recreation in which an arm-chair critic
may indulge. It re-creates what the author has already created, i.e.,
it is the art of an art. It implies appreciation and consists in the
reconstruction of a literary work on the basis of such appreciation.

Let us see how we can have an appreciation of a work of art.
If we take the Taj Mahal as our example, we will see that an
appreciation of it cannot be an analysis of its structure nor a cale
culation of the relation of its parts. We appreciate it as a synthetic
whole which determines its parts, i.e., as a meaningful or significant
synthesis of parts. Similarly, an appreciation of Shakespeare's
Othello does not mean an analysis of separate characters, or a judg-
ment of the scenic effect or a tracing of the course of dramatic events,
but it means the reconstruction of the whole play in terms of a
unitary plan; as Raleigh points out, in Othello Shakespeare gives
tragic dignity to a squalid story of crime by heightening the
characters and making all the events inevitable; or, as John Mase-
field says, Othello shows how life seeks to preserve a balance, and
that obsessions which upset the balance betray life to evil.

We shall now proceed to examine a few theories of literature.
* The aesthetic school asserts that literature is the gxpression of the

aesthetic sense of man. It deals with the beautiful. But what is
this beauty or the beautiful? No one has ever been able to say what
is -this beauty or the beautiful except that it implies harmony or
proportion. This harmony or proportion is not really a matter of
sensuous perception but a creation—it is formed in the process of
understanding the parts in relation to the whole. That is why we
can see beauty in an ugly thing, a unity i the midst of diversity.
Harmony which is the soul of beauty is not something given but is
an expression of the will to form. The will to form is manifest in
the tendency to complete itself, to figure itself as a whole.
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The aesthetic standpoint has led to the development of formal-
ism and symbolism in literature. The former is a theor?v of literary
forms or genre, the latter is a theory of suggestiveness in literature.
The distinction between literary form and literary content has been
stressed as the distinction between the beautiful in art and a beautj-
ful work of art. Against formalism realism asserts itself and de-
fines the business of the artist as a microscopic examination of the
world or at least as copying of actual facts as in a mirror.

The other view to which attention may be called is one which
regards every kind of literary activity as an expression of.jo'y or
anandam. The lia or play which we see in the outer world is lts.elf
manifest in the mind of man as anandam, and this is the fountain~
head of all literary impulses. The Indian litterateur has from very
ancient ‘times cherished the idea that art is a form of play, and that
the essence of a piece of literature is rasa or ecstasy. This rasa
arises from the permanent dispositions of the mind, called bhava.
A bhava is a latent disposition of the mind, e.g., rati bhava, krodha
etc. It is excited by bibhavs and expressed by anubhava and con-
tinues to function in sancharibhava as rasa, e.g., in Kalidas"s
Abhijnana-Sakuntalam, Dusyanta, Shakuntaia, Priyamv.ada et.c.,
constitute a situation that calls forth the emotions associated with
our permanent dispositions. Shakuntala’s beauty, her movemel.xts
and conversations with her friends, Dusyanta’s attempts to eajoy
her beauty incognito, and such other phenomena are favourable to
;:he"manifestation of the emotion of love. Bhava and anubhava to-
gether constitute the outward expression of the latent rali bhava,
engender in the mind of the reader a sense of appreciation of the
whole situation as a rasa or ananda. Rasa is truly indefinable. ]t
has been said to be the same as a taste of the Absolute (brahmasvada
sahodarah). But it takes a concrete shape in the mind of man when
its appropriate bhava is excited and brought into play.

This theory seems to be extremely metaphysical, but in spite of
that it presents to us a very accurate analysis of emotion. It points
out that for the excitement of an emotion there must be a situation
with which the mind is confronted, a number of impulses ready to
bé called into action to meet the sitifation and a widespread emotional
eipe.rience which is appropriate to the situation in question. Apart
from this the Indian litterateur calls attention to the fact that behind

all literary activities the fundamental motive at wprk is the wish
to create and to enjoy.

This wish to crcate is manifest in every work of art. The art
of literature fulfils this wish in its own way. It utilises a number °
of word symbols to stand for our innermost experiences. What

5 .
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the author does is to create a world out of his own experiences of
life. Such a world may be far removed from the world of our daily
life, or it may be a concrete representation of the facts of our
everyday experience. The former will be an ideal world from which
we may look at this world of ours (romaniticism), or a world to
which we may take recourse in order to escape from the buzzing
and booming confusion of this world (escapism), while the latter
will be an_expansion of our workaday world, in which our life will
find its larger meaning and value (realism).

Let me now turn to literary criticism. One simple truth often
.escapes our attention namely that criticism is not the science of
fault-finding. *Denigration’, says Lord Asquith, ‘whether it springs
from baffled rivalry, or ffom a morose and cynical temper or from
shortsightedness amuses us but is not criticism.’ A critic should
study a piece of literature with profound sympathy and open-
mindedness. Sympathy is essential for the correct understanding of
a writer, and absence of bias will be conducive to the viewing of a
work in fts real perspective. Matthew Arnold does not merely
emphasise the sympathetic appreciation of art but he holds that the
business of criticism is ‘to know the best that is known and thought
in the world, and by, in its turn, making this known to create a current
of true and fresh ideas.’ This means that criticism has to play an
important part in vitalising and stimulating social and intellectual
" progress. In other words the business of a critic lies in grasping
the meaning and value of life and deciphering the forces at work in
a social environment with a view to bring home to the public what
will be conducive to their well beiig. The critic must have enough

of social consciousness and must be able to see how far a piece of -

literature -affects the vital interests of a group or society. As a
" matter of fact every critic proceeds from a certain angle of vision
to judge the merits of a piece of art. He is influenced by the group
ideas as well as by the standard which he deliberately seeks to apply.
- Those who adopt the objective standpoint pay attention. to objective
facts and try to discover how far these facts have been communicated
to us by the author. T. S, Elliot strikes a new note in the.criticism of

literature. . He draws our attention to the importance of ‘objective- -

correlative.” A piece of literature®evokes or brings into play a number
of impulses and. emotions and it is the business of the critic to ses if
there is an objective situation appropriaté to them, whether there
" is correspondence between the objective ‘situgtﬁi‘on and the experiences

related to them. It seems to me that this is exactly what the Indi
litterateur asserts. )

L. Cazamian says that a iiéerary critic is an analyst. A book

i an organization of psychological elements .which it is the busigess
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of the critic to analyse. But he does not accept the viev? _tl.nat critic',-
jsm has to do with the sub-oonsciou_s or sublimation. Criticism dgalu
with a new order of being which the literary mind has evolved. On
the other hand, Herbert Read points out that the w.orlg ?f art has
correspondences with each region of the mind. It denves‘-lt§ .enexgy,
its irrationality and its mysterious power from the. Id,. which is t? be
regérded as the source of what we usually call insplr?txon. It 1sg.w?nA
a formal synthesis and unity by the Ego, and finally it may be assimil-
ated to those ideologies, spiritual aspirations which are the peculiar
creations of the Super-ego. .

Y

I shall now call attention to the views of two noble critics. 1 mean, °
L. Abercrombie and I.A. Richards. Abercrombie tel].s us that we find
the play of three distinct powers in the realm of literature, nau:ely
the power to create, the power to enjoy ztnd the power to cntxctse.
The powers to create and to enjoy are n.at_xve to our.n.xe.ntal coPsnm-
tion, but the power to criticise is acquired. To criticise a literary
work is to enquire into its nature, to expound it and to assess its

value. Criticism as distinct from creation and enjoyment, consists

in asking and answering rational questions about litel.-ature. He. cal!s
attention -to the fact that literature is an art by whl.ch expression is
achieved in language. Language is only the medium ‘of .thg art.
It ‘serves two purposes namely expression ~and .commumcapon. It
expresses thé author’s experiences and con.tmum.cafes ?hem to ‘the
readér. Communication is a three-term relation 3 it implies the exist-
ence of the author, the reader, and langue.age in betwe?n the tv:nu.
Literature communicates experience, that is, the expenen.ce Wh":h,
fived in the author’s mind must again live in tht} reader’s mind. The
experienice must be transplanted from one mind to another. No

coinmunication, no literature.

" Abercrombie has thus presented 1o us a theory of l'it'er.afure (?ﬁd
ﬁéﬁ‘ﬁainted us with the principles of fiteracy criticism. .There is nothing
v'ery illuminating in his observations except the fa.ct thaf he' empha-
sises the importance of communicability of .expenenc?m !ltgtaturq;
Put the question arises: what is communicated? Is it ‘experlem:c.‘
as Abercrombie suggests, or ‘an emotion’ as Tolstdy holds, or ‘an

intuition® as. Crote points out? Middleton Murry says that an ‘én-

tire experience’ is communicated. ~ He asserts that the poet has t‘!| e
word. The word in the poet’s mind partly arises out of the emoﬂonal
field, partly is deliberately fitted to convey it. This mating of the
word to the entire mental experience of thought ‘and ?motioxfal ‘ﬁd'd:“
gxper_'lensed_as a whole is the specific poetic art. : :

" Prof. S. Alexander agrees to accept the theotythat m}a,
,wunic‘ﬁye, He says that a poet is not a noet until he has deolrely. -
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or a painter until he has painted and produced something outside
himself. A poet’s words are his reactions to a particular subject
matter, say a woman he loves. A poem is wrung from a poet in
the same way as a blow is wrung from me by a man that injures me.
A blow which is a reaction to a situation terminates upon the object
which provokes it, but the creative reactions of art instead of affecting
the provoking object produce a new one, a sfatue, a poem or a song.
So far as it is productive of a new object art is creative, Alexander’s
analysis of art is purely psychological, and he has presented to us an
objective interpretation of our reactions to a work of art. But the
- question still remains: what is it that is communicated by a poet?
Is it the poem or an experience.as a whole expressed through langu-
age? Abercrombie makes a distinction between language as expres-
sion and language as communication, and believes that the latter
makes another man’s experience occur as our own experience. He
calls Croce to his aid when he points out that a landscape painter
does not put on canvas the landscape he sees but his intuition of it.

The painting he produces is the intuition (expression) he intends to
communicate to others.

Mr. 1. A. Richards disagrees in this view of the matter of com-
munication. He says communication does not mean transference of
experience nor does it signify participation in ‘identical experiences.
All that it means is that one mind so acts upon its environment that
another mind is influenced, and in that other mind an experience
occurs which is like the experience in the first mind, and is caused in
part by that experience. Tt is the experience that is communicated
but not the same identical experience. ‘For successful communica-
tigh a number of impulses with their effective stimuli must be com-
mon to the communicators, and further the general ways in which
impulses modify one another must be shared.’ The supposition is
that a normal mind having usual impulses which are brought into

play by appropriate stimuli can influence another mind which is
similarly constituted.

Richards tells us that criticism is ‘the endeaveur to discriminate
between experiences and to -evaluate them, and points out that no
criticism is possible unless we have some understanding of the nature
of experience, or without theories of valuation and communication.’
All principles of criticism mainly arise from the study of those funda-
mental questions. He proceeds to examine these problems psycholo-
gically.

What 1 intend to suggest here is that literary criticism is not
, mainly evaluation, and that it is essentially reconstruction. There

is nothing vague or mysterious in this word ‘re-construction.’ | use
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it to mean a building up of an entire system of thoug'?ts, feelings..
emotions and wishes by reference to the wholeness or unity of exp(.zrf-
ence which has been expressed in a literary piece. .What the critic
is required to do is to envisage this unity of exp.erlence and t'o see
how it determines the constituent impu]s?s, feehng'?, etc.. which it
encompasses. The questions of value. will natura“y. arise as tlbe
experience which literature expresses in la.n;:uage wﬂl. involve ee;
ments which will either satisfv or fail to satisfy our social and. mora
needs. Further in a piece of literature language as the medxtxm. of
expression must be analysed to see how far. rhythm, .metre,‘ dlctmrl.
composition etc. have been successfully used in expressing the experi-
ence which it is the aim of the author to e\q:)ress. Bu.t tlje main
and fundamental problem of literary criticism.ls to.enqunre into the
author’s wholeness of experience as revealed in a h’terar_v. work and
to reconstruct or re-interpret the parts of that experience in terms of
the whole. '

Space will not permit me to show how this c:an be do?e... I shall
now briefly indicate the uses of psychology in l‘tterar_v crltlflsm. It
is only ol;vious that an individual writer funct:ons under two se!:s
of influences—his own igterests, motives, feelings, etc., a.nd the
milieu to which he has accommodated himse}f. ‘A ps_vcholozy.cal ?n-
quiry into these forces will prove verv useful in th.e correct.estxmatlon
of Qn author’s work. Further, emotions. sentiments, |deas.. etc.
which are expressed in literary work should -be psvchoiogwcalty
studied in order to trace their origin and function. T'he author s
reactions to different life situations demand a psychological enquiry
for the purpose of understanding their nature and value.

Mr. F. R. Leavis in his Revaluation ridictlles .th.e idea. .of a
psychological discussion of literary art, for .in hts opinion c.rmmsm
is a discipline of sensibility and a labour of intelligence, and it must
consider not only literary tradition but also cu.rrents of thought out-
side literature—of the intellectual and moral chmate. gem.arally.v Tr?e,
but this does not dismiss the claim of psychological interpretation
of . literature. A literarv work is a persona! achieveme;nt and .arouses
in the mind of the reader a current of ideas and feelings which, we
believe, should be analysed psychologicafly. '



The One and the Many
VI. The Absolutist View,
BY
G. R. MaLgan.

{c) We have so far considered two forms of the relationship of
the one and the many,—(1) a loose unity of the many souls or monads,
and (2) a more organic unity of consciousness common to several
individuals. We now come to a third form of this relationship which
may be roughly associdted with Bradley. The unity of the pure sub-
ject or of a ‘universal consciousness without any content’ common
to all individuals may he doubted. The subject, as we know it, has
a necessary reference to the object. The unity of the subject and
the object accordingly appears more natural and concrete. We find
it in actual experience. This experience then is the primary reality.’
But our experience is partial; and it is dominated by categories of
thought, which are found on analysis to involve self-contradiction.
There is no category of thought which isefree from this self-contra-
diction. Our present experience therefore needs to be transcended
in a higher form of experience in which these defects have been com-

pletely eliminated. It will be the expe'ri.ence‘of‘ the whole at a level
above discursive thought,

All our present knowledge is judgmental. Judgment involves a
division of the real and the ideal. We judge the real. But we judge
it i terms of the ideal. We know reality only in so far as it is deter-
‘mined by the idea. We get a view of things which is both partial
and subjective. The idea can never coincide with reality. Tt breaks
it up into what is in itself and what is to us. ‘As a result, we never
know reality in all its integrity ‘and wholeness. We. ought to go
beyond this judgmental form of knowledge. This means a higher
form of experience above the level of thought, in which thought it-
* self-is transcended and included. Our knowledge then will coincide
with reality, and there will no longer be any distinction bétween
reality and truth. . This higher knowledge may be called the Absolute
experience. It will contain everything that we know at the
level, but without divisions. = It will be an integral experience. Every
thing will be known in its relation to the whole. Indeed, the concept
of relation is self-contradictory. But that is 80, when we relate
things externally’ at the thought-level. There may however be a
_higher form of relatedness which is not open to the criticism of

thought.

thought. It is possible that the content of the rea} is di if 1 '“ ’

P
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- united in one organic whole. At least that would be the ideal for

thought, although thought itself cannot reach it.  In such a whole,
each part is real, and implies every other part. This whole is the
whole of experience, which alone can be a true principle of unification
between diversified parts. . .

This experience is' not a present fact. It is yet to be. VV.e can
only conceive it on the analogy of feeling. Feelufg can contam,. as
no other form of our experience does, a multiplicity integrated x'nto
a unity. In fecling, we do not contemplate t!'xe object. The': ohj?ct‘
is not distinguished-from the subject. It constitutes a real \fmty v{:th
it The moment we distinguish the object and contemplate .xt,' feel.mg
has disappeared. We only genuinely feel, when we do not dlstn.;gunsh.
The object is so thoroughly integrated with the‘ subject ‘that it does
not have even the appearance of indepe'ndc?nt bfamg. It is ,\‘vhat it is
only as felt. The higher experience w.xll in this way contain all the
differences in a real internal unity. It is the Absolute.

We do not accept this view for the following reasons. (1) A‘
distinction is made between experience below :the level of tmﬁht
d experience above the level of thought. _lt is unc'l.er:e,taxx.dable that
o below the level’ of thought contains no dx;tmctnon of the
Qtpfflenwd the object explicitly, but that this distinction is implicit in
f“ble_Ct'an be detected on reflection. But if it is admitted that the
. md c::la.bove the level of thought also contains the same distinc-
G.erf‘ef;‘ is the difference? Does the differepce consist merely in
t::’hi:hir;nding description of the latter?, whiv:h is still.a descrip-
tion in term# of reflective thought; for it is only in t'erm's of. thought
that we can speak of a differentiated whole, or a unity 1n d‘_ﬂ:e’;mf’
The c;nly experience that is genuinely above the level of.thougt ; is
the experience that is literally indescnbable,. a.nd 'about \:vh;ch nothing
an be said that is literally true. All dlstu.:cuons will have been
t::nscendeci, both of the subject and the object (:IS well as of the
object per se. We can no longer speak of a manifold made one, or

of an organic unity or a system, etc. All these images are thinking

images, and the experience which they describe i.s a thinking experi-
ence. In fact, if we could abolish the sta.ndpomt of thought 'even
willi “réspétt to our present humble experience, .all our experience
would be just the same qualitatively, equally elevatmg. axtd equally i:r
clusive. The distinctions are thought-made and artificial. May *it

not be that the Absolute Experience is here and now,—or in the words,

every Experience; Absolute Experience,—but that thought has‘pe:l-‘
verted it by making all’ sorts,of distinctions -within it? - We mhw
ing' the Abgolute Experience, and none -other; and -yet- we -bélioy

etherwise, the momeat we objectify it or think dbout it " ey
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characler that we give to an experience either in the form of the
scope of the content or in the form of the internal integration of the
content will transform it into a finite experience, and so detract from
its wholeness and immediacy. It is a wild-goose chase to combine
real differences with real unity, or mediacy with immediacy. He who
sees the many does not see the one, and vice-versa. It is a self-con-
tradiction to suppose that the Absolute Experience is a unity of
differences. It is an ideal of knowledge contrary to reason itself,

(2) A unity that contains a multiplicity is external to the elements
which it contains and unifies, and is spurious. It can do nothing
more than relate these elements, which will be self-existing in their
own right. If they are not self-existing, they are constituted by
the relation, and are therefore illusory. We must distinguish bet-
ween the unity of purpose and the unity of being. The latter unity
is incompatible with real differences. The former unity demands
differences;. but it is for that very reason external, limited and subject-
ive. All ends are subjective. There can be no end in itself. A
_teleological unity supervenes upon real differences, and is in that sense
subordinate to the latter in respect of being. It cannot be as real as

the differences. Its reality is a matter of, subjective valuation, with
no being in itself.

(3) ‘What is an empty unity worth even if jt were possible?’, it
may be asked. A concrete unity must include differences. It is the
only upity warranted by our present experience. That may be so.
But can we speak of such a unity as the Absolute Experience? A
unity which combines certain parts will have a character derived
from its parts and the way the parts are related. Such a unity will
have the character of actuality. It will be this particular unity of parts.
But no single actuality, however great or inclusive, can be anything
but finite and relative. An actuality implies several other possibilities
which could have become actual. It is only one possibility in an
almost . infinite number of possibilities. We can go beyond it and
ask for its reason. Why this possibility rather than any other?
The only reason for its actuality can be in some other actual entity.
Mere possibility can contain no decision within it one way or another,
and it could not account for actuality. It is only one actual entity
that can account for another, or cause it to exist. Thus no actual
entity can be self-sufficient or contain within itself the reason of its
own existence. It cannot be self-caused or self-existent. Any
determinate, and so finite, whole can only be interpreted in this way.
If all determination is negation, the Abgolute-unnot be determinate.
But then how else are we to understand '

d » unity that is the usify of
p'arts? It will have to be anqecompjuhSd ugityJ. ,*d‘m WW
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unity must be determinate. It is wholly z.trbitrary 'to call it all-
inclusive, infinite and absolute. Any possibility actuahsfad cannot be
timeless and eternal; and a determinate whole of parts fs‘r'lgcessarily'
of the nature ‘of a possibility actualised. It is one possn.blhty among
others. The ideal of a differentiated unity as the Ultimate or the
Absolute 'is fundamentally erroneous. We are obliged to transcend
it and so objectify it; and once it is objectified, it cant.xot mcluc.ie'the-
subject within it. This subject may be only a super-)egt (as in the
philosophy of Whitehead), but it nevertheless falls outside the con-
cretised whole which is objectified.

(4) The unity of the subject and the object is the character of
all experience from the lowest to the highest. We have no idea of
a pure object standing by itself, or of a pure subject. The two are

" necessarily present in every experience. Nevertheless, they do aot

togethey constitute any kind of neutral being,. different both fr?m the
subject and the object. A neutral kind of being is .really- unthinkable
and unmeaning. There are philosophers who believe in a .ngutral
stuff which is neither mental nor material. Matter an(.i fmnq are
conceived by them as two different kinds of entities filstlngulshed
by certain ‘characters; and it may not always be p?ssxble tp draw
the line between them. But the subject and the object are xfot so
conceived on the analogy of matter and mind. Their distinction is
based upon experience; and here we find that the)" are absolu.tely-
opposed to each other. Their difference is like the q:ﬁermw of light
and darkness, We can therefore draw the line with absolute cer-
tainty. There can be no error about it, and there can be no neutral
entity that does not fall either under the one or the o‘ther‘ category.
Applying this criterion, we find that any experience .wh'lch is qtfaltﬁea
by a certain objective content, however mcluswg,. is itself ob)ectl.ve.
We can speak of it as that experience. The subject and the object
e)'zhéust'bét@e.en‘ them all possible forms of being, and they allow
of no intermedjate or neutral forms. They are also absolutely op-
posed and incompatible forms of being, so that nothing{can. partake
of both and be a subject and an object, or the self and the not-self,
at the same time. The Absolute Experience must either be a pure
and conteptless experience which can never be ubjectified, or it will
be of .the nature of the not-self. We do not save it by calling it &
unity of both.

Are the subject and the object absolutely opposed to edch other?

It they were, we should never find them in relation. But they a'fé

related in every experience whatsoever. We contend that this re-

lation is not a real relation, and that it only proves thé incompatibility -

of the two kinds of being. - A-real relation can only subsist between
6
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two real entities. It relates in the sense that it brings together or
unifies the entities into a single whole. The subject and the object
howeyer are not two such entities which can be conceived in their
isolation, and which can later be brought into a unity. The object
in isolation is simply nothing at all. However it is conceived, and
whenever it is conceived, it is only conceived in relation to the sub-
ject. This relation is not accidental to it and external to it. It is
constitutive of it. Can we say that it is a real thing brought iato
relation to the subject? So far again as the subject is concerned,
it is never presentable at all. It can never be treated as an entity,
or as a term in a relation. The moment we so distinguish it or try
to isolate it, it ceases to be subject proper. It has become another
object. The only relation into which it can enter, while keeping its
own proper nature, is that of ‘false identity’. The relation of false

identity is the relation of the real and the illusory. It is not a real '

relation at all. If we see the real, we do not see the illusory, and
vice-versa. We do not see two things in relation. We only speak
of it. Similarly, we can never hold the object and the subject in
one act of awareness and refer them to each other. When we do s,
the real subject has already slipped us, and we are simply dealing
with a pseudo-subject.

The relation of false identity is a well-known and established
relation. It subsists between two terms, belonging to two difterent
orders or levels of being, which are mutually antagonistic and jn-
compauble, e.g. the real and the ilusory. Since one of the terms
is illusory, the relation too is illusory. 1 have conceived the snake
in the piace of the rope. I have also therefore conceived, the id-
entity of the snake with the rope. Or as we say, 1 bave super-
imposed the snake upon the rope. This super-imposition is not any
kind -of objective relation between the snake and the rope. It is
wholly subjective, and partakes of the nature of the conceptual snake.
Or ifi other words, all the relations of the illusory snake are them-
scives illusory. The same is true of the subject-object rejation if we
probe it deeper, ; - T T

"7, (5) The Absolute Experience is compared to a feeling. This is
a wrong' reteasion of the proper meaning and function of feqling.
Feeling is a valie-function. 1t is not a form of knowledge. The
Absolute Experience may be a great satisfaction. But a grea satis-
 faction cannot by itself constitute knowledge, and it cannot be an

answer to the demand of thought for cognitivé certainty. For achiay- |

ing. this, thought cagpot be culed out, although it may be-present in
3.new aad non-discursivp role sppeopriate to reality, . . .. .-

RS

‘that it lends & certain value to the parts. Buf then this sesthéfic
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. The natural function of thought is to ideate, and to relate the
idea to the real in any attempt to know the latter. ' It stands out-

“side the real, and seeks to catch it within the net of its own concepts.

The resulting knowledge has the character of ideality. It can never
do justice to the real as such. But it js also possible that thought
may be able to reverse its procedure, guided by a certain self-revealing
intuition of reality. Thought will then not impose its own forms
upon reality, but it will receive the form of reality itself. .It is thus
that thought can be cognitively satisfied. It recognises the truth,
‘and the truth has made it whole. It has ended all its internaldis-
crepancies and questions. We go astray and confuse issues, if we
seek the solition of the problems of thought in feeling or allied
experience. We must go by the way of thought to the end of thopght;
for thought has the potentiality of the truth, and the whole truth,
within it. .

VII The Vedantic solution of the Problem.

If the unity is real, multiplicity simply cannot be i ’it'still
appears, it is is just illusory. It can neither be xncludefi thhp‘
the -unity®nor can it be excluded from it. In the former case, it
would disrupt the unity from within. In the latter case, it would
disrupf it from without. The only unity that can be real is the
unity that is pure, s?mple'and without differences. L

" We reject the conception of an organic unity. For if the differ-

ent parts of such a unity are endowed with real power and function,

“the. unity. becomes a secondary product of the parts. Reality resides

in the parts, not in the whole which they produce.. . The cause is
‘always more real than the effects. The best analogy of this would
Be that of the social organism. Here, it is the individual who is the
Foandation of society. ‘Society is made by the individuals, and it
Yiists for their good. There is no such thing as the fife of the
society as a whole, which is not the life of the individuals constitut-

ifg it. The very end“or purpose of the ‘sociefy is the life of the

fndividdal. But it may well be argued that the whole is primary,
and that the parts derive what reality they have from it. In that

_ case;-the whole is Indoed real, but not so the parts. The parts con-

tribate nothing to it. The whole hangs in the air, without ‘any
Basis in the parfs. So far as the parts are concerned, the whole is
& kind of supér-imposition upon them, not really rélated to them,
and fends to them a false value which they do not reafly possess. An -
esthetic object, like a- picture, provides the best analogy -6f such

‘4 whole. We can agree that ‘the whole is aesthetically primar’, ‘sid

value, which does ot exist in the parts, Is & wper-h‘Wﬂpm
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them. Is it anything more than a subjective effect? If it is not
~such an effect, if it has a basis in reality, what is that reality? The
parts certainly can contribute nothing to it; for they cannot con-
_tribute what they do not themselves possess. Their value is derived
from the value of the whole. This value must be supposed to be
self-subsistent, not rooted in the parts or derived from them. If
such is the nature of the unity, can there be a real relation between
the whole and the parts? The parts have a being independent of
the value, and the value is a mere super-imposition upon them from
the outside. The value is not part of being which is known. [t is
a matter of feeling only. There is no sense of reality, in which both
the unity and the differencs can be seen to be equally real. Once we
admit a relation of sub-ordination between them (Visham-sattd),
the orzanic character of the unity disappears. It is either the differ-
ences that dominate the unity and reduce it to impotence, or.it is

just the other way. In no case can we hold that both the differences
and the unity are real in the same sense.

We contend that the unity 'is real and the ‘différences illusory.
The unity is ho doubt behind the differences which we apprehend.
But it is behind them not in any physical sense, but only in an
epistemological sense. The string is physically behind the heads,
but it is no more real than the heads. It is simply an addition to
them, and reinforces their multiplicity. The substance -however is
nat physically behind its various qualities, It is not a kind of pin-
cushion in which the qualities inhere like pins. The qualities have
no being in themselves. “They are what they are only as related to
the substance. The substance however must exist in itself. Other-
wise, there will be the fallacy of mutual relatedness, and neither the
substance nor the qualities could even appear tq be real. The sub-
stance is one and real in jtself. The qualities are many and depend-

ent upon the substance. The same is the relation between the one
and the many.

“We do not know substance by itself. We only know it as the
subsiratum of qualities. But do we really know it in this? Is it
real knowledge of substances? Is there no other knowledge of it
possible? If that were so, substance would really be a fiction for us
as it is a fiction for most modern philosophers. What we do not seem
to doubt are the data of sense, or what we may call in our present
language, sensible qualities. The substance behind these qualities is
literally unknown to us. Perhaps we cannot do without ®. But
that is only a question of habit with us. Since we do not know sub-

stance, and we believe that we cannot know it just as we do the.

‘quals ties, ‘ive egsily suppose that it is _simPly not there. If it were
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there, why coukd we not isolate it ‘and know it for what it is, eyen
as we know the sensible qualities for what they are. W? f.orge-t tfnat
if we could so isolate it, it would cease to have arfy distinguishing
mark from the qualities and would cease t?‘be their ground. The
truth is that we could not know the quahtfe.s and also know the

bstance which is their ground. If the qualities are teal to us, the
su>s < lv is not, and vice-versa. It is the relation of the real
sgbstanct’: e ‘We ;:annot know both of them simultaneously. If
and the '“u:or?;iusory we simply do not know the real. But if we
we know ¢ e‘ lwe ha\;e already negated the illusory. It is through such
know.thc r:at' we rise to a knowfedge of the real. The same holds
neg‘ath: tk:ow.ledge of the substance, and pari passu about our know-
?:;;: t0 fe e one. We can only rise to its knowledge through the

negation of the many.

The many constitute the realm of obiectivify.. We cannot hax{e
manyness exc'ept among objects which can be distinguished one from
The one which is the ground of the many cannot therefore
gah::;ctive Western thought identifies reality with objectivity.
Thiso ils quite understandable.  The concept of reality is corre]atw:e
he concept of knowledge. Reality is whit is known; and what is
o in any form of knowledge whatsoever can only be soms
kf\own l:b Cty And yet it is possible that there are levels in know-
klPd of d.le- ; des of objectivity. It is also possible that the highest
tedg e, o of knowledge in which the dualism of knowledge is
grade 1513 t:;nscended- The object cannot be kept apart from the
confplef-e ydistinct from it. The object does not require to be formulat-
sub)ecf ::rf)rmed by thought. It is the self-revealing truth which imposss
::is(:;:: fon;n upon thought. The function of thought is complettt.ly
rse.d Instead of giving form to the object and thereafter dis-
rfrve : bi'n itself from the object, it receives its form from the object
::gu ::soinc?des with the object. To know here is to become. :I‘he
dualism of knowledge is superseded. It is.the unrelated, the thing-
in-itself, that is konown. This is the very nfleal of knowl?dge. Bl.lt
if it is to be realised, we can no longer think of the ob;qct‘ of this
knowledge as one among many. It can only be one without a
second. In other words, it cannot belong to the realm of the many,
which is the realm of objectivity in the h.teral sense. The sxm'ple
character of objectivity covers different meanings. The world is objec-
tive in one sense. It is sensible. God may .also be sp?ken of as
gbjective, but in quite a different sense. It is not sensible. It is
essentially spirit, conceived objectively. :l‘he Absolute may. al'so be
onken of as objective. The sense here is that the Absolute is not .

thought-informed. It is not ‘other’ to thought, and correlativ -9
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it. It is in-itself, and unrelated, so that when we know it, we know
what is free from any implication to thought. It is in this last sense

that we accept objectivity as the character of ultimate reality which
is the ground of the many.

The One underlies the many and is the ground of the many. It
is behind the many in the sense in which the real is behind the illusory.
But it is not ‘out there’ like an object behind objects. Its essential
character is non-objectivity. The only reality that has this character
in our experience is what is called the ‘I’. The self is never given
to us as ‘this’. No one can consciously assert ‘I am this’. A person
may, no doubt, identify his self with some kind of object, such as the
physical body. But when he is made aware of this identification, he
would regard it as false and attribute it to an error on his part. This
is the fundamental intuition of the self which requires to be purified
of all erroneous associations; and when this goal is achieved in all
its completenéss, we are face to face with something which cannot
brook any differences. The self is behind all objects, whether these
are taken as known or even as uhknown. The known objects are
to a self. But even the unknown objects, in so far as they are part
of the ignorance of which a’ seff is conscious, are really to a self.
We rise to a knowledge of the self through the negation of all
forms of objectivity, which are falsely identified with it, and through
the resolution’ of the relation of implication’ which all objects have
to it. "The way of hegation is the only way to the knowledge of the
Self, arid this knowledge is at the same time the knowledge of the
Absolute One. - ' ' o

I (' there a soul in the body? We cannot prove its existence,
We can only prove the existence of certain forms of mental function
which are associated with the body. It may also be possible to show,
or at least to surmise, that there is another, non-physical, and subtler
‘body which'is the true vehicle of their expression, and which survives
the phimical body. Whether we call it soul or not is a different
matter. But this substance or soul, enclosed within the body and
functioning through it, can only be some kind of material stuff which
“is in principle not distinct from the body. We have the anmalogy of
a’thing in ‘a box, although in the present case the mental stuff
{antahkarana) enlivens the body which encloses it and is therefore
a superior kind of miatter.” But beyond the states and the acts of
the mind is the real principle of intelligence, which is essentially
non-mental. This 1§ the transcendent ‘I'. ‘We have an immediate
intuition of it. Nobody can deny that he is, asid that he is essentially
itelient. Ho viénld el dlutinguis b i from every act of the

mind, including the ego-form (chamakara) which is mentsl, ,«k"s.‘

g

I
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our reflection that misleads us. For when we reflect, we objectify.
The self comes to us in reflection associated with some kin,d.oi object
or other, It is this error which misleads some phxl?wphers
into thinking that our only intuition of the self is -that
of a finite and discrete entity called the ‘I’ or the ego.
But further reflection ought to correct the error. And when

this is done, the self is no longer seen to be a finite entity. More

than that. It is not enclosed in the body like a prisoner.. It is not
inside the body. The infinite is not inside anything. It is the most
op'eh secret. It is the body which we have supen:-xmp.os?d upon the
self, and which can therefore be spoken of as being inside ,the.self.
It is not the body that sustains a self, but the 'self. that su.stams‘a
body. The self is in this sense essentially discmbo‘dxeg!. I; is never
in the body. The body is oaly falsely identified with it mmug§: our
ignorance and error. It is this conception of tge: self that will be
found to be the real unity behind all forms of multiplicity.

The self is ever self-effulgent and self-revealing. We are never
in doubt as to what we should call our real Selff Bl:lt thxs fhﬂtaCtﬂ'
of it is partly submerged when we erroncously identify it with some
kind of object or other, or when we seek to kaow it in the opjegtg’re
.miude As we begin to negate every form of the objecs t;'om. ity
the self becomes more and more evident, more and more immediate
and inward. In the end, it is known as the se%f-evndent .truf_h. _ ;But
since every kind of knowledge involves some kind of objectification,

powever diluted and refined, we have to transcend knowledge itself.

The limit of negation is reached in the pure Self itself. The en-
iightened intellect ceases to look for the Self, and ceases even to
kmow it. It ends with the recognition that knowledge itself is a
kind of falsification. ‘Those who claim that they know the Self do
aot - know. But those who recognise that it is truly beyond know-
fedgie alone really know'

FBut is this not a kind of extreme subjectivism? Is there no
reality bebind things? Are they pothing? Let us suppose thas
there is a reality of which all things are particularisations. It was

" Spinoza who recognised one universal Substance behind all particular

iy

modes; ‘hoth -physical and mental .But h?w shall we unders tand
,this- substance? What is our intuition of it? We contend that it

_js the. intuition of being, which is the common ground of all things.

All things bave the same being. They exist in the same sense &3 'we
lt)' Being is universal and pervasive, while things are pasticulsr
sod discrete. We can negate all things. We can say, 4. is gof, B

i not, etc.. -We can pever negate being. It remainy in ope. formh

.

i o ‘*% .
¢ another the substratum of the negation. When ] ey, ‘'js bbt}
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I mean that something else is there where 4 might have been. Some-

thing is always there where the negation is apprechended. But what
1s this being? Is it a reality?

Is it anything more than an empty
idea?

It would be a merc idea, if we conceived it objectively. For
objectively, there are only particulars of sense, there is no being
as such. As a matter of fact, we could negate being itself, if jt
were something objective. The only thing that we cannot negate
when we have negated everything is the consciousness of negation.
Being in the form of this consciousness can never be negated. It is
the only ultimate form of being. It is not an idea. It is not a particu-
lar of sense or thought. It is truly universal and pervasive, for nothing
can be what it is if it were unrelated to consciousness. This con-
sciousness, which underlies all objects, and which underlies the very
correlativity of the subject and the object, is a kind of pure subject,
free, unrelated and absolute. This being is not an abstraction, but

the most.cdncrete reality. It is where a thorough-going negation
finally leads us.

The method of negation has been advocated By many thinkers
outside Vedanta. They have argued that every entity that is deter-
minate is necessarily finite. The infinite and the absolute cannot be
determinate. But if that is so, we must negate every determination
of it. This may be true. But how does the method of negation
proceed? Can it lead to knowledge if there is no original intuition
of the reality we want to know through it? Is there a limit to
hegation beyond which it cannot be carried further? It is evident
that if we negate one entity only to posit another, there can be
ho limit to negation. We shall never reach the end. On the other
hand, if we merely negate and posit nothing, we have a pure nega-
tion. There is no reality which we can be said to know through such
negation. Negation can be a legitimate method of knowledge only on
condition that there is an original intuition of ‘the reality which we
want to know, but that we are prevented from knowing it by error
and misunderstanding. What negation does is to eliminate the error,
and to allow the original intuition of. reality to reveal itself for what
it is to the intellect. This is what we understand by the intellectual
intuition of the real. The intellect here has no positive function. It
does not know reality through any of its forms. Its function is
purely negative. It is reality that reveals itself. What the intellect

does is to receive this revelation. It merely _recognises without error
what was known before in a mixed form.

All relations may be said to prove & multiplicity. Things are
haturally many, fot they are naturally related. But there is ‘ome
ultimate relation which proves just the contrary. 1t is the relatio
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of the self to the not-self. The reality of the fort.ner is- opposed to
the reality of the latter. The reality of the objgcts is a related
reality. The objects imply other objects, and they imply the self to
which they are objects. The reality of the Sel'f on the other hand
is absolutely opposed to this kind of related reality. ’I:he Self cann?t
be real unless it is understood as unrelated. Reduce it to a term in
a relation, and it is degraded, and it demands to be tran.scended.
Here is an absolute opposition. There is no sense il‘f whxf:h b.oth
the Self and the not-Self can be real. If that is the logical sl.tuatxon,
then one of them must be real, and the other non-real and illusory.
It is an ultimate dualism which cannot stay as a dualism. It has to
be reduced either to the reality of the Self or of the not-Self. The
latter clearly cannot be real; for then the Self would be unreal, and
the Self is what is necessarily implied by it. The Self on the o.ther
hand has no implication of any kind of otherness to it. It is essentially
unrelated. It is accordingly the only ultimate reality. Thus. we
find that the absolute distinction of the Self and the not-Self itself
works, through its own essential logical character, to reduce the
distinction to nullity.

The problem of the one and the many can only be resolved in
this way. The one is a real One. It is without internal or external
differences. It is pure, undifferentiated, and without a second. At
the same time, it is the ground of all the differences. The diﬁferences
arise from it, stay in it and disappear into it, just as any illusory
appearance does with respect to its ground. When thero:efore we
know the unity, we cannot know the differences, and wice-versa.
At the same time, the two are given together in knowledge. We
do not know the differences by themselves, but only as the?'-are
grounded in the unity. We do not know the unity in anf:l by itself.
Error and truth are mixed up together in our present experience. .VV.e
want to know the truth. The only way to it is negation'. Thl.s is
possible, because the truth is by its very nature absolutely immediate.
It is of the nature of the Self (prityakdtman). We know thf, Self
truly, when we know it as the all, the absolute, or the One. without
a second. This is the saving knowledge. He who has this know-
ledge enjoys immortality. He has attained to God-head.
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5. We will here discuss a type of defence of causality, Some
say that the statistical laws of quantumy mechsnics which spply in
the case of large number of particies (whose individual behaviour shows
some indeterminacy) are deterministic and so determinism is not
jeopardized by the new quantum mechanics with itg uncertainty
principle. Here these defenders confuse determinism with regard to
~events of nature with determinism of & law. In case of events which
are mot occurrences of an individual ultimate particle (electron or
quanta) but which involve a large collection of these particles,
determinism may be said to operate as the law of probability ruling such
events, and giving such high probabilities that they are practical
certainties. But even in these cases we should not say that
determinism strictly holds, as the fundamental law is statistical.

L. Susan Stebbing thinks that in case of undetermined occurrences
predictions can be made if large collections of them are involved in
8 process. ‘In such a case, statistical laws will be the basis from
which the predictions will be made in accordance with a deterministic
procedure’.’ Again, ‘It is olear that predictions can be made (i.e.
inferences concerning what will happen) on the basis of statistieal
laws. Buch predictions can uever be known to be certainly true.

But no predictions concerning the physical world can be known to be
certainly true, since we have no logical ground for agsuming that
our extrapolations are correct’.” :

. Now Btebbing does distinguish between a probable event and a
probable conclusion, but she holds that determinism may be regarded
a8 valid if there are laws (such as statistical laws) by means of which
we can infer subsequent states from previous ones within precissly
determined limits. Obvioudy,, she holds that it in the case of wiatis-

tical laws the logical ground for passing from en initial state to s

subsequent state is as sound as in the cage of causal inferences,
which ground i what the logic of induction can offer for both kinds
of laws, then determinism must be admitted as untouched by modern
quantum physics. We admit that so far as the logical ground of
predicting on the basis of a scientific law ig concerned, no change hu

! Philosophy sad the Physiciste, p. 204,
* Ibid, p. 900,
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been brought about by quantum physics, the passing.ﬂ:om ground
to conclusion in an inductive syllogism in case of a stat-lstlcal metlfod
of enquiry suffers from the same uncertainty as & smTilar passing
in case of a causal method.! The conclusion in e.ach case is a prob?.ble
conclusion. Stebbing, observing this equality in ?lmm of f:erbaxnty
by the two kinds of laws, jumps to the conclusion that if causal
h;ws are called determinate statistical ones are equally so. But.
here we are not convinced, and it must be pointed out t?mt we are
not coricerned with the probability of a conclusion but with that of
an event. Laws which claim to apply to- single events are cau.sa\,
laws which do not so claim but only apply ir.x ca?e of large collections
of events, are statistical. The latter, as a scientifie law., has the -same
kind of logical status as the former, and, when used in a p.artncular
case, will allow us to infer a subsequent state 'from.a prev1.ou.s o.ne
with the same degree of logical certainty, but this ?omi‘s of sxmllan.ty
should not mask the difference between them whlch. is that, while
the statistical laws rule only large numbers of events (i.e. oc.cm:re.nces
of electrons and quanta) in a group, csusal laws. rule mdxv.niual
events: And as it is now found in quantum physics that 'mu.m‘te
individua! events in the sub-atomic regions .cfmnot, e\.ren in prmc.xple.
be followed accurately, causal laws must be discarded in t.hfse regions.
For bodies of average size, csusal laws are found valid, but then
we can regard these single events in the macro-world as made up of
large groups of events in the micro-world as such a body of average
sizé is made up of millions and millions of ele.ctrons. 80 we can
say that statistical laws, which are more pervasive and more funda-

mental, are indeterministic, as they do not apply to single events.

1 we cannot predict with accuracy single events we cannot say thab
determinism still rules.

Stebbing’s interpretation of quantum mechanical stfxtistical la.ws
is open to grave criticism and on the basis of .this faulty.mterpref:shon
her defence of determinism cannot stand.' Friend and erbleman. e:lso
atempt to prove that determinism is not disturbed by the new statistical
lews of quantum mechanics, and their argument follows almost'the
same line as that adopted by Stebbing. They show that the syllogistic
pature of statistical method and of causal method is the same, that
in each case there results a probable conclusion, and that the method
of discovering laws, both statistical and causal, is the ‘,' -
Probability and cause are both logical functions, and ‘the sl

method is ovly roundbouf, bu) perfectly valid, way of follo#ing
: Friend and Fieblecoan &M s i detail in Whetfifolpd
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causal method.! As we said before, this kind of interpretation over-
looks the fact that the new quantum echunical statistical laws are
invented precisely to replace the original causal laws which were
found not to apply in cnse of individual particles where a certain
amount of indeterminacy was found as a port of datu. We cannot
call these laws deterniinistic, because they do not apply to the case
of single events in the micro-physical world and only claim validity
in the case of processes which involve hig collections of these events;
Determinism, if it is to mean anything, must operate in the field

of events; logical determinism. that which rules a s¥llogisin, is not
our concern here.

Stebbing, though she defends determinism in her own way and
does not agree with the idealists who derive drastic philosophical
consequences from the new quantum physics, yet feels that this new

physical theory must somehow change ‘our attitude to determinism’.?
This is a.correct feeling. .

Max Planck® defends determinism in a way which is not
essentially different from that of Btebbing and Friend and Fiebleman.

He says that the waves of probability follow strict causal laws and
80 determinism holds even in the pew physics. Indeterminacy arises
only with regard to the connection between t

he wave picture and
the world of senses. But Planck himself sees the difficulties of such

a view. For, the indeterminists may object that a wave in quantum
physics is not a physical process but denotes just a probability that
a certain state exists. The answer which the determinists may give,
following Planck, is that in giving a physical significance to the wave
we have to measure it and in measuring it we will change it; so that,
the event in itself cannot be measured. But this clearly (we feel)
is a dodge. To save causality, wave picture ig brought f\\. and the
indeterminacy in predictions is ascribed to trunslating the wave picture
into the sense world. But the question precisely is, what is the
justification of such a wave picture if it can never be ineasured and
if its only function is to save determinism? Earnst Zinimer rightly
comments on Planck’'s attempt thus: ‘The strict course of natural
law still does not appear to be guaranteed, for the waves only rule
the probability of natural events. Single events do not take place
with strict causality, but only with statistical regularity: hence the
position has not been cleared up entirely’.* Einstein and Inteld write
about these waves—‘The only physical significance of the probability
wave is that it enables us to answer sensible statistical questions in
" Ibid, p. 188,
3 Philosophy ond the Physisiats p. 184.

* Bes Philosophy of physior, p. €063,
¢ Bee Eegnst Zimmers' Revolytion in Physics, p. 998,
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icle ell as of one’.! Ko that it is clear
f wany particles as well as o . .
::st c‘o“;e t(l)xe basis ]of these waves we cannot establish determinism
which has failed in the case of single micro-physical events.

Some positivists? also mean by .causal lz}“'.s some'sortdof s:;?};:i
lawe and they include quantum physical stat‘xétlcal llav&s “f] el;l causel
laws. Rules, when thev are exact, as probablh't_v rules are mdqthere "
mechanics, are deterministic in the phllrfso.plncnl 'sense, an the “.t

ontradiction between causal and statistical law s As poin ed o
betore. his way of thinking stresses only the logical determinism
Pefoxl‘e,dtils a‘;:‘ kind of law and overlooks the difference between a
llr;:rotv:at :pplic;s to individual events or particles and a law that does
so only to a crowd.

8. Another kind of argument for retaining d.eterx.ninsm is fox.u:;le(i

.iew of the nature of statistical laws. Tt is said that .statls ica
Dve based on causal laws, so the new quantum mecharlucs cannot
ot M;estrict causality operating in the individual events. . It
PUt assu!;ne use, we, at tiﬁs stage of our knowledge and physxct.ll
N on!y S m(')t de;al with the individual particles in the sub-atomic
tec?mque' b have to consider the behaviour of large groups of
reg::“;:‘;:‘; ?:ke recourse to statistical laws instead of causal ones.
partic

ites, i fact, statistical laws are dependent
Thus Planck ‘::fséf I:tgz:utl;f' of causality functioning in each
uporf the assumpt If it were possible for us to follow the m<.)ve-
parthUlar cas: ’.miividual molecule in this very intricate labyrinth
mente of eae hl we should find in each case an exact fulfilment
o t e1“1 w +2  Planck thinks that physical science ‘strives
of the dyn'mmtcaat::len;t towards the microscopic degree of delicgey
todmfli::y;wto :duce statistical laws to a dynamic and strictly causal
and 8

L]

- Il also asserts that statistical laws assume strict caus:flity

Russe' a] w.5 Friend and Fiebleman argue for the same view.
as the basl.c..:ho;lt‘ the assumption of some logical connection, known
They sa3. , ™ o one could make a prediction of probability '-'. And
or unknows, 1 “Thus causality is always implied in any meam-ngful
ch' c;izlugf .probabilitv'.’ Their argument runs on these lines:
predic ¢

. ; hysics, p. 300. i ) iy
) Seo thair Eo . T s See Frank's book Betwesn Physics a
l’ oo %ﬁ»’ o3 m:fsup l::tpn?r?:{ Misses ‘book’ Probability, Statistics, and
slosophy . IX. 5
g":'uth. p. 294. o ' -
s Where is Sciencc gomg. p. .
id, p. 146. '
:Isl::'hﬂ Determinism and Physics, (p. 16)
¢ What Scieycs Really Mecans, p. 179.
' Tbid, p. 379
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There is always a causal relation between two states, but due to
incidental factors the cause is not isolated, and so the dominating
funetion is modified in a number of ways. In quantum mechanics
where it is impossible to study the path of sub-atomic entities whose
continued identities are, moreover, in question, the statistical method
has been found practical. This applies to large groups of entities
for ‘to exhaust all the modifying factors of the actual environment
shsolutely, an infinite iteration of the experiment would be required’.!
So that to reach certainty an infinite number of events is necessary;
no single event can be shown to fulfil strictly the causal law. Though

this is not practicable at this stage of knowledge, it is the ideal of
statistical laws which are but interim laws.?

All these writers do not appreciate the new philosophical impli-
cation of statistical laws of quantum mechanics. These are not like
the statistical laws of classical physics which certainly assumed strict
dynamical- laws to be operating in the individual molecules. Thue
the statistical method used in deducing gas pressure from Kinetic
theory of gases presupposed classical dynamies, and it was only
because of the impracticability of following each individual molseule
that the behaviour of a crowd was considered as a whole. In classical
physics the negation of determinism involved in the adoption of many
statistical laws in place of causal laws was merely s practical negation,
in new- quantum physics it is a theoretical one. Quantum mechanics
of Heisenberg, Schroedinger ete, definitely deny the existence of a
material point with a definite position and velocity. It admits a
material point as ‘a large scale approximation’.? Ezxact location and
velocity of a sub-atomic entity are not given together in nature itself,
the limit of accuracy is objective. so statistical laws are the only
oner that can be used there. FEinstein and Infeld point to this
difference clearly: ‘In the Kinetic theory of matter, we bave statistical
laws governing the aggregation, gained on the basis of individual laws.
But in quantum physics the state of affairs is entirely different. The
individual laws are discarded’.* 1If it is asserted that even quantum
mechnical statistical laws are but interim laws and like classical
ones presuppose strict causality in the individual entities, it is but an
aseertion and a hope, and it goes against the established truth of
modern physics. Pure reason, which some philosophers apply to
solve the problem, cannot lead us anywhere. Planck® also feels this,
and a8 shown by Bchroedinger,® it will allow us to derive chance

' Tbid, p. 188,

Ibid, p. 180.

Bee Bchroedinger's Sdience and Human Tem nt,

¢ Binstein and Infeld's Fvolution in Physics, ;‘.m'a’gl’. Chapt. TI.
* Bes Planck’'s Where is. Science Going, p. 181.

* Bee his Science ond Humen Temperament, Chap. II,
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iment will also fail us.
law and law from chauce. Pun? experime lso £ !
ﬁoz only by a judicious blending of thought and observatxon, that is,.
by thinking on the facts of the case houestly and minutely that we
can ever arrive at a true decision.

To those, who fondly believe that the new quantx'xm mechamc.;al
gtatistical laws ure not different from those of class?cal fpechamhh c?
and like the latter assume causal laws-. Schroed::nger 8 : etslm

. be shocking and it may shuke their old mnotions violently.
‘1;::-} Schroedinger tries to show that classical mechanics 1ts.e1£
is indeterminate, its statistical laws could not ass-ume .strzt
causal laws. Even in case of 8 molectfle.a (of classical ' kinetic
theory) we could not know exuctly and !om.tly the velocity aud

sition, and so its initial conditions ren.mm inexactly kn{:wn with
the result that predictions would become inaccurate. He shows that
to measure velocity we must have two m.oments‘ howeye.r close' t-o-
gether, end so velocity at one moment 15 an impossibiliy. This
:e pot different from the argument given by Zemo for prov g tho:t.
:wtion is a self-contradictory concep't. However, _Schrfx?dxpger 8
theory may not be accepted by all, but it shows the deterministd that
it is useless by means of pure reason to solve the problem of causd?ty
l d to assert that statistical laws are based on the causal laws which
::e more fundamental. Rather, the opposite view seems o be more
oconsistent with pew facts of quantum physics.

i Ibid, Chap. ILL.
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