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Primary and Secondary Qualities
A Retrospect

by

Aroxa MUKHOPADHYAYA

The distinction of sensible qualities into primary and second-
ary has raised one of the most vital issues of epistemological and
metaphysical thinking, that of the nature and status of the con-
tent of knowing. In fact, it has initiated discussions on the most
important problems of modern and contemporary metaphysics and
epistemology, problems that are associated with the doctrines of
Realism and Idealism. The discussion has fairly wearied out most
of our contemporary philosophers, some of whom have been think-
ing in real earnest to eliminate such words as realism and idealism
from their philosophy on account of their extremely dubitable
significance. Some are contemplating to go beyond realism and
idealism and to build up a metaphysics on neutral lines. The
division of metaphysics and epistemology on realistic and idealistic
lines has involved, it is felt by some, some sort of cross-division,
and philosophers who are otherwise idealistic have claimed afflia-
tion to some sort of a realistic epistemology, as many of our episte-
mological idealists, again, have defended a realistic sort of meta-
physics. In course of polemical discussions the terms *realism ”
and “idealism " have thus lost all clear-cut meaning. Many now
think that the realistic and the idealistic trends of thought which
were initiated by a logical distinction hetween the primary and
the secondary qualities have on the whole miscarried, and it has
been felt that hetter results can be had if we succeed in elimina-
ting these two concepts from our philosophical literature altoge-
ther. It is felt necessary by some to re-examine the basis of the
distinction of qualities into primary and secondary. It is time to
consider also if the logical and epistemological consequences that
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xfleveloped from the distinction followed right lines, o

for all the difficulties that cropped up in the meta: hr .Whether
e.pistemological discussions of our realists and idealistsp tir']ilC;l tfqmd
tion of qualities into primary and secondary was not’in th lslmc-
resp.onsible. The purpose of this essay is therefore to reo . ‘:;'\St
cussion on this point and to examine the basis of this disﬁir::tiol:
ﬁ Lo'cke was the ﬁrgt thinker to make ag elaborate statement of.

is vital epistemological and metaphysical issue, it wil] b

venient for our purpose to begin with Locke, alth:)ugh the d? tc o,
tion between primary and secondary qualities can be traclzdmicr;

some form to such earlier thj i
inkers as Democritus. Pl
ato
and some others. ’ ¢ Descartes

As against Protagoras who would make all properties second
ary and relative, Democritus regarded those properties alone .
secondary which would depend on perception by special sens iy
btft others as primary and objective, This according to De‘es’
c'ntus, while colour, sound, smell, taste are ,dependent on ercm .
tion by special senses, form, size, inertia, density and hsrdn?s)-
are .pro'perties of things themselves, Descartes took up the sa .
dlstlpctlon and called shape, size, position, motion, ete, prim H?e
quahtie.s, while colour, sound, ete. were regarded ,as s'eclzndaaly
According to Descartes, qualities which belonged to bo;iies thef: '
sz'elves were primary while gualities which belonged to hodies b -
v;lrtue of th?ir action upon senses were called secondary. Evesntu)j
:lecsgn:ci};i prxmz;{fg qualities were the mathematical properties, the
e dueyfrzl: lﬁes were the sensible qualities, Locke took up
ot escartes and regarded solidity, extension figure,

n or rest and number as the primary qualities. These were

hemselves and were conceived as

o h as colour, sound, taste, in us by
or 12 n the contemporary period, the old dis-
: :;tl:::lcs; cci)uz?lltles ;tegppears as between microscopic qualities
Broad o »OthI;rc qulall I‘Ees. The microscopic qualities, as C. D.
the thim themz(ja them, belong to the essential constituents of
(ol g r;naves anc.1 are t'ho'srefore similar to the primary
complete, st crotscoplc qualities are supposed to belong to
Pryeholegmn andes, ) _w%loles, to the Gestalten of the Gestalt
s \ are similar to the secondary qualities, but the

re not regarded as subjective or mind-dependent, though

less original than the miscroscopic qualities,
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To quote Locke, “The qualities, that are in bodies, rightly
considered, are of three sorts”.

“ First, the bulk, figure, number, situation and motion or rest
of their solid parts. Those are in them, whether we perceive them
or not ; and when they are of that size, that we can discover them,
we have by these an idea of the thing as it is in itself, as is plain
in artificial things. These I call primary qualities.”

“Secondly, the power that is in any body, by reason of its
insensible primary qualities, to operate after a peculiar manner on
any of our senses and thereby produce in us, the different ideas
of several colours, sounds, smells, tastes, etc. These are usually

called sensible qualities.”

“ Thirdly, the power that is in any body by reason of the
particular constitution of its primary qualities to make such a
change in the bulk, figure, texture and motion of another body as
to make it operate on our senses differently from what it did
hefore. Thus the sun has a power o make the wax white and fire
to make lead fluid. These are usually called powers”.! .

It is evident from the ahove quotations, that all qualities
whether primary or secondary are real, according to Locke, and
none of them, not even the tertiary qualities, called powers, can
he regarded as subjective in any sense. They are in the things
themselves either as properties, or as powers to cause sensations
in our sense-organs such as colour sound, ete. or powers to cause
changes in some other hody. Either as properties or as powers
they all thus belong to the objects. But their ideas, namely, the
ideas which they generate in the perceiver’s mind are mental
and, in that sense, subjective.

Locke maintains that all simple ideas, whether of sensation or
of reflection, are object-based ; nonc of them is a mental construc-
tion, or in that sense, subjective. They have got an occasion or a
cause, outside of them in the external world. They are generated
in us and are not caused by ourselves. We do not make any of
them. They are received into the mind from an external and
alien source through the passivity of the mind. This holds true
both in respect of our ideas of primary and of secondary qualities.
All qualities and powers are real and extramental. The primary

1. An Essay concerning Human understanding, Book II, Chap. VIII,
Sec. 23.
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qualities are represented by exact copies of themselves in our
mind in what may be described as ideas of primary qualities.
These are extension, figure, impenetrability oy solidity, motion or
rest and number, Corresponding to these our ideas, there are
properties such as extension, figure, solidity, etc. that belong to
matter and constitute its essence. Qur ideas of secondary qualities
are colour, sound, taste, temperature, etc. These are the effects
of certain powers (inherent in primary qualities) on the sense
organs of the percipient. Our ideas of secondary qualities also
have an occasion outside of themselves, and such occasioning
causes of the ideas of secondary qualities are called the secondary
qualities of matter. The secondary qualities are not as essential

to matter as are the primary qualities, Moreover, the secondary
qualities do not get the exact representat
ideas of secondary qualities,

by certain powers of matter o
are not similar to colour or g
qualities do not correspond to

ions of themselves in our
Colour or sound is no doubt caused
n the sense organs but such powers
ound. Thus the ideas of secondary

the qualities which cause them and
which may be supposed to exist in the matter not as essential

properties, but as powers of 4 peculiar sort. This Lockian division

of qualities into primary and secondary has been systematically
misrepresented by later writers,

Locke distinguishes between the qualities of material objects
and our ideas of them. While the former are the properties or
powers in the material objects, the latter are the mental representa-
tions of these in the mind of the percipient. Thus primary and
secondary qualities are both different from ou
and secondary qualities, Unfortunately,
which Locke himself hag made, in his

Understanding, has been lost sight of by careless readers and
ambitious critics and interpreters,

Our ideas of primary and
secondary qualities both exist in the mind, but the occasioning
causes of such ideas (which are th

e primary and secondary quali-
ties) have an extramental existence. Locke never said that the
secondary qualities are only our ideas and so nothing extramental,

Locke himself never said that colour, sound, taste, etc., are secondary
qualities. He called them ideqs of secondary qualities. What such
secondary qualities are in themselves besides heing the powers
causing our ideas of secondary qualities, Locke did not
suggest. All that he said is that while solidity, extension, figure,
motion or rest and number are properties of matter since matter
cannot be conceived as existing without them, the secondary quali-

r ideas of primary
this clear differentiation
Essay concerning Human

> 9
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. . re the powers
ties are the powers, not essential to ‘matter. Z:xfgeaprimarypquali-
in matter to affect our s(?nse (',rganS ]?Is‘lhzni:?tsiary qualities are also
ties and t? ;;ausoe Zigzzt?fn;:’it:: 'but powers to ca'u‘se changese(;ls'
pot cssentis prop other material bodies. As .qua,‘htles o po“;t r
tli?nSforr?a?;t:(zliljelr:)ut while the primary qualities mheretil:emsh:n
allare o ’ . . alities become opera .
existing by ivtetlf, ;’?ei tst‘(:ﬁ:ciiz eg:;‘;gns, and the tertiary qualities
matter comeb. oo an’ifest when one material body causes changgs
or hawers k;:?Lmzleatr::rial body. The secondary and tertiary quali-
tliI:assZ:::eixf ta €;I(‘ense modifications of the primary and }’ec;’r';z-gfge;s;
tive when matter enters into relation with some one's s ; e
. nd when matter enters into some sort of a cau
;21 :t?jnc:;siiil 2ome other material body in the other case.

Berkeley does not distinguish betvs{een a qual.lty an(?l .(()iur 1({:[2
of it. We take the sensible quality as 1den.t1ca1 .w1‘th ou 1be';1\.veen
abolishes, in the first instance, the Locklafl dlStll}Cthl"l e cen
primary and secondary qualities,l'l and hour :liiet?ia:S ointgrl(r)r:ir);deas
; ualities, resolving all such qu .
g::ﬁgz;yar?gues in the next place that if our id_eas. of cczlllouxj, Sf;iii
taste, smell, etc., be mind-dependent a.nd sub]‘ecjtlve, e so- 2o
primary qualities or ideas like extension, solidity, ﬁi‘."re;,,m o
or rest and number should also be ,’regarded as zu ]e(;:.lven ;on
mind-dependent, Berkeley’s “ vision abou.t the third dime sie
breaks down the distinction between primary anccl1 sgcotn : ,i
qualities. Berkeley argues that nature cannot be divi 1ed Ilfn 01 o\; °
parts, one of which is mental and the other non-mental. . co o
is mental, then the space occupied by that colour mlustll e :;;ties
also. If shape be mental and the space be mental, i dq lttes
primary or secondary are also men.tal. 'Ijhus he revo ,? aNgdtxu !
what Prof. Whitehead calls, the * bifurcation of natu.r;»:l t.h .?mset
is all of a piece — the colour of the sunset bel?ngs wx}t1 a;el SXter_
and the sunset belongs with its colom.'. Thus it is elt’ er e cer
nal to the observer or it is all within the obs;rvers perc::t ‘ t(;
Berkeley accepted the latter vie\fv. He gave t r;:e argum m?nd-
prove that all the qualities, primary or secondary, ,al;i mind-
dependent and subjective. In the ﬁrstAplace, he argl‘x'es ‘al' (;'t,
not possible for us to imagine tbat our 1dea_s of extenm?rr;, soli dle ;;
etc., have any originals existing in the physical order. . t1ese fd 2
can’only be like our ideas and it is absux:d to suggest that our i 5
of primary qualities are copies of physical .essences or propev; }ies
which are non-mental and so unlike our ideas of them. at
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we know is the real extension op figure, ete., of our experience,
and so far as we know them they are our ideas. As sensible quali-
ties their esse is their percipi, and so the Supposition that they
exist outside of us as they are experienced, involves contradiction.
How can they remain the same as they are experienced and when
not experienced ? In other words, how can the primary qualities
as we know them exist otherwise than as we know them, that is,
as our ideas 7 How can the sensible qualities remain sensible,
that is, remain just as we sense them when we no longer sense
- them or when they cease to be sensible ? In the second place,
Berkeley argues that it is not possible to imagine the so-called
primary gqualities like extension and motion without any reference
to the secondary qualities. Whatever extension we experience
has got certain colour. If the secondary qualities are taken away
from our ideas of primary qualities, then nothing seems to stay
out. So if the secondary qualities are mind-dependent, the primary
qualities which cannot he conceived 1o exist apart from the
secondary qualities must he more subjective, Yet believing in the
theory of abstract ideas, so Berkeley complains, we claim to know
absolute extension, figure, ete,, without reference to the secondary
qualities. But if we pause to think, we shall find it impossible to
conceive the primary qualities without the secondary qualities, In
the third place, the primary qualities are ags much relative to the
position and the sense-organs of the percipient as are the secondary
qualities, Big or small, swift or slow, this is how we describe exten.
sion or motion, But sych descriptions are correct relative 1o the
position of the percipient, as also in relation to his sense-organs.
There is no extension which is neither great, nor small, no motion
which is neither swift, nor slow, no figure which is neither like this
nor like that, All the so-called primary qualities are related to a
percipient and so like the secondary qualities are mind-dependent
and subjective. In this way, Berkeley abolishes the distinction

between the primary ang secondary qualities and seeks to prove all
of them to be equally subjective,

Some of his arguments have been utilized by contemporary
idealists like Bradley to prove that the primary and secondary
qualities, space, time, etc, are all appearances as different from
Reality. In the comtemporary period, Prof. White
Berkeley in so far as Berkeley had revolted ag
of nature ”, Many of our contemporary writers think that if the
primary qualities are objective, the secondary qualities should also
be regarded as gbjective. If, again, the secondary qualities are

head also supports
ainst “ bifurcation
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jecti i ualities also should be
supposeid t(})1 besaf:c]eo J::;;e’ Itrl:eoflf;?a\?;rgs, many contt?mpora?ry
tal‘(en " 'tde ith Berkeley so far as he abolished the dxstmctxo,n
i Slhe:"“:o- kinds of qualities. But contrary to Berkeley’s
be;\:;izn rrtxa(:\y would hold that both the primary and t?e fecir;dzg;z
o ’ 1 i ity or content, a
s o Obl]:icnc‘:; wlg(lzlli f:ah(':;/: glialil;ia, are not ic?e‘mical,
amenos. qu?l ltfle content of awareness are distinct ent1t1es,.as
Prot. Moo aI;} argued. It is through a confused identificatilon
Pl‘t()f.el\fxotolf: ’cwzz)S that Berkeley proves all qualities to be SUb}ec“;e;.
g‘;:" ifethis distir;ction is not IosF ‘sight of,.the're is Lgm}ix}:e:;i}z;aii-
regarding both the kinds of quahtlei as obJ:I(i:ttzve.a ndocour o main.
?ained ﬂTe diStmg:x)-r}:el:;tw\sﬁz tb; (zlalll)olis)}]ling the distinctio,n
Y l:;he‘:,nas developed his subjective idealism. Berkeléyi
ESI)?Zet?ve idealism can thus be regar.ded not exactiy a; Z el\?;glxss-
Zoneequence of Locke’s empirical realism but a crm1 uset ovelo
mex:nt in which the distinction betweerf ths'e fner;lta .dacashas  the
content, our idea and the quality of which it is the idea,

overlooked and ignored. )% L( b

We are of the opinion that the i;sue re;ga;;i:lg ﬁsrllxa};]lzctc;:z:tize?

iectivi nsible qualities has no .
(;ZJesc:‘:a‘;::ugfltogtl;vseelopment(: moved on wro?lg lirkl)es .of h-lttirlli:)ect}i
i irer of the new age will do well to begin wi !
::r(x)crl1 ’st}il:ule; 0gil;pl:y better and more sy@pétbetic unde;?andxggi ﬁ?:
the principles underlying the Locki:em division of qua 1‘txe.s. o
cult though it is to prove that our 1dez?s c%epend on cte}i :13‘ eo ]are
tive properties or powers as their occaswr?mg 'causes, Sa o yit N
not presentative but are all repre§entatxve mlfsom: ’ed ,nd .
nevertheless inconceivable that our ideas are se -con ?1?e a;o L
not require any such extraneous reference in an ep;s femos gma'
account of them. Whether our ideas are phenomena ;ep}x;er(e‘cter
tions of the things-in-themselves (Kant), or .e.ssences 'an ¢ a‘ p e
complexes figuring in objects themselves (critical rfeal.mm), 01br‘net
functional representations or relational~ characteristics of do ]%c (31
which are neutral in essence (new reahsm),‘has yet. to he ‘ec'l‘e
and settled. Along with that problem the 19g1(:a1 bas?s‘ of a .(Hvll\smyn
of nature into primary, secondary and tertiary c}uahtnesl wa 1~2-\e
to be re-examined, as it is found difficult to admit that a qu.atx- ies
or our ideas of them are exactly On. a par, and the classical distine-
tions among them are merely fanciful,



Is Time Metrizable ?

BY

C. T. K. CuARL
Madras Christian College, Tembaram

In this paper I wish to propound the problem whether, from
our experience of the ‘passage of events’, we can unambiguously
elicit a notion analogous to that of * distance” in metrical geomeiry,
Topology, the study of the basic connectivity structure of spaces,
has enabled us to form precise notions of ‘ distance”’ in geometry.
A set R of elements is called a ‘metrical space’ if a real-valued
function d{x, ¥}, termed the ‘distance between x, ¥, is defined
for all pairs of elements x, ¥ of R so as to satisfy the postulates :
() dix, y) =d(y, x); (i) dia, y) >0ifxky, and d(x, x) =0;
(i) dfx, 23 <dx, ) +d{y, 2) where x, y, z are all members
of R, ie, x,y, z ¢ R. Can the postulates be extended by some kind
of analogy to the time of awareness ?

(1)

I venture to think that experienced time has no metric
inherent in it. We have undeniably a crude perception of dura-
tion and the occurrence of periodic phenomena like hunger and
thirst, sunrise and sunset, make comparisons, and eventually
clocks, inevitable. But subjective estimates of duration alone do
not yield an unambiguous metrical theory of time. Bergson's use
of the term durée in the sense of ‘enduring’ or “living through’
lies much nearer tn our experience of time than the correspond-
ing English word suggesting a length or measure of time! The psy-
chology of time is still desperately in need of clarification and
Lotze’s famous indictment of it2 has not been antiguated. The
accounts of the ‘specious present’ have heen so varied that at
least one writer® has been led to suspect that  different philo-
sophers are introspecting quite different specious presents’ and

1. Cf. B. Mayc, ‘Is there a Sense of Duration? ' in Mind. N, 8, LIX
No. 233 (January 19507, ‘
2. Metaphysic (Eng. tr.,, Ox{ord, 1B87), Vol. I, Bk. I, Ch. i1, p. 315,

3. L. E. Akeley, The Journal of Philpsophy, Vol. XXI1, No. 21, p. 562
P2 ‘
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another more recently, has counselled us to abandon the whole
quest for ‘units of temporal experience’ in the older structural
sense. The work of Wertheimer and others, however, tending to
show that motion and rhythm are ‘ Gestalt qualities’ makes it im-
possible for us to reject the doctrine of the specious present’ if
it is intended as a crude description of temporal experience. Our
very use of the present participle in sentences like ‘I am seeing a
flash of light’ suggests that perceived events have a durational
stretch. But in all attempts to formulate precisely the ¢saddle-
back’ and the ‘wedge’ theories of the ‘specious present’ we
encounter formidable obstacles® Halting at the boundaries of
‘Gestalt phenomena’, on the other hand, without any further
endeavour to analyse temporal experience, leaves untouched
almost all the problems the °specious present’ was intended to
solve. Substituting, as E. G. Boring? has attempted to do,  phy
siological continuity’ for ‘immediacy’ and a ‘construct which is
just as public as any other convincing inference from data’ for
‘private experience’ does not help us. The doctrine of the
‘specious present’, notwithstanding its *structural’ flavour remi-
niscent of Wundtian psychology, is the demand for temporal con-
nectivity of some sort at the introspective level. It is in effect
the postulation of a principle which ‘can preserve mental events
from instantaneous obliteration in the past and pick out of the con-
tinuous stream of time unities that, meaning short durations, are
consciously present’® I do not see that the ¢ operationist’ refor-
mulation of the question makes it more intelligible or answerable.
If all that is meant by ‘immediate awareness of time ’ is the ‘inte-
gration’ of an ‘event’ with the * response’ that is the ‘report’
of it, ‘ there is no apparent reason’, as Boring admits? ‘ why there
should not be longer integrations of an hour or a year, but they
do not seem to happen’. As ‘duration’ lengthens beyond the con-

4 J. D. Mabbott, ‘Our Direct Experience of Time’ Mi
No. 238 (April 1951). » Mind, N. 8, LX,

tk5. C)“.1 Prof. Hans Reichenbach’s analysis of the tenses of verbs as
‘token-reflexive’ symbols, Elements of ‘Symbolic Logi i
York 1061y VIL § o1 ogic (Macmillan, New

6. See my paper, Proceedings of the Indian Philo ophical
1950, Part 1, pp. 43-52, sophical Congress for
7. ‘Temporal Perception and Operationism’, American J
’ ournal of
Psychology, Vol. XLVIII, No, 3 (July 1936), p. 521. Mabbott in his recent
article contributed to Mind (op. cit.) seems to rely chiefly on Boring.
8. Boring’s phraseology in his book The Physical Dimensions of Consci-

ousness (The Century Co., London, 1933), Ch, 5, p. 134. Itali ‘o
9. Ibid., p. 136. cs not mine.
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scious present’, the ‘ integration’ of the ‘event’ with the‘ ‘report’
becomes ‘loose’ and the ¢ observation’ is replac'ed by a cox’npl.ei
judgment ’1® What is this, I ask, but the ‘.SF)ecwus present wl't
all its perplexities translated into modern 1d10m.? The more,a d'lS-
cerning advocates of the doctrine of the ‘specious ,present ‘hke
Royce were concerned to maintain that the ‘lgt?gt}: of the ‘spe-
cious present’ is arbitrary and that ‘¢ longer ur%mes are metap.hy-
sically possible, though not obvious to ordinary m?rospectxon.
Attempts to draw general conclusions from the relatively sh?rt
‘ specious presents’ measured in the laboratory are unphlllo-
sophical. Equally so, I am afraid, are the attempts m.ade by Boru?g
and others to retain ‘continuity’ without undertaking to -explam
just what it means or just how it is compatible with the ‘integra-
tion’ of an ‘event’ with the ‘response’ that ¢ reports’ the occur-
rence of the event. To declare at the outset that temporal conti-
nuity is sui generis and that we cannot, therefore, speculate on it
seems little better than a naive acceptance of the doctrine of the
¢ specious present’,

The trouble seems to be that our researches into temporal per-
ception are not taking us farther. afield. Kurt Lewin has said of
such activities as writing a letter that they are  temporally extend-
ed wholes of a structural type as yet very little studied’! A
recent survey of the findings of experimental psychologists in the
field says that ‘ there is no generally accepted view as to how we
perceive or estimate time .2 We hear that, whereas the principal
cues for space perception and their interrelationships have been
carefully investigated, notably by H. A. Carr in his Introduction to
Space Perception, no reliable list of the cues used in the percep-
tion of time has been published; in fact, we are hardly sure of any
of the cues.!3 Whether it is the determination of the ‘Weber-
Fechner constant’ in the perception of time-intervals, or the appre-

10. Ibid., p. 137. Mabbott, unlike Boring, speculates on the possibility
of ‘prolonged events’ (e.g. Mozart’s well-known musical themes) getting
‘integrated’ with the ‘observation’ without stopping to notice the epistemo-
logical and ontological questions about °‘pastness’, ‘presentness’ and
‘futurity’ that this raises: questions implicit in the older doctrine of the
‘ specious present’. Vide my paper, Proc. Indian Phil. Congress, 1950, Part 1.

11. Lewin cited in A Source Book of Gestalt Psychology (prepared by
W. D. Ellis with an Introduction by Koffka, Kegan Paul, London, 1938),
p. 284. Italics not mine.

12. A. R. Gilliland, J. Hofeld and G. Eckstrand, ‘Studies in Time Per-
ception’, The Psychological Bulletin, Vol. 43, No. 2 (March 1946), p. 163.

13. Ibid., p. 164,
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ciation of ‘filled’ and ‘unfilled’ time, or the estimation of the
‘indifference point’, the experimental results are ‘either too con-
flicting or inconclusive to prove or disprove any theory of time
perception’.’* The researches may be summarized by saying that
‘different investigators have obtained very different results’.1s

About the only statement we can hazard is that, unlike the
awareness of space, awareness of time is not obviously and directly
dependent on sense perception.!® And even apart from ‘para-
psychology ’ or psychical research, there are quasi-empirical states
of the mind that present difficulties for any logical theory of time-
order. The difficulties are not always explicitly dealt with, but
they are real enough. Morton Prince found that ¢ Sally’, the ‘ co-
conscious secondary personality’ in the Beauchamp case, was
entirely ignorant of time-divisions. ‘A day, a week and a month
were all the same to her’ Vet it is implied by Prince that ‘ Sally’
pt?rceived ‘passage’ as well as the ‘normal’ Miss Beauchamp. The
‘time of our dreams’ shows peculiarities very hard to reconcile with
the serial arrangement of events that we habitually adopt in our
waking life.l” A wish and its fulfilment in a dream may not be
separated by a ‘time-interval ’; the two may be experienced as
parts of one event. There may even be a ‘simultaneity’ of in-
compatible activities. D, E, Klein, in an experimental study of
the px.'oduction of dreams during hypnosis!® found that the average
duration of a dream, judged by external standards, was only % a

14. Ibid., pp. 165-68, p. 172, Very f hil i
this important paper. y tew philosophers seem to have noticed

15. Ibid., p. 167.

“ 18. Ilﬁtd., ». 172.' Cf. J. Lindworsky, Experimental Psychology (Eng. tr.,

eorg’e A en & Unwin, London), p. 174. The arguments for a special ‘ time-
sens? or tlmf:-organ’ advanced by biologists like Cyon, Weber, Uexkiill
Rawitz, Francois, and Hoagland are dubious, EEG studies have simwn that‘

the ‘alpha rhythm’ of in i igni
mation ot tim};, of the brain is not significantly related to conscious esti-

The case for a ‘ biological time’, disti i
_ : , distinct from the time of
physxics and bound up with the continuity of organisms, has been argued by
:AIlexxs Cat:rel sMan, the Unknown, Hamish Hamilton, London, 1935, Ch. V
inard Time’), Lecomte du Noily (Biological Time, Metheun, London 1936‘
Ifal;’;ls 111, Chs: }\lItIII and IX), and Ivy MacKenzie (Arist. Soc. Suppl V::l V)y
€y are right, our preference of ‘clock-time’ ‘1 ime’ s '
a Kty arbitey ock-time’ to ‘lived time’ seemis not
17. Mary Sturt, The Psychology of Time (Kegan Paul, London, 1925)
Chs. VII and VIII. Cf. Dr. Jolan Jacobi, The Psychology of C. G, Jum;
(Kegan Paul, 1942), pp. 70-1; Isabel Stearns, The Review of Metaph sics
IV, No. 2 (December 1950, p. 199, phasies

18. University of Texas Bulletin, No. 3009,
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minute. Another investigation carried out on similar lme;19
revealed that the duration of the dreams erkefl depended' ont t;
“depth’ of the ‘trance’® and that no quantl?atlve compans,ons oe
the ‘time of normal experience’ with the ‘ time o'f dreapﬂls werd
possible. Some celebrated dreams arguing for an incredible spele :
of thought-processes (e.g. Maury’s dream of the French rle\i/rc;e\:l
tion®') have been ingeniously explained away but.not expla ‘ d
There are again dreams in which ¢ past’ events widely separa‘lf:

in our conventional time and in our ordinary memory are 1}?-
experienced’ as a ‘now’. These dreams are not' un‘hke. t e,
¢ dissociated ’ or ¢ abreacted’ states in which the subject r'ehvgs

his ‘past’ referring to it in the present te11§e and expelz';encmg
unusually vivid images which are almost like percepts.®2 The
‘ hypermnesia ’ of these states has never been, so far as I am awtdre,
discussed by philosophers with the care it deserves. The expedient
of dismissing it as a ‘hallucination’ is none too wise. The hypo-
thesis that ¢ waking consciousness’ has always a fringe of ‘ dream-
consciousness ’ has been proposed by psychologists® and psychical
researchers®® whose eminence can hardly be a matter for dispute.
One gets the impression from much psycho-analytic literature

19. Journal of Psychology, 1936.

20. This possibly accounts for the results of M. W. Richardson and J. M.
Stalnaker cited by A. O. Weber in his critical survey (The Psychological
Bulletin, Vol. XXX, No. 3, March 1933). They found no significant differ-
ences between time-estimation in the waking state and in the hypnotic state.
It is notoriously difficult to judge the ‘depth’ of hypnotic ‘trance’.

21. A. Maury, Le Sommeil et les réves, études psychologiques sur ces
phénoménes (Paris, Didier et Cie, éditeurs, 1861), pp. 133-4. Le Lorrain and
Egger discussed the dream in the Revue philosophique. For comments by
Havelock Ellis, Delage and others, see R. L. Mégroz, The Dream World, (E.
P. Dutton & Co., New York, 1939), Part III, Ch. 9. Cf. Freud, The Interpre-
tation of Dreams (3rd edition, George Allen & Unwin, London), pp. 20-1.
For P. D. Ouspensky’s interesting observations, see his New Model of the
Universe (Kegan Paul, 1934), Ch. VII, pp. 288-90.

22, B. Sidis and S. P. Goodhart, Multiple Personality, (Appleton, New
York, 1905), Part I, Ch. X, pp. 156-9.

23. Jung cited by Jolan Jacobi, op. cit., p. 69.

24. René Warcollier, Experiments in Telepathy (edited and abridged by
Prof. Gardner Murphy, George Allen & Unwin, London, 1939), p. 54.

25. Israel Levine, The Unconscious (Leonard Parsons, London, 1923),
§40; Ives Henderick, Facts and Theories of Psycho-analysis (Ist edition,
Kegan Paul), Part II, Ch. 6, section on the ‘Id’; O. Fenichel, The Psycho-
analytic Theory of Neurosis (Kegan Paul, 1946), pp. 282ff.; J. Ehrenwald,
Telepathy and Medical Psychology (George Allen & Unwin, 1947), pp. 68-72 -
C. P. Oberndorf, Psychoanalytical Review, Vol. XXVIII (1941), pp. 139-155 ;
L. Dooley, Psychiatry, IV (1941), pp. 13-23; Marie Bonaparte, ‘ L’inconscient
et le temps’, Rev. franc. Psychoanal, 1939, II, 61-103.
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that the ‘unconscious’ lacks a temporal organization, at least in
the familiar sense,

I think I may fairly claim that a temporal magnitude with its
ordering relation of ‘greater’ and ‘less’ is not unambiguously
implied by all mental states, A clock is a device that enables us
to introduce a definite metric into time with the aid of various
definitions and conventions. A ‘unit of duration’ is a transient
element and cannot be preserved. We cannot, therefore, compare
successive time-intervals directly. Definitions of ‘equal time-
intervals ’ are necessarily circular. All that we can attempt to do
is to convert ‘durations’ into intervals of some other physical
magnitude for purposes of comparison. The technique of measur-
ing time in experimental physics involves the use of clocks which
beat out their ‘cycles’ in space. The puzzles about ‘time turning
into space’ arise from this fact26 The definitions of the measures
of space and time are partly contained in the laws of motion which
prescribe uniformity of motion under certain conditions, A straight
line in Newton’s dynamics is simply the path of a particle which
is not acted upon by any external forces. The descriptive geometry
of the line and the plane is implicit in the equations of motion of
such a particle. In classical rigid dynamics, a rigid body has a
definite size and two chosen points on it may be conceived as
defining the same interval of distance whether the body is at rest
or in motion. A rigid body rotating with a uniform speed about

an axis of symmetry provides us with a method of graduating hoth
time and space.

It is clear that physical theory isolates the extensive aspect of
psychological time and eliminates its incoherencies

it. We employ the partly symmetrical, partly asy
tion of ‘betweenness’ in framing a concept of time-order. ‘Between-
ness’ is partly symmetrical, because if B is between A and C, it
is between C and A, ie. (ABC) implies (CBA). It is partly
asymmetrical, because if B is between A and C, then C is not
between A and B, ie. (ABC) implies that (ACB) and (BAC)
are false. The class of points on a line and the class of natural
numbers are ordered by the relation of * betweenness ’.

have an independent set of postulates for triads ord

by formalizing
mmetrical rela-

We can
ered by

26. See H. Dingle’s valuable article ‘The Measurement of Time’
Nature, Vol. 139, No. 3513, February 27, 1937. He points out that, if we had

all agreed to measure time in terms of mass or temperature, time would have
‘turned into’ mass or temperature, Ibid., p. 355,

in
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‘ betweenness '?7 and elicit from it a conver'xtio’na_\lly deﬁm:,-d,f dy}a;h}c]
serial relation of ‘preceding’ and ‘following’ in telrms.o vs./dxcto
temporal before’ and ‘after’ can be sta'ted. Ac ass is sa(; R
be in a simpler or linear order for the relation C (read prec;; e

if its members satisfy the following postulates: (1) If x, y :: ;mtz
two distinct members of the class, either x C y or y C x (pos li ;1 e
of connexity); (2) if x, y be members of the class and lx C y,C io
x 4y, ie, no member of the class ‘can' have the re atxoxL o
itself (postulate of irreflexiveness); (3) if x, y, z be mt}rri ers.ti-
the class and x C y and y C z, then x‘C z (postulate ;)1 raln? -
vity). The natural numbers are in a linear ord?r for t,g re a? io
‘less than’ < or ‘greater than’ >. A class. is dense’ if it is in
a linear order for C and if when x and y are in it and x C y, there
is an element z such that x C =z C y. Betweer‘l any two elemen’z
there is at least one and therefore an infinity of elements,
class is ‘enumerable’ or ‘denumerable’ if its elements can be
arranged in a sequence Xy, Xu.... .- , . ... such that every a‘:,., '15
an element of the class and every element of the cla:ss appealsldii
a definite place in the sequence. The elements of an enurnex:ab ef
set can be put in a one-one correspondence wxhth ,the series c;{
positive integers ie., the elements of a ‘ progression . A class -
in a linear order for C may be said to have ‘ Dedekindian conti-
nuity ’ if it is ‘dense’ and if every bounded‘sub-class of K. hé'ls
an upper bound in K.22 The class of all rational num'bers is in
a linear order with ¢ Dedekindian continuity’. A class ‘ln a linear
order for C has ¢ Cantorian continuity ’ if it has ‘ Dedekindian con-
tinuity ’ and also contains an ‘ enumerable’ relatively ‘ dense’ sub-
class. The class of real (i.e. rational and irrational) numbers has,
¢ Cantorian continuity’ and the rationals are an ° enum?rablhe
relatively ‘dense’ sub-class. ‘Cantorian continuity’ n’qphes
‘ Dedekindian continuity ' but not vice versa. A class in a linear
order for C with  Cantorian continuity ’ and no first or last element
is a ‘ one-dimensional continuum’. The class of signed real num-
bers is a ‘ continuum’. The ‘ continuum’ is an example of a non-
enumerable or ‘ non-denumerable’ set; if we choose from it any
sequence of elements xy, x2,...... , there will always be elements

97. E. V. Huntington and J. R. Kilne, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc., Vol. 18,
1917 ; Huntington, Ibid., Vol. 26, 1924. .

28. Cf. however Principia Mathematica (Cambridge, 1912), Vol. 11, §214;
E. V. Huntington, The Continuum (Harvard University, 1917), I and IL. I
h;ave followed H. G. Forder, The Foundations of Euclidean Geometry (Cam-
bridge, 1927), p. 17. Cf. Weyl, Das Continuum.
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left in the set which do not appear in the sequence ; it is a higher
order of infinity than an ‘ enumerable’ infinite set. It can be shown
that all ‘one-dimensional continua’ ordered by C' are ordinally
similar. By correlating the temporal relation of *before’ or
‘after ’ with the relation of ‘less than’ or ¢ greater than ' between
real numbers, mathematical physics is able to treat time as a ‘ one
dimensional continuum’. The relational structure so constructed
is not an empirical order ; nevertheless, it is assumed to have em-
pirical applications within given ranges.

Although ‘betweenness’ is thus common to metrized space
and time and in using our everyday clocks we notice a space-
displacement and call it a ‘ time-interval’;?® we continue to suppose,
on the basis of our awareness of ‘ passage ’, that the kind of inter-
val measured by a clock is not the kind measured by a metre-
scale ; we assume that we cannot swing a measuring-rod into the
‘direction’ where it would measure ‘seconds’. The postulated
asymmetry and irreversibility of time are closely connected with
our belief in causal relations holding between events. In the
(3 4 1)-dimensional metrical space-time of Special Relativity,
the distinction between ‘time-like’ and space-like’ intervals is
grounded in the assumption that a causal, and by implication a
temporal, relation cannot hold hetween two events when a light
impulse travelling from one cannot reach the other. Instead of
puzzling over this feature associated with metrical space-time, we
should remember that we put it there by defining the velocity of
light as the upper bound of all material velocities3® If we ignore
the specific causal (and temporal) connectedness of events arnd
operate with ‘ betweenness’ in its purely spatial aspect, we obtain
Min}{owski’s four-dimensional Euclidean continuum in which time
is ‘1magi.nary’ (=\/—1 ct) and ‘all directions are alike’. Even
the metrical space-time of General Relativity, it has been pointed
?“t recently3! is only a kind of ‘space’ and its basic vector a
geometrical displacement’. Instead of being shocked32 at this

29. A. A. Merrill, The Journa
Vol. XXXI, No. 15, pp. 408-10,

30. See my recent note ‘'S

I of Philosophy, Vol. XIX, No. 9, pp. 238-40;

Lo S pecial Relativity and the Lorentz Transfor-
mation in the British Mathematical Gazette, Vol. XXXV (1951), No. 313.

{31. G J. Whitrow, The Structyre of the Universe (Hutchinson’s Uni-
versity Library, London, 1949), pp. 931,
32. Like E. B, McGilvary, The Jowrnal of Philosophy, Vol. XXXV

No. 13 pp. 346-9; The Phil ' ¥
: y . H osoph ’ i \
: , )’ . ' phy of Alfred North Whitehead (E"an
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‘assimilation of time and space’, we should remember th?:d uiz
chose to make the particular abstraction and are f}llly entit d 10
the privileges it may confer upon us. The temptat.xon .to trea o
four-dimensional metrical continuum as ar‘l ‘objt’ectlve ‘rt?a i 3’;33
which our ‘human spectacles’ divide int‘o space and tl?f )
must be strenuously resisted. A. A. Robb }n hl.S Geometrg.; of ;nis
and Space® constructed a ‘ Conical Order’ of mst-ants us‘mg as hi
fundamental relation not the triadic spatial relat.xon of be‘cwe.eni
usually preferred by geometers, but the. dyadic, asymn;;‘txtuc;e
temporal relation of before-and-after. Is 1F a.ny surprise tha '
should have found strong grounds for repudlaFmg t.he po'pular view
that ¢ the universe is a cinematograph that is being dlSI’)layed to
us’® and that ¢ events do not happen, we come across them ’? Space,
for Robb is the manifestation of a temporal order and ‘ passage
is intrinsic to reality.

E. A. Milne’s cosmological speculations have recently attract-
ed the attention of philosophers3 The novelty of his procedure
consists in his dispensing with the rigid measuring-rod of classical
Relativity and defining distance by reflected light-signals. Like
Robb, he assumes that temporal before-and-after is logically more
primitive than spatial ‘between’. Time, in his Kinematic Relati-
vity, has an arrow attached to it right from the start. It might
have been predicted, on purely epistemological grounds, that Milne
and his co-workers would discover time not only as  duration’ but
as ‘trend’ in the universe3%

3

I am concerned to make the point that every abstract theory
of time is derivable from elements, relations and postulates that
are more or less arbitrary. More often than we suspect, we get
out of time what we have already put into it. Whether or no time
is a ‘ one-way time’, whether or no any ‘ time-scale ’ can be regard-
ed as a ‘world-wide time’, whether or no time has a ‘natural
origin’, whether or no ‘laws of nature’ change with time, will be

33. J. Jeans, The New Background of Science (Cambridge, 1933), p. 101.
34. Cambridge University Press, 1936. _
35. See Milne’s paper in Philosophy, Vol. XXV, No. 92 (January 1950)

and the critical study of his theory in The Review of Metaphysics, Vol. III,
No. 3, (March 1950), pp. 385-405.

36. See G. J. Whitrow, op. cit.,, Ch. VL
P.3
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determined largely not by the nature of time but by the particular
system of abstraction we choose to adopt in dealing with it.

Much confusion can be avoided if we do not forget that time-
measurement and time-order are two distinct, even if related, pro-
blems. It may be seriously doubted whether our awareness of
temporal connectedness has been made intelligible by the construc-
tion of a ‘ continuum’ in which there are no ‘minimal’ stretches.
Sir Edmund Whittaker has opined in his Tarner Lectures®’ that
the elementary constituents of perceived ‘durations’ resemble
more the infinitesimal segments of non-Archimedean geometry

than the ‘ points’ of ordinary geometry. I should like to make the -

suggestion a little more explicit in view of the naive assumptions
about ‘ temporal continuity ’ often made by philosophers. Suppose
we build up a ‘ geochronometry’ in which an ‘ actual moment’ on
the ‘t-axis’ is determined only when we assign, say,
t=a+4brtcput...... ,

where a, b, ¢, ...... are ordinary real numbers and A, i, ...... are
‘actually ’ infinitely small quantities of decreasing orders. Hilbert
in his Grundlagen der Geometrie® has indicated how these new
quantities can be subjected to an axiomatic treatment that renders
possible their consistent manipulation. We can say, for instance,
that & (=ai4+-biatcip+t...... DS t (=a+ba
+eu4...... ,) when a; 2 az; if a=a,, the inequalities
rest on the second coefficient b, 2 be; if a3 = a; and by = by, the
inequaliities rest on ¢ Z ¢ etc. By making certain other
suitable assumptions, the totality of ‘actual moments’ can be
_ exhibited as a definite simply ordered set. But the postulate of
Archimedes — Given two ‘distances’ or ‘stretches’ of a kind, a
finite multiple of one can be found which exceeds the other — is
not valid in this kind of time, since there is no longer an analogy
of the requisite kind with the ‘logoi’ or the ordinary real num-
bers. An arbitrary finite multiple of A (say, n X A) is smaller
than any positive finite number a and it is just this property that
makes A an ‘actually’ infinitely small quantity in the new and
distinctive sense® In the same way, an arbitrary finite multiple

37. From Euclid to Eddington (Cambridge University Press, 1949), p. 41.

38. 5th edition, Leipzig, 1922 ; Cf. Felix Klein, Elementary Mathc:matics
from an Advanced Standpoint: Geometry (Eng. tr., Macmillan, London, 1939)
pp. 203 et seq.

39. I need hardly point out that the term °infinitely small quantity’ in
textbooks signifies not that the quantity is infinitely small but that it tends
to zero and differs from zero by as little as we please. The ‘actually ’ infi-
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of u (say, n X 1) is always less than A ; that is, i is an ‘actually’
infinitely small quantity of higher order than A. I do not see why
a non-Archimedean time-order should be regarded as falling
beyond the bounds of metaphysical possibility. Objections to a
theory of the ‘specious present’ based on ‘ instantaneous prehen-
cive acts’ and ‘instantaneous becoming’ would become irrelevant
if the ‘instants’ themselves are reformulated in the language of a
non-Archimedean geometry. It is a different question whether,
starting with a non-Archimedean time-order or a ¢ Veronesean
continuum ’, we can develop all the familiar results of mathemati-
cal analysis. To go no further, the theorem that every simply
ordered ‘denumerable’ set of elements, say, a, C a: C az......
(Cantor’s ‘fundamental series’) has a ‘limit element’ must be
surrendered. But is there any unique ‘objectivity’ about the
familiar representation of time as a ‘ Cantorian continuum’? Is
it not but a convenient tool for some purposes ?

Quantum physics makes it impossible for us to rest content
with the a priori assumption that physical quantities are mathe-
matically continuous. The difficulties encountered by the hypo-
thesis of a ‘ compact time’ (an ‘eta’ series in the terminology of
Principia Mathematica or the series which Cantor calls ‘iiberall
dicht’) in the region of sub-atomic phenomena may be due to the
fact that in this domain the hypothesis is no longer a useful extra-
polation. A question like ‘What happened exactly at \/2 o’clock
yesterday afternoon’ ? may well become meaningless if one rejects
the ‘ continuum’ as a non-enumerable collection of real numbers.4
An ‘epochal’ or ‘pulsational’ theory of becoming of the kind

" nitely small quantities contemplated by Hilbert and Veronese are on an

altogether different footing and require a principle less restricted than Dede-
kind’s axiom of continuity. Klein (op. cit.) illustrates non-Archimedean
quantities by considering the ‘horn-shaped angles’ which were known to
Euclid. In working out a non-Archimedean theory of time-order, it is not
necessary, in the first instance, to associate with the symbols any concrete
representation.

40. F. B. Fitch in a paper on ‘Physical Continuity’ contributed to
Philosophy of Science (III, 4, October 1936) has speculated on the possibility
of stating the laws of physics in terms of the rational numbers alone without
recourse to the infinitesimal calculus and the theory of limits. I am inclined
to think that Hermann Weyl in the revised edition of his Philosophy of
Mathematics and Natural Science (Geoffrey Cumberlege, London, 1950) has
not stressed sufficiently the disquieting contribution made by the Quantum

theory to current speculation, e.g. the attempts to construct a ‘quantized
space-time ",
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proposed by William James, Whitehead and Paul Weiss cannot be
refuted if one sets out from the time of awareness#l Inability to
refute it does not, of course, mean acceptance.

It cannot be too strongly insisted upon today that there are
perplexities about time not covered by either Relativity or
Quantum Mechanics, The metaphysical, the logical and the

linguistic muddles about time arise from what may be called

‘transitoriness’. In the succession of ‘overlapping specious

presents’, we have a ‘now’ contrasted with a ‘no longer’ and a
‘not yet’. Extrapolating on the basis of our ordinary memories
and anticipations, we form our notions of ‘ past’ and ‘ future’ each
of which admits of various ‘ degrees of remoteness or nearness’ as
distinguished from the ideal * present’ which does not. It may be
said that ‘past’, ‘present’ and ‘future’ are not properties nor
even relational properties ;% but that would not dispose of the
problem created by them. Waving them aside as * psychological
characteristics” will not do. A neutral series characterized by a
before-after but not by ‘ past-present-future ’ cannot be intelligibly
described as a temporal series® To assume that a metrized time
can be the only satisfactory representation of the °past-present-
future series’ is arrant dogmatism. The anomalies and peculiari-

It is a matter of satisfaction to me to find Prof. C. R. Sankaran of the Deccan
Post-graduate and Research Institute, Poona, citing (Deccan College Mono-
graph Series, No. 7, Poona, 1951, p. 38, footnote 102a) my tentatively expressed
doubts about the familiar assumption of a metrizable time. Approaching the
problem from the standpoint of phonemics, he has said: ‘We are thus
deviously led once again to the thresl\xold of the philosophical enquiry con-
cerning the ultimate ‘discontinuity’ or ‘continuity’ in Nature.’ (Ibid., p. 39.)
There are valuable references to the ‘specicus present’ and the ‘continuum’ in
Prof. Sankaran’s monograph. (Ibid., pp. 28-31, pp. 35-39.)

41, A. Grunbaum in his polemic against ‘Atomicity of Becoming’ (The
Review of Metaphysics, Vol. IV, No. 2, December 1950) virtually admits this.
He is content with showing that a ‘Cantorian continuum’ can be postulated
on the basis of a before-after involving ‘betweenness’ but not ‘nextness’.
But can we generate from such a series ‘pastness’ and ‘presentness’ ? See my
remarks, infra.

42. See J. J. C. Smart, ‘The River of Time’, Mind, N. S., Vol. LVIII, No.
232 (October 1949).

43. Cf. C. D. Broad, Examination of McTaggart's Philosophy (Cambridge,
1938), II, I, Ch. XXXV, pp. 289-319 and H. F. Hallett, Aeternitas (Oxford,
1930), Ch. II. For a technical criticism of the popular view that Relativity
has made the ‘past-present-future series' adventitious, and even superfluous,
see my article “Time as Minkowski’s “Fourth Dimension”’ in the 1952 Annual

(January) Number of The Astrological Magazine, edited and published by Dr.
B. V. Raman, Bangalore 3, South India,

e
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i i eferred
ties of the * twilight states’ of the mind, to Wh::t};i;a}l:]aevfi ;e. red
earlier in this paper, plausibly suggest a no;x—n}c e space i

logy of a connected but not met.rlz.ab'e opo. ieal oD e
anie’\ﬁcigeixt to tell us that the hypothesis is in principie & mh e
f;Il‘lo deal with the instrumental data f’f modet:n p.hzls;fisv;; 3 etxo Lo
surender o belets ab(c)lu:e‘ ngr::ulszsjftts)’ <;f modern ‘depth
‘re-gralduat’ed,.e :\Zya;(::rr:il: raenounce the ordering relations we
iﬁyih%:eg: ;s;zciating so long with time and seel'c other concc;;:)tls1
1::re bizarre and perplexing. And there .remams the Iq:xes ;an
whether, on any conceivable interpretation, temporality

eidd
ontologically be an ¢ assertable’ characteristic,

44, See my paper in The Philosophical Quarterly, Vol. XXIV, No. 2
(July 1951) ‘
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Identity of the Self
by

S. C. CHATTERJEE,

Calcutta University

Two years ago 1 contributed an article on “ The Identity of an
Object ” to the 24th Session of the Indian Philosophical Congress,
which was published in The Philosophical Quarterly, January 1935.
In this article I made an attempt to show that an ordinary object
of the world, or a material thing like a table, a tree, etc., possesses
only a functional identity, there being no other identity discover-
able or admissible in it. In the present article I propose to dis-
cuss the nature of the identity of the self. In what sense are we
{o understand the self’s identity ? Is it only functional like that
of a material object, or is it of a different type altogether ?

That the self possesses identity in some sense cannot be gain-
said unless we refuse to face facts of experience, And that this
identity cannot be merely functional follows logically from the
nature of functional identity itself. A function is a way of uni-
formly attaining some object or end, aimed at by some object or
self. It is a way of doing something uniformly for the sake of
some self or selves. Thus seeing is a function of the visual sense
in so far as it acts uniformly to produce the visual perception of
objects in all percipient subjects like us. The visual sense has no
other identity than that of the function of seeing, since all the parts
and constituents of it are changing from day to day. That the
function of seeing is the same does not, however, mean that the
act of seeing is exactly the same in all cases, but only that the
same purpose of seeing is served in all these cases. Now the same-
ness of purpose logically implies the same self or selves which have
that purpose. That a certain purpose is the same in different
actions means ultimately that there is the same self which has that
purpose and wants to fulfil it in different situations. But the self
being an end in itself, its samenesss or identity cannot be reduced
to the identity of function, since that would imply some other
being or self for which the first self performs the same function.
Hence while the identity of an object can be explained in terms of
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the identity of its function, that of the self cannot be similarly
explained.

It should also be observed here that while the identity of an
external object is a matter of indirect knowledge for us, that of
the self in us is immediately felt or experienced. We speak of
the identity of a table or a tree, not because we directly apprehend
an identical content in it, but because we see it to occupy the same
part of space and do the same thing for some length of time. With
regard to the self, however, we have a direct experience of its
identity. A person is not only regarded by others as remaining
the same throughout his or her life. Every normal human adult
has an indubitable sense of his or her personal identity which,
as we have already pointed out, cannot be reduced to functional

identity. We must, therefore, seek some other way of explaining
the identity of the self.

But before we try to explain the identity of the self, we should
make clear what is meant or should be meant by the self. By
the self we mean that which feels, thinks and wills, and is con-
scious of doing all these things. The self is a self-conscious sub-
ject which feels pleasure and pain, thinks about things and strives
for the attainment of certain ends. It is not merely an aggregate
of feelings, nor a stream of thought, nor again a series of volitions.
On the other hand, we should not suppose that the self is a pure
substance without qualities or a mere substratum of conscious
states and processes, which is not involved in and affected by them.
The self, as we experience it, is neither a series of changing con-
scious states and processes, nor a permanent substance without
any change of state and process in it. The self is a permanent sub-
ject of consciousness which feels, thinks and wills, strives for ends,
and enjoys and suffers the consequences of its own actions. It is
conscious of itself as passing through very varied experiences and
yet consciously maintains its unity and identity through them.
How are we to explain the identity of the self as thus conceived ?

1. Some philosophers who are generally empiricists maintain
that the self is an unbroken series of conscious states and pro-
cesses and that its identity is only a wrong name for the con-
tinuity of the stream of successive states and processes which com-
pose it. The continuity among the successive states is maintained
by the law of causation. Each of these states arises out of the
preceding and gives rise to the one just succeeding it, and all that
is contained in the preceding ones is carried forward into the
succeeding states. It is in this way that an unbroken continuity

-
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is maintained among all the states and processes which constitute
one self. And because they succeed one another very quickly and
closely, the illusion of one identical self as persisting througbout
them is produced in our mind, just as the illusion of one light
burning throughout the night is produced by the quick and con-
tinuous succession of a number of different flames.

It will be observed here that the self is conceived as a chain
of differents without anything identical in them. It is the category
of mere difference or continuity-in-difference that is applied to the
self and is supposed to bring out its real nature. But this does
not explain identity of the self properly. Rather, it makes a
futile attempt to explain away our sense of personal identity as
illusory. For, how are we to account for the illusion of identity,
if we have no experience of real identity anywhere in our life or
in the world ? It is possible for us to mistake difference for
identity only if we have somehow and somewhere directly ex-
perienced it. But for a direct experience of identity we are not
even in a position to have an indirect and illusory experience of
it. Further, the explanation of identity through a chain of
differents is hardly acceptable, A thing may be continuous and
felt to be continuous. But to say that it is continuous is one
thing, and it is quite a different thing to say that it is identical.
So neither the fact nor the sense of continuity can take the place
of identity or its experience. Again, that there is an unbroken
continuity among our conscious states and processes is rather
doubtful. Our waking consciousness has certain gaps ox breaks as
is evident from its suspension during sleep, swoon, etc. If in spite
of these, there is some sort of continuity in our conscious life,
that is due, not to consciousness itself, but to the self that con-
tinues to be the same through its different states and processes,
and connects them together as parts of its own life and existence.
Hence identity of the self cannot be explained by the continuity
of conscious states and processes ; rather their continuity requires
to be explained by the self’s identity.

2. But there seem to be certain obvious difficulties in con-
ceiving the self as something which passes through different con-
scious states and processes, and yet remains identical with itself.
For this will make the self liable to change with every changing
state and process it may pass through. Hence some philosophers
abstract the self from all differences of states and processes of
consciousness and conceive it as a p@re identity without difference,

or an identity-above-difference. This view of identity of the self
P 4
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has b.een held by various thinkers who belong to different schools
of philosophy. Thus among the realists there are some who accept
the substantivist theory of the self and hold that the self is an
unchang.irlxg substance to which conscious states belong as accidents
or quaht1es. So also among the idealists there are some non-
dgahsts 'who would say that the self is unchanging and un-
dxffergntlated pure consciousness ; it is not a unity of many different
conscious states and processes, but an identity which has no
difference or distinction of states and qualities in it, The identity

of the self is th )
whatsoever. is thus free from all difference and distinction

o L o i e v it st e
of different o © sels identity is a wrong name for the continuity
o consclous states, on the second, the idea of difference
g}l t f;e self.lnvo¥ve.s the ascription of wrong characters to it. On
thz : :‘lsft v1}e;\'z;7, x.t 1s' diff‘eren.ce that is real and really constitutes
oty (rbile its identity is but illusory. On the second, it is
diﬁerezce : ﬁ real and really constitutive of the self, while all
two ap arellslti ueory and’.therefore’ negated in it. Thus we have
and neIi,ther Sf’ i:}}iposed views about identity of the self before us,
be roduond to tl'lem seems tc? bc? acceptable. If the self cannot
it oo neitheo : e mere c?ntln}xlty of different conscious states,
and aCtivitiesr' i a mere identity having no difference of states
our s ot 1r; rxs(.) If our senste of personal identity is indubitable,
whose 1ife~ha§ hl'la hlStO!’}'l is no less so. The self is a person
the self is a hiat > tory of its own. This means that the life of
states and sta es Ol;lxcal process of development through different
throash the gh .s.t t the same time, it is the same self that passes
Hots ; is c.)ry. and‘ maintains its identity throughout that

ry. To explain identity of the self we cannot afford to neglect

either fact of our personal experience without the risk of taking

a one-sided view of the : .
of the problem matter and offering an inadequate solution

3. .Sorrlxe idealistic philosophers like Hegel and his followers
were dissatisfied with both the preceding views of identity of th‘
sel.f and interpreted it as an identity-in-difference ]?‘y 0th .
neither difference nor identity is real by itself alon.e Igiihere:;

them taken apart from the other is an unreal abstraction which is

no“{here to be fou'nd in our experience. Our actual experience
testifies to the reality of difference as based on some identity, and

the reality of identity as reallzed in differences. Colours like red
blue and green differ from one another only in so far as the}j
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belong to the same class colour. We cannot sensibly speak of the
difference between red and loud because there is no community
of nature between them. Difference has, therefore, no meaning
apart from identity. So also identity has no sense apart from
difference. A thing is identical in so far as it unifies differences
into one whole. A tree is an identical object in so far as it is a
unified whole of many different parts like roots, trunk, branches,
leaves, etc. If all this be true, then by identity of the self we
are to mean neither that it is only a series of different conscious
states and processes, nor that it is an abstract unity which has
no differences of states and processes within it. Rather, we should
say that the self is identical in so far as it includes and unifies all
the different conscious states and processes which make up the
personal life of a man. The identity of the self is realized in and
through the differences of states and processes, and it has no being
apart from them. Hence the logical category that applies to the
self is neither mere difference nor mere identity but identity-in-
difference.

Although the Hegelian idea of the self as an identity-in-
difference seems to be an improvement upon the two preceding
concepts of it as mere difference and mere identity, yet it does
not appear to us to be quite satisfactory. Here the self’s identity
is regarded as realized in the differences of its conscious states
and processes; it has no reality apart from the latter. But if
identity can have being only in the being of different states and
processes, it seems to be lost in the differences of states and pro-
cesses. It is the different states and processes that possess real
being, and their identity is but the sum of their separate and frag-
mentary being. And with this we seem to be carried back to the
first and the unacceptable idea of the self’s identity as the con-
tinuity of successive states of consciousness. Again, if the self’s
identity is realized only in its different states, we do not see how
we can intelligibly speak of these states as its states. If the self
were any state of consciousness or a sum of conscious states, then
it would be wrong to speak of one conscious state as its state, for
it means that one conscious state is owned by another or a group
of other conscious states, which is obviously absurd. But this is
just the position to which one seems to be committed when, like
the Hegelians, one speaks of the identity of the self as realized only
in and through the different states and processes of consciousness.
Hence we are to reject the Hegelian idea of the self as an identity-
in-difference and search for a more satisfying concept of it.
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4. The first step in the search for a more adequate concept
of th(.e self is to make a distinction between the essential and the
funcf1f)nal character of the self, or between its metaphysical and
;milsrélcfal nature, Metaphysically speaking, the self is what it is
O ?(f)ezll;t fronil1 . its relation. FO other things or its activities in
felation i doose things. Empmcally speaking, however, the self
o es and how it affects or is affected by other things.

ormer gives us the essential or metaphysical nature of the

self, the latter gives us its functional or empirical character. If

;zzttrjelxt tLhe §elf functionally, then we are to say that the self is
i onsep, el the different ways of perceiving
are also %unct'e v1lr.1g,‘ feeling and willing. Some empiricists who
conscious st tlona Ists, therefore, reduce the self to a series of
identity as tl?ees and processes, and are forced to explain its
view of the L~se];m :}:e continuity of the series. It is this functional
identity-in-diff at seems t9 underlie the Hegelian category of
Hegelians are Bronce 5 applied to. the self. Of course, the
their idealisti infsed to both empiricism and functionalism in
always realizecd}? ld?fS:fOphy' But when they say that identity is
we suspect th tm:ch Hierences and has .being only in the differences,
and the oot ad they make a confuslon between the self’s being
treat the selfs O}zlng’- or b(?tween its existence and function, and
cesses. A w:sh aving being ot?ly in its different states and pro-
is in thet ea 1a\;:e.already ‘pomted out, the identity of the self
hardl ost in the d}i’ferences of its states, and we can
ardly speak of the states as its states,

of Cifnsf::‘ioo?sthi iunctlonal standpoint the self appears as a series
apprehondod states ar.ld prOf:esses, from the metaphysical it is
by them Thcjl 12[ re‘:allty w_h“’h tfnderlies them and is unaffected
on the 1;1eta h 'Valta Vedar}ta view of the self seems to be based
or trans-ern E’r.ys;ca}l1 standpoint and to give us only its essential
exnpirical pirical ¢ ax.'acter. It wopld regard the ascription of all

p rica characters like bodily and mental states to the self as
adhyasa or false superimposition. As such, the self is regarded,

not as an identity-in-differenc )
. e, but 3 g -
difference, as pure identity-above

NO\fV we are to combine the empirical and the metaphysical
§t'and.1301nts to come to a more adequate concept of the self as an
1dent1ty—§n—and-above-diﬁ‘erence. This will help us to explain both
?he e.mplrical and the metaphysical characters of the self and its
identity in and through different conscious states and processes.
The self is a reality in the sense that it possesses permanent being
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or existence and also performs certain functions or activities. It
is, and it also does something so far as our ordinary waking
experience of it is concerned. There are moments in its life when
it simply is and does nothing. On the other hand, there is no
morment, actual or possible, when it simply acts or does something,
but is not, or ceases to be. That is to say, there is no moment
when it is pure activity or function without being an abiding
existence as well. If we are to speak of any activity or function
as the self’s then we must admit that the self first is and then acts
or functions, or that the self has being even when it acts and
functions in different ways. The different conscious states and
processes which make up the empirical life of the self are the modes
of the self’s function in some body, gross or subtle. It is the self
that functions in and through them. As such, the self is partially
present in them and also iranscends them at the same time. The
function of a thing expresses the thing in one of its specific
characters, while it may have many other characters which are not
expressed therein. Further, a thing is not any or all of its
characters and functions. The common-sense distinction between
a thing and its characters or qualities has also the support of
philosophical analysis. A character or quality is the uniform func-
tion of a thing in relation to other things, But a thing has a being
of its own or an existence in itself apart from its function. The
being of a thing is usually expressed in its functions, but it need
not always be so expressed. Water, for example, has an existence
which need not always express itself in the function of quenching
our thirst. This is especially true in the case of the self. The self
may in our ordinary waking life function through conscious states
and processes and be also present in them. But that does not
mean that the self is only the sum of conscious states, or even that
the self realizes its identity only in the differences of those states.
The self has a permanent being of its own which is quite distinct
from its changing functions and the consequent changing states
and processes of consciousness. Hence we are to admit that the
self is both immanent in and transcendent to conscious states and
processes, and that it is an identity-in-and-above-difference.

There are some phases of our conscious life which may be
considered here as illustrative of our view of the self. Intros-
pective consciousness is a phase of consciousness in which one is
engaged in self-observation, Here the self is at once the intros-
pected content of consciousness and the introspecting subject of
consciousness. This means that the self is immanent in the intros-
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pected content and also transcends it as the subject which is aware
of that content. There is a sort of self-transcendence in every case
of infrospection or self-observation. It is the same self that
observes itself in so far as it is in the observed consciousness and
also above it at one and the same time. So also in contemplative
f:onsciousness of the self, the self seems to transcend that in which
it is present in a way. When I meditate on my self, it is the self
that both meditates and is meditated upon. As meditated upon
or contemplated, the self is present in the contemplated conscious-
ness of itself. But as meditating or contemplating, it goes beyond

. the contemplated content which is here the self itself. As such,

contemplative consciousness of the self is a case in which the self

?’anscends a conscious state in which it is also present at the same
ime,

Introspection and self-contemplation seem to illustrate evenly
both the immanence and the transcendence of the self in relation
to a conscious state. There are some other phases of our life in
which the one or the other of these aspects of the self seems to
be more pronounced and more in evidence. Dreamless sleep is a
state of our psychical life in which the self rises above the
fluctuations of our consciousness and seems to abide in its essence
as pure being or pure consciousness. The self is here more clearly
seen in its metaphysical aspect as what it is in itself apart from
its functions and the different conscious states and processes arising
out of them. On the other hand, in a state of mental distraction
or utter confusion, we seem to see nothing of the self’s transcendent
chara.cter and it appears to be lost in a confused mass of facts and
functions. Here the functional or empirical nature of the self seems
to overshadow its real and essential character. But that the real
characf;er of the self is not lost even in the state of distraction and
confusmx.x appears clearly from the subsequent memory one may
ha_ve of it as a state passed through by the same self. Hence in
spite of such appearances to the contrary we should. admit that
fhe self i§ an abiding reality which is present in all its functions
L.e. conscious states and processes, and at the same time transcends’
them. It is only in this way that the self can maintain a sense of
pe.rson:il.fidenltfitirhamli)dst the changing states and stages of its con-
scious life, is be true, then we i
explain the identity of the s,elf, ansv it I1.se qt‘ill:ecaate;sx‘; ((:)af‘tegory N

in-and-above-difference. identity-

The Object and Sensibility

by
S. K. CHATTOPADHYAYA

That the ‘object’ is an epistemological concept cannot be denied
even by those who are anxious to sail clear of all epistemology
and to build up a theory of objects which is to be metaphysical but
non-epistemological. An object is, so far as we know it, the re-
ferent of an act of cognition. Apart from that context, it ceases to
be an object. If conceivable, it may then pass for a ‘thing’, a
‘neutral particular’, or an unclaimed ‘universal’, but without
violence to logical thinking it cannot be considered as an \object.
We usually take it as a relative term meaningful only through
reference to a subject that knows it, or the act of knowing of the
subject. When not so related, it (if it is determinable even then)
may be anything but it should not be called an ‘object’ any more
than an act of knowing can be called a knowing act even though it
does not cognize anything. The object is that which we know or
that which is known. In this specific sense, it is the content of
cognition and the cognitive act is cognitive only so far as it con-
tains it, figures it. We are not concerned here with the question
of the exact nature, status and locus of such a content which we call
‘object’. We are anxious for some sort of an agreed definition of
the object. Such a definition we propose when we say that the
object is what is known. What is not known but is simply know-
able, that is, some sort of a ‘possible’ object of cognition may also
be described as an object, provided it is substantially the same as
the actual content of a cognitive act, only referentially called a
‘possible’ object. In other words, a ‘possible’ object may also be
included in the denotation of the term ‘object’ if its ‘possible object-
hood’ is a mere mode of speech and not anything substantially
different from the actual content of a cognitive act. This will be
explained later. For the present, we shall call that an object which
forms the content of cognition or that which is known. As content
of cognition or what is known, it is something, and is not a mere
nothing since it is never apprehended as a mere nothing. Even in
the cognition of nothingness (if such a cognition is at all possible)
the ‘nothing’ which would become the content would be known as
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something, though this something would be only nothingness. This
its being something or being felt as something may be regarded as
its generic character. The object as object is as much a something
as the ‘tree’ or ‘rainbow’ is something when these latter become
objects of cognition, The specific character of this something which
we call object, that is its differentia, is its relatedness to some act
of cognition or some subject that cognizes.

Can we conceive an object which is not related to a knowing
act, or a knowing act which is not cognitive of a content? Can
there be a neutral object and an objectless knowing ? As the
first of these questions has direct bearing upon our proposed defi-
nition of the object we may consider it at the beginning. Our
new realists who contemplate a theory of objects which is to be
independent of epistemology find no difficulty in admitting the
first possibility, But what can be this neutral object ? Is it not
an object which is no object ? Does this not involve self-contra-
diction? Or do we mean by it any possible object of experience,
an object which is not actual but a possible content of cognition ?
Evidently, such a possible object cannot be anything ‘given’ or
directly cognized. If it were so, it would be an actual object and
not a possible one. It is therefore that which is not actually an
object of experience, but may be one when it is cognized as an
object. But what is this “ may-be ” object before it is ever known
and before it at least once becomes actually an object of cognition
and is known as something ? Can there be an a priori idea of a
possible object —an idea of it as a possibility before it is ever
given in knowledge ? Is an a priori idea of any possibility possi-
ble ? In reply, it may be said that the possible object is the neutral
being of the object, a neutral object, or object-in-itself, before it
is known and is made into an actual object of cognition. Qur
cognition presupposes it. But before our knowing of it, it was
something ; had it not been anything it could be nothing when it
is actually known. The possible object is thus the prior being of
the object before it is appropriated by a cognitive act as its actual
object or content. This may be allowed and none but a subjective
idealist or an absolute sceptic will dispute this. But though logic-
ally admissible as a possibility, the * possible’ or * neutral’ object
is not concievable as an object. It is true that the so-called
‘possible’ object is not immediately known as such, since that
very act of knowing would render it into an actual object and
not a possible object. And could we know a possible object before
it is ever experienced, we could claim some sort of omniscience
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and could know all possible objects hefore we come to know any
of them.

It is no more impossible to know all possible objects before
they are actually known than to know a single possible object
under the same circumstances. If such an a priori knowledge of
possible objects before they are actually known were possible,
there would have resulted an altogether new dimension, and may
be a wider dimension of our experience, — that is, experience of
all possible objects before any of them is actually known. We
could then know things before knowing them. It is very doubtful
if any of the realists lay claim to this sort of omniscience. Or can
it be that here we ought to distinguish our modes of knowing?
All knowing, it may be said, is not of the same type. There may
be thus one mode by which we know an actual objective content,
and quite another by which we can know a possible or neutral
object. Now, so far as the cognition of an actual object is con-
cerned, our direct and first cognition of it involves some sort of
sensuous representation. We know it, at least at the first stage,
in a sensuous way when it becomes ‘given’ to us. Do we know
the possible or neutral object, then, in some form of nonsensuous
cognition, since a sensuous knowing of it would result in its being
“given”, that is, being actual, and not as a possible object ? 1Is
a non-sensuous cognition of a ‘possible’ object admissible ? This
may be possible for our new realist demigods, but this seems
impossible for ordinary mortals such as we. The ‘possible’ or
‘neutral ’ object, so far as we are concerned, seems to be a post-
experience construction, —a thought-construction not prior to our
actual cognition of an object, but subsequent to that. It is the
difficulty to admit the Berkeleyan principle that the esse of a
thing or object is its percipi that forces us to think of the object
as capable of remaining outside our cognition when it is no longer
known, as also capable of being somewhere before we come to
know it. In knowing we have it, and do not construct it out of
nothing. Its prior existence and posterior being in relation to
our actual cognition of it are thus thought-constructions which
have as their irrevocable axis of reference the actual knowing of
it. Apart from the reference, the ‘possible’ or the ‘would-be’
object, as also the ‘past’ object are no more conceivable than is
the past or the future without reference to the ‘living’ present.

It thus appears that a ‘possible’ or ‘neutral’ object is not
cognized as such, but is only referred to, or thought of as being a

possible object on the basis of our actual knowing of it, which
P.5
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precedes such act of reference or thinking, We distinguish the
object known from our knowing of it, and since knowing is not
making the object or manipulating it out of nothing, we are led
to think that it was something before we knew it, as also that it
will remain something after we have ceased to know it. But the
pertinent question is: what to think of such an object which is
not a content of cognition but is outside cognitive relation ? If
this be called the ‘possible’ object or the ‘past’ object, the next
question will be; what is such a possible or past object, is it
similar to, or different from, the object as we know it ? The point
seems to be unanswerable, Our new realists no doubt opine that
since cognition does not make any difference to the nature of the
content, the possible object or the past object is the same object as
we know it in the present, only it is outside of cognitive relation
and belongs to a different temporal context. But that cognition
makes no difference to the content cognized is no self-evident
truth. At least, it makes the content a cognized content, and we
have no cognition or knowledge of it when it is no more a cognized
content. When outside of the cognitive act, it is not known to be
either this or that; and so it is not possible to prove whether it
remains the same as cognized or becomes altered. If this consider-

ation is ignored some sort of an antinomy will have to be faced.
The thesis that the object remains the

5 same when no longer known
and the anti

-thesis that it becomes different from what it is known
to be when no longer known, since it is no longer in knowing rela-
tion — seem to be equally plausible alternatives. Neither of these
can be logically proved or disproved. This logical insolubility of
the problem seems to be due to the difficulty of characterizing the
object in “any ” way when it is no longer an object of cognition.
We no doubt speak of it as g possible object or a past ohject but

this r.node of speaking, though habitual with us, does not admit of
a strict logical defence,

On close inspection it will be found that the so-called possible
or past object is merely the object we know of in direct cognition
but spoken of, or referred 10, as a possible object or past object in
vindication of our realistic belief. The only object we know of is
the one of our immediate knowledge. Iis neutral being or possible
objecthood is essentiality an arbitrary extension of its objective
being outside cognition in vindication of our belief in its relative
independence of the mental get that cognizes it. The object as we
know it is relative to our knowing act,

v it is in and through our
cognitive act in asmuch as it is as we know it and cannot be con-
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It may now he asked : is such arbitrary taking Zf Fhe u?ject
' i i miti oference, which admits of no
. cognition in extra-cognitive rciel , » ]
i)t i::Zlg defence, unavoidable ? This does not seem to be uuei ,A
’o gallistic episte,mologv is not necessarily chnxnltte'd to suc ltd.ri
:leosurd belief in the extra-cognitive Leing of alp;{)ssxbledox. ngutr:
i j ‘< the content of knowledge and 1s intra-
iect. Since object is the con f dge and is intra-
Ogggtive its extra-cognitive being wilitates agamstnlts t(;lb]ecF
; ’ j it wi e then is
be an object. What it wi
hood’. It can no longer oL " ohen
i inable. The relative indepen
wable and indeterminable. ] ependence
:l'r:ek I:)(])oject can be explained otherwise than by admitting l-fb~1-()twryl,
iti i i that the concept of *‘ sensinility
_cognitive being. It is here ot ‘
h;)angs if The object is apprehended as something olhe; thar; h'che
X ' is ““ gi N $ t. Its ‘ other-
it is ¢ to the knowing act.
ing act because it is = given : Its * other.
k:::s“f aid ‘independence’ can be explained as due 19 1t:~,..be1ng a
? iven” content. Evidently, cogniticn does not conjure it up,'llt
rgesupposes it as a ‘ given’ something. The faculty th.rc?ugh whxcls
Ii)t is ‘given’ is the sensibility of the subject. Cognition reveaf
it as it is sensed, intuited or given. It is not itself the faculty o
sensibility, it presupposes that. The reason is that }(:urf fac:lllty (;f
"o ‘gt " and does not enjoy the freedom 1o
nition awaits the ‘given’ and does e
on eive it in any way it likes. A similar thought might bave led
(I?::t to admit two “stems” of experience-——understandmg anFl
sensibility. Through sensibility, so Kant thought, the o\c?]ect is
‘given’ to us, and by means of the a priori thought-functions or
; - [ ;
categories it is cognized. Many of our post-Kantian eplst.emolo-
gists failed to appreciate the imperative logical reason which led
Kant to distinguish the faculty of knowing from the faculty of
sensing and to suggest logical, if not temporal, priority of the latter.

No arbitrary extension of the cognized conteflt into the neutral
content or possible content becomes nec.essary in de‘f‘er}ce of rea;
listic epistemology, once we admit the idea o‘f Fhe : given-ness
of the content. In fact, the object is fel't to be ‘ given ?nd our ac'f
of cognition necessarily takes it as ‘given’, Ifs felt‘ f)th?l'l}ess
from the act is a direct proof of its ‘given-ness.. ‘Thls its g’xven-
ness’ is so sure a mark of its objecthood that this gwenness‘ may
ceem to constitute the objectivity of an object. To bg an ob]'ect is
equivalent to be ‘ given ' To be an object to a kn.owmg act is the
same as being ‘given’ to the knowing act. This does not run
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counteJ.r to our definition of the object as something that is known.
What is ‘known’ is what is ‘given’, and knowing makes it its
conten.t. It is as it is given, and it is given as it is known. We
kpow it as it is ‘given’ to us; and as ‘given’ to us it is something
dlﬁ?rent _both from ourselves and our knowing acts. We depend
on its being given, and know it only as it is given and when it is
gliv‘en. It becomes a ‘given’ content in being intuited by our sensi-
l.ml‘lty, apd when not given or sensed it is no more an object than
%t Is a given content. What is it when not given ? When not given
%t is no longer its own self, and so the question, what can it be wher;
Tt Is not given ?, is meaningless. It is the ‘gi\,ren’ and as ‘given’ it
is other than the act of knowing and other than ,the knowge ; and
when not given, it ceases to be itself. T

As tf)tswila:; eltl}?iesi ) nli) doubt, ‘implies a transcendental background.
come. ot of s a‘Z groum? is,—whether it is a thing-in-itself, or
Avidya or M'an' fvyakta, or the non-intelligible principle of
cans bo sain aya of the Vedanta, or the Reality itself,—nothing
e sai ?n that score. The ‘givenness’ of the known content
f;rf:iipgses it, but tells us nothing about it. It is thus bound to
' on have :Ill' j;er tlJl‘nlf(nov’\'n and unknowable. Whenever we know,
0 reflect it snd ic ononroe . act of knowing (which latter seems
as issuing fo:?h fls cognftlve 1f1 so far as it reflects it), we feel it
of all ‘given-ne ’roglh:hl‘s ungiven and transcendental background
is thinkable o S . ’s.unglvenr, t.he presupposition of the ‘given’,
of the object, ae many if we posit it with reference to the plurality
an “ngiren’ tze cognize. Thl'ls., as every single ‘given’ presupposes
Sluralivies n = 811\{’@ pluxz?ht‘xes postulate corresponding ungiven
themselves” ofmlz ltnd o thlr.lgs-in-themsel\,esv, or “objects-in-
backgrotnd oan ozln .b But this ‘ungiven’ or the transcendental
Kant. Its probabl y be thought, but never cognized, according to
‘many-nessl’) Th y gr hypothetical “many-ness” is also a thinkable
knowable’ {s vitaf inlztllz}(in:r? a:etwe: "’ ‘:he thinkable' and the
" n count. Again, as the logi .
Ztﬁ?:lsifi Of alld given-ness’, of objects-in-general, tehilso if:;sf:z-
o ‘avyaktag’ (())lflns_ ofkill ObJectlvity may be thought as ‘one’. like
thinkabilite but 3«11:1 ya. 'E.!ven then it would have some s<;rt of
tory aspecis thr.lo m.)‘fvablhty’ and these its apparently contradic-
s, inkability and unknowability, force logi
understanding to recognize it as an indeterminable or ‘an(i)::acaong;;: 1,

. This concept of a thinkable but unknowa
ob.]ectlvity, the Kantian thing-in-iteslf or th
will seem repugnant to many. They will a

ble background of all
e Samkhya ‘Avyakta’
t once demand logical

T~—
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justification for our belief in an unknowable thing-in-itself, which
is to them a spurious idea. But such critics in their hastiness over-
look the fact that the real strength of the plea for the acceptance
of the idea of an unknowable background of all that is knowable
lies in the superfluity of an elaborate logical defence of the concept.
For instance, we cannot be called upon to suggest what this un-
knowable background of objectivity may be, whether it is similar
to or different from the object-as-we-know-it. As the logical pre-
supposition of the knowable it is unknowable, since it can never
become a content of our cognition, can never be ‘given’ in ex-
perience. The object or content of knowledge, more particularly
its essential ‘given-ness’ or ‘objectivity’, postulates the prior, con-
temporaneous and posterior being of this transcendental extra-
cognitive background out of which the content is received. As for
the extracognitive background itself, the one thing that can be said
is that it is necessarily thought (Kant), but is unknown and un-
knowable. If it is urged that this necessary thought, this know-
ledge as unknowable is also a kind of knowing, the ready retort
will be that this is knowledge of absence of knowledge, and knowing
something only as unknowable, and so, no useful purpose can be
served by its means. The cognitive faculty becomes conversant
with its own utter bankruptcy when it is called upon to force an
entry into the ‘ungiven’ by way of the ‘given’. In fact, no know-
ledge, direct or inferential, is possible of the ungiven, as knowledge
is essentially an interpretation of the given. No inference as to its
nature being possible, it is not possible to say whether the ‘ungiven’
is similar to the given or dissimilar with it. Between the ‘given’
and the ‘ungiven’ there seems to exist no link at all.

This unintelligible background of all given-ness, this idea of a
transcendental thing-in-itself is the necessary presupposition of the
object as a ‘given’ content. To combat this idea one must give
up the idea of the essential ‘given-ness’ of the objective content.
But this amounts to denial of the objectivity of the object, as also
of our own sensibility in its regard. If this can be possible, that
is, if we can regard the object of knowledge otherwise than as
‘given’, the idea of this unintelligible background of all objectivity
may be got over. But, the object is object in so far as it is given,
and in so far as it is cognized as something given, that is, something
‘other’ than the cognitive act itself. The cognitive act becomes
cognitive by transcending itself and coalescing with it, and this its
very tendency to move out of itself and coalesce with its object by
reflecting it or figuring it is suggestive of the ‘otherness’, the ‘given-
ness’, and what is the same thing, the ‘objectivity’ of the object. It
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;f; tiilizt';)(;xng};ft}tlﬁ servxsxbzhty t.hat we have the immediate awareness or
modiuit knoe gx:}e}p as given ; the cognitive act or understanding
o oy ke itv;rslf Is given as the object in its very tendency to
ey o oF 1t e t 1:0 reﬂect or figure it. Thus there can be no
and ua ZII;' te ob]ef:t given. There cannot be any ungiven
heocsmatily “32? » Possible or n.eutral. Whatever ig ‘given’ is
no moarlly ‘o bl, and the opp.omte is also true. The object is

Cevable apart from its relation to our sensibility and

'standing than it jg i
: possible to conceive i i
n object that ig sensed or known, g or knowing

Idealism versus Realism

by

ProBas JivAN CHAUDHURY
Visva-Bharati University

Let us examine the judgment, “ Everything is mind.” What
sort of judgment is this ? These are the possibilities: (1) It may
be merely verbal or tautological. The proposition means then that
everything means the same thing as mind or mental stuff; whatever
is called a thing may also be called mental; everything means all
things known and mind means knowing. (If everything means
all things known and unknown and mind means knowing then the
proposition is an obvious contradiction in terms.) The idealist
does not intend any of these meanings which are just linguistic
recommendations having no factual import. (2) The proposition
may be a statement of a psychological fact. Then it means that to
experience anything we have also to hold it in the mind. It is
obvious and does not state anything beyond the tautology that to
experience anything we have to experience it, mind meaning the
universe of experience. Again, the idealist does not intend this
meaning, (3) He means anything that exists must also be experi-
enced. Is it then an empirical statement? It cannot be so for
these reasons. (a) ‘Everything’ is not an empirical concept for

everything’ is never given in experience. So we cannot state
anything with certainty about everything. Everything means all
things known and unknown and anything unknown is empirically
meaningless. A thing and its knowledge are given together at the
same instant; empirically judged, we cannot hold any of these to
be prior to the other. So empirically one cannot say whether the
existence of a thing is dependent on mind or not. (b) If the pro-
position were an empirical one then it would be hypothetical and
contingent like any scientific generalization and it would not have
any a priori force or validity. The idealist would not accept this
weak status of his principle which he asserts categorically. Empi-
rically we cannot judge whether solipsism is right or not. Empiri-
cism, as we all know, implies solipsism but it cannot assert it.
(4) Now if the proposition under discussion is neither empirical
nor tautological, it may be synthetic a priori. Let us examine if



234 THE PHILOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY -

this is the case, For the proposition to be synthetic, experience
(mind) must be distinguishable from thing-hood and for the pro-
position to be a priori the relation of thing-hood to experience must
be essential and not accidental or empirical, being derived from
experience. That is to say thing-hood must somehow imply expe-
rience though the two are not the same thing. But how is this
possible ?  The status of the synthetic a priori is very ambiguous
and shaky. It has been clearly shown by the logical positivists
(and also by Russell and Einstein) that what is a priori is analyti-
cal and not synthetic, whereas what is synthetic is « posteriori.

This is quite true so far as empirical knowledge or science is con- -

cerned where we have two sorts of thinking, empirical and verbal.
We form concepts of experienceable objects (including their exter-
nal relations which are held as objects co-ordinate with the per-
ceptible objects), name them and describe their behaviour by
linguistic conventions. We frame a logical picture of the world.
And we have further linguistic rules for translating one manner of
description into another. So what is synthetic in scientific thought
is dependent on sense-experience and so a posteriori, while what
is a priori certain is a matter of language and definitions. Thus
logic and mathematics as applied in science are but a linguistic
apparatus and in themselves say nothing about the world but yield

only tautologies. Thus the synthetic a priori is untenable in
scientific thought,

It emerges, therefore, that the proposition under discussion
cannot be properly judged as to its correctness if it is taken in a
scientific spirit. Let us now see if we can go beyond a scientific
attitude of mind without palpable nonsense and find some sense
in the proposition and then judge how far it is true. In fact it is
a metaphysical statement and we have to judge it metaphysically;

and in so judging we have also to show to the positivists that meta-
physics is not necessarily nonsense.

The concept of everything which is meaningless in strict and
consistent empiricism may now be examined. It includes things
unknown (in the sense ‘not experience ’). Now, are things un-
known quite meaningless ? T assert I know that there are things
unknown.! It may be suspected that I may be asserting my know-
ledge of bare existence of things unknown and so it may be pointed
out that bare existence is nothing and the existence of a thing

1. See Laghucandrikd, N. S, Ed., p. 469
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cannot be known apart from its content or c%laracte.r. Bl'.lt 1
clarify my position: What I know is that there exist things,
that there are existences with contents, only I do not know
what the contents are. Is it not a contradiction in terms ?
No. For a knowledge that there are things is not the same
thing as a knowledge of things. But how do 1 know that
there are things without having any knowledge of them ? Thus:
when I have knowledge of a thing I have also a knowledge
that the thing is not created by my knowledge but existed inde-
pendently before my knowledge of it. Every knowledge is accom-
panied by an implicit awareness that the object of knowledge ‘ex1sts
apart from knowledge on its own right? This awareness is not
knowledge of an object but of a character of knowledge. That
objects exist apart from a knowledge of them is a character of
knowledge and not of objects. So that the possibility of know-
ledge of objects implies the existence of objects independent of
knowledge, and we are not necessarily required to know objects
to assert their existence (apart from knowledge). This knowledge
about knowledge may be called awareness. This awareness can-
not be denied. An appeal to our total experience will confirm it.
To deny it means disbelief in all knowledge. Knowledge implies
an awareness that things known are not created by knowledge, are
not subjective projections, but are objective. This awareness may
be called metapsychological (in character) if knowledge of objects
be called psychological. And as corresponding to the psycho-
logical process of knowing there are physical objects as its objec-
tive correlate, so corresponding to the metapsychological process
of knowing there are metaphysical objects. Thus the existence of
unknown objects is a metaphysical assertion; that is to say, un-
known objects as realities (and not as mere fancies) are meta-
physical entities.

The suspicion that to know that unknown objects exist is self-
contradictory is got over. The two knowledges are different in
character ; they are not co-ordinate with each other but belong to
two different planes one above the other. The metapsychological
awareness about knowledge (and so of unknown objects) is the
ground or presupposition of knowledge of objects. But another
suspicion may arise. How can knowledge of objects be the reason
for believing in unknown objects ? The answer is that the objects
known are not the same as the unknown objects; objects known

2. See Madhusiudana’s commentary on Gita, 2. 7.
P.6
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give us a faith in knowledge in general, that is, in the possibility
f)f knowledge, and this implies a faith in the existence of objects
in general which are not yet known. This faith is a kind of aware-
ness different from determinate knowledge by sense-experience.
Sp far we have seen that ‘everything’ is not an absolutely
meaningless concept. Everything means things known (empiri-
cally) and things unknown (empirically) but of which one is aware
metapgychologically as metaphysical realities. Therefore the
proposition, “Everything is mind” is true if mind means any kind
f)f.experience, not necessarily empirical knowledge only ; that is,
if it includes awareness of unknown objects. The proposition then
means that of all things, somethings are known empirically, while
t1.1e rest remain as objects of awareness without being known empi-
rically. But the proposition is false if mind means empirical
knowledge or sense experience. For unknown objects included
l.mder everything are obviously not empirically known. When this
is grasped much of the traditional controversy between the idealists
and the realists will appear to be verbal in origin and significance.
Certainly we cannot go beyond experience if experience means any
form of consciousness ; so that the idealists are right. Again there
are many things beyond our experience if experience means sense-
experience; so that the realists are right. The realists are wrong
if they mean to assert that there are things of which we have no
awareness of any sort at all, for they cannot form any idea whatever
of the subject about which they are making the assertion; they do
not know what they are saying. It is an idle and self-stultifying
statement. The idealists, again, are wrong if they maintain that
there is nothing beyond one’s present sense-knowledge, because, as
we have seen, one is aware of things not given in immediate sense-
knowledge; and this awareness is an implication of the possibility
of sense knowledge,—which possibility is not doubted as it is con-

stantly actualized. Thus we may arrive at a solution of the problem
respecting idealism and realism.

Let us study further this awareness of unknown objects.
Firstly, we have to see that it is a fact and not a hypothesis. An
awareness can never be proposed as a hypothesis. It accompanies
any piece of knowledge as distinguished from a subjective pheno-
menon. When I know a man I am implicity aware of his existing

apart from my knowing whereas when I imagine a man I am not
so aware.

In an illusion, dream or hallucination I.temporarily take an
object to be known and believe it to be independent of my erro-
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neous knowledge; but as the error is corrected the belief (or
awareness) also vanishes. Error only proves the validity of know-
ledge, for error could not be known (or corrected) if there were
no knowledge. So awareness of unknown objects cannot be
regarded as generally illusory unless and until all empirical know-
ledge proves false like dreams and hallucinations. Secondly, we
chould note that a knowledge of a particular object makes me
aware of the object being independent of my knowing, and know-
ledge of many objects makes me aware of all these to be so inde-
pendent, and knowledge in general makes me aware of objects
existing without my knowing them. These objects are therefore
certainly not transcendental or purely intelligible, but are sense-
experienceable. Yet since they are defined as not given in sense-
experience but only in a kind of metapsychological awareness, they
are said to have a metaphysical status. Thirdly, we may note that
the awareness that gives us these metaphysical objects also gives
as their subjective counterpart the self that is aware of the objects.
This self is never given as an object by this awareness, for to be
aware of this self as an object we would require another self.
Fourthly, this awareness of objects as unknown is a conjugate of
awareness of objects as known and both are implied by unself-
conscious knowledge of objects in which there is no awareness of
the self. Lastly, we may observe that this awareness of the
objects known and unknown and its subjective counterpart, the
self, may not be absolute or ultimate, but may be a mode of mani-
festation of some undifferentiated pure awareness spoken of by
mystics. But we cannot assert it unless we have realized that
pure awareness,
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Reason and Revelation
by

J. N. CHuss
Bombay

It is a commonly accepted truth among those who follow the
religious or mystical as distinguished .from the Platonic or rationa-
listic tradition in philosophy that Reason unaided by Faith, based
on Revelation ($ruti), cannot give us a fully adequate knowledge
of Reality. This view which insists on the importance of resorting
to Sruti as an, essential part of the philosophical attempt to arrive

" at true knowledge has I think been obscured by error and misunder-

stood not only by those who reject Sruti as an extra and therefore
un-philosophical criterion, but also by some of its own protagonists.
I shall first lay down three propositions which would perhaps meet
with the approval of those who accept the standpoint of Vedanta
and Christian thought, but which I think seem plausible to them
only because a sufficiently serious attempt has not been made to
understand the logic of the view that reason is not autonomous and
that when dealing with Reality it must consciously follow the lead
of something higher and more certain than itself. The propositions

are:

1. Reason can give us a partial but not a complete knowledge
of Reality or God. That there is Natural Theology, which means
the determination of God’s nature and existence by “the natural
light of reason” alone, is not denied; only Natural Theology can-
not tell us all that we can come to know of the being and attributes
of God. It can, without resort to any authority other than the
compulsion of its own natural principles, prove the existence of
God (cf. the Ontological argument) and reveal some of the quali-
ties that a Divine being must possess ; but there are certain truths
or ‘mysteries’ about the being of God which we cannot come to
believe by the exercise of reason alone, but which we must accept
on the authority of revelation and adhere to by faith. For instance
reason cannot discover the mystery of the Holy Trinity or the truth
of the Divine Incarnation. Thus the theology or the knowledge of
God that we possess falls into two parts. One and perhaps the sub-
stantial part is ‘natural theology’; but this is supplemented by ad-
ditional knowledge which is derived through revelation,
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2. That philosophy must resort to revelation to complete,
as far as is humanly possible, its account of Reality is itself a reason-
able proposition and therefore rationally justified. There must
therefore be rational grounds for accepting a philosophy that rests
partly on reason and partly on faith. That is to say, reason by its
‘natural light’ discovers its own limitations and goes on to affirm
the importance and necessity of submitting through faith to an
authority higher than itself. Reason itself points the way beyond
itself and thus provides out of its own substance as it were, a basis,
a rational sub-structure on which, through the aid of supra-rational

sources of information, we erect the superstructure of the edifice of
philosophy.

3. Thus reason by itself is not enough, but reason aided and
supplemented by faith enables us to arrive at a fairly adequate

knowledge of Reality. The emphasis here is on the word ‘know-

ledge” It is not denied that reason gives us knowledge. The

question is only about the extent of knowledge. Through Sruti
we come to know something about Reality which we could not have
known through reason; but what Sruti gives us is just as much
knowledge of Reality as what reason gives us.

" All these three propositions contain serious errors.
be summarized thus : 1)

knowledge obtained by the
(2) It is by the natural ligh
above conclusion, and so t

They may
Natural Theology is a fact, only the
natural light of reason is incomplete.
t of reason itself that we arrive at-the
he recognition of Sruti as g supple-
mentary source of information is grounded in reason. (3) Natural
theology combined with revelation gives us knowledge! of Reality
or God. There are two erroneous assumptions underlying these
propositions. The first is that there is such a thing as the “natural
light” of reason, with its corrollary that unaided reason can go a
part of the way atleast if not the whole way towards understanding
Reality. The second is that ogr beliefs, persuasions and dogmas
about Reality rationally or scripturally acquired amount to know-
ledge, with its corrollary that if thig knowledge is felt to be inade-
quate, the remedy lies in a further exercise of reason and in a fresh

consultation of the scriptures for any revelatory matter that we
may have missed.

1. In regarding this as error I take true kn
‘jfiana.’ No doubt to think about Reality is in a
this lower knowledge, apara vidya,
experience in which God is known in

owledge as equivalent t.
sense to know Reality but
must be distinguished from a direct
essence and essentially,
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It is certainly appropriate to talk of the ‘light’ of reason, Smf:_e
reason manifests or reveals the order of things; but fche ?u?-tstlgn‘ 1:
i i ‘ ral’ light, i.e. a light native to its being
is the light of reason a ‘natura , tive to its being

ituting 1i S ? Obviously not, for if its lig
and constituting its essence : : / : ere
native to it, then it would not only illumine objects but also be selfd
! : « . X
luminous. which it is not. Its light is not natural'but borrovye
from a la:rger Light which is reflected in the workings of Il'ieason.
The presence of this reflected light in reasc1>1n aFcouIrjlltstf?r 1te :d u}r);
iti i ¢ Plato, and following Plato’s
critical assuinption made by , \ R s ead by
ilos \ t Reason is the divine elem
ost Western philosophers, tha 1 i i
I?lan and our highest authority in determining the Eatur;e' okftRealtlitse.
| i irit to that Reality whose light, na
Let us give the name of Spiri se 1 : '
to its beging is cast on the instrument of reason mak1‘ng it lumg%ous',
but not sel,f-luminous. The spirit “shining everything else shines,
by its light all things else are illumined.

There are two considerations1 tl;a't shoxiv ::iaznf-:}elis;:e S;?;:
X ight, even as a ball of iron plac : 5
hit}zi Eﬁ:lﬁg}ftd :;gthe; fire. (1) ReaS(l)n exprle)ssets aiutlseollf)jler;ta sg:tf}ix;
j ts. Now a judgment is always abou . . .
:sf(:::ig:;egradley, its c]ontent being refer.red‘ to I,{eality al‘vtvayls{ szlclz
outside its own existence ; its ‘what’ an(iflts t::::l e{dal' ils)a:r,:lth onee
the validity of a judgment is never seli-con ; ; does
i ithin i epends on a necessary relation to an obj :
r'Il‘(I)ltoi};}?: tV}Ycletr}:fI:);Z’ i:urtoi 11:1 itself a spiritual acti\{ity in thets«:nse ;r;
hich we have defined ‘Spirit’ but is a lower' 1pstrumen a-1or;,h f
the spiri d wholly dependent on it. A spiritual state is tha
the' e arll' its own worth (in the case of Truth its own vahd.lty)
wah revefa bence to an object. It is in this sense pure subject.
‘Iz;tal::rllt vff;ii; depends on the object is not pure subjectf, !ottsxtot::i
i i tate of ignorance of I
SPi.rit ObjeCtlllﬁe?aana;};eZ?fg:ﬁlzrz, Sreason iz:g the activity of t}}e
b InAt , nfthe self with the not-self superimposed on it,
ad’?yasm t'I:la sition is the result of Avidya. There isz however,
which 'Su'perl fpfhe reason whichy does not imply a prior super-
o ac.tl."lty (:I‘his is when with the destruction of ignorance the
e jtself as pure subject; it then uses reason flot as an
'Self knowi lfor discovering truth but for formulating in mental
’lcn:':rr:s:n‘:ﬁre) content of a direct experience or of a truth revealed
e

in the self-luminous light of the spirit.

9. The second consideration is that reason is alw.ays ’mJncceled
f a ériterion for establishing the truth of its conclusions. ublg-
;)nents need to be tested before they can be declared acceptable.
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This is natural and proper at the level of reason to safeguard
ourselves from deception and obscurantism, nevertheless it is clear
that a process which involves the use of a criterion is not self-
luminous. Just as we do not need any light to make the sun
perceptible so also a direct knowledge of the spirit does not need
to be tested to establish its validity. To know the spirit is to be
the spirit, for the spirit can only be known by an identity of
essence between the knower and the known. It seems to me that
in the end this is what distinguishes philosophy from science, viz.
that in philosophy alone we become, or better, realize our oneness
with what we seek to know, provided of course we pursue the

philosophical quest beyond the sphere of reason to a direct know-
ledge of Reality.

Now that we have established that reason shines by a bor-

rowed light and not by a light ‘natural’ to it, certain important
consequences follow.,

1. At no stage and in no sphere can feason be autonomous.
There is therefore no such thing as natural theology. All theology
depends on revelation and hence is revealed theology. We can
know nothing of God, not even that He exists, except what is
revealed to us through the direct experience of the rsis or seers
of Truth, The distinction which some Christian theol;)gians make
between certain truths about God (including His existence) which
are known by the natural exercise of reason and certain truths which

are “holy mysteries ” which can only be known through reve-
lation, cannot in my opinion be sustained, since all truths about

F}od require to be revealed. The proper distinction to my mind
is between certain revealed truths which are intelligible to the
intellect and certain truths which cannot be made intelligible to

the i‘ntellect and so must remain ‘ mysteries ’. Whether there are
any " mysteries’ in this sense is a separate question and need not
be discussed here,

2. Our authority for assertin
and that all knowledge of God must therefore be revealed s again
pot reason but revelation, It is $ruti that must first tell us that
it is only through Sruti an

- d not by unaided reason that Reality
can enter our mind by way of concepts. In other words the two

d above to show that reason is not self-

g that reason is not autonomous
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3. We must hence give up the double standard of truth usaed
by some theologians, e.g. truths known, by reason and ‘cru‘c?sf . f};
pending on faith. All that we know 9f G‘od is a matter od fnto
made possible through revelation, until faith gets converted m

realization.

4. Plato and Aristotle are called ‘pagan’ philosopherslby
Christian theologians, because their philosopby doe.s noth f:)l :}:v
from the Christian revelation, the as.sumptlon being t aA .e
Christian revelation is the only revelatlon.. But PlatF) jcmd rxst-
iotle spoke of God and eternal values, and 1f my the51s1 1(5:1 cox;‘e}e)ce,
God and eternal values must have been previously reveale ar:. 'Sn;
come part of the cultural heritage of the race. The age of mys 1102t
must have preceded the age of rationalism, ot.herw1se 1;hef 'fl ;er
would have nothing to be rational akout. Ha‘d it not been 01ht e
mystery religions of ancient Greece, Platonism woul(';{ .not 1a.ve
seen the light of day. This also disposes of the.Chrlstlan claim
(if it is made) and which in the world of today is fast beco.m.mg
an anachronism, that Christianity is the only revealed religion.
The claim cannot be sustained if we understand clgarly that man
cannot speak of God unless God first speaks of. Himself to man.
Even if the claim is that though other revelations z\,re pos&bl?,
Christianity alone is the complete revelation of God’s Truth, it
remains no more than a dogmatic claim, since if QOd has revealed
Himself before and after Christ there is no particular reason to
believe that He has revealed Himself fully or?ly on one occasion.
As a matter of fact there is no understanding of the ultimate
verities derivable from Christian scriptures w}'fich cann.ot be found,
and perhaps in greater abundance, in the Hmdu scriptures. Be-
sides, this claim really misses the inner significance of revelation
and its relation to theology. Even supposing i?: is true, the grQSsly
exaggerated importance given to it by Christians would be justi-
fied if the testimony of scripture amounted to a knowledge o.f God.
The confusion, which as we have seen is one result of slipshod
thinking about these things, is between rev?lat_lon and knowledge
or realization between Sravana and Saksatkara, 'To read and
understand the scriptures even with complete faith is not tl.le
came thing as to know God. Then it follows that the. mal'n
importance of a revelation is not the extent to which it
dilates on God’s nature —too much of it may even .deffeat
its own purpose if it draws us away from the cultivation
of the inner life towards theological speculation for .its own sa.ke
— but its efficacy in arousing in the faithful a genuine aspiration
for the eternal life in which the contents of revelation become facts

P.7
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of an inward realization. There is a far greater and a more wide-
spread hunger for the ‘things unseen’ among the ‘ pagans’ parti-
cularly in this country, than among Christians ; nor if we consider
the number of God-realized souls in the world’s history can
Christianity bear any comparison with the non-Christian faiths.
In the face of these facts it has always seemed to me that there

i§ a.sad lack of the spirit of humility in those who assert the supe-
riority of the Christian revelation.

Let us now consider an important consequence of the thesis
tl.lat there is no such thing as natural theology. What on this
view is the place and value of reasoning in theology, and what
shall we say of the claim of the ontological argument as also other

arguments, which claim to prove God’s existence without the help
of revelation ?

I have said that the highest truths of Platonism were derived
from the mystery religions which were the outcome of what
appears to be a common fund of mystical knowledge possessed by
the an'cient world, but subsequently lost or submerged in all
countries save India, where it has been kept alive to this day. So
my answer to the second question would be that however con-
vincing and sound the ontological or any other argument for God’s
existence may appear to the logical intellect, the argument itself
could not have occurred to the mind without a prior revelation
of God’s existence. The idea of God is, as Descartes said, too
great for the human mind to entertain unless God Himself plants
it there. For Descartes this consideration merely served as a
pro'of of God’s existence, but he does not explain the process by
which the human mind receives this idea which it is too small
T:o be able to form out of the substance of its own experience. The
idea .of God is from the beginning implicit in all thought, since
God is the ratio essendi of all things including thought ; but since
?ur s'ens'e bound experience is incapable of suggesting it or even
reminding’ us of it, to use a Socratic image, it is only through
revelation that it can be made explicit in our minds and be ‘seen’
to be a necessary presupposition or postulate of all thought. Un-
fortunately philosophers do not realize what it is that awakens our
th?ught to a perception of its ultimate presuppositions and hence
rr.xlstakenly ascribe autonomy to thought and imagi‘ne that the
highest truths are discovered by the mere exercise of reason.
What then is the place of reason and logical proof in theology ?
The answer is that reasoning is essential without being autono-
mous, Its main task is to clarify and give a coherent and rational
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form to the contents of revelation, This is all that reason can do
and all the proof it can give when it deals with the supersensible
or metaphysical reality. Bosanquet, quoting a passage from Green
in which the latter says that his fundamental philosophical doc-
trine cannot be proved, but yet is the only way in which we can
put the whole thing together and understand it, remarks that this,
if it can be shown, is in itself “ the highest degree of proof ”. And
this is precisely what we do in theology. With the aid of revealed
concepts and other clues tossed into our minds from a level of
experience above it, we “ put the whole thing together and under-
stand it.” There is then only one standard or criterion of philoso-
phical truth, neither Sruti by itself, nor coherent thinking by itself,
but coherence of thought based on and issuing out of Sruti. Nor
can we say that Sruti is an external premise from which the meta-
physical system is deduced by thought, because there can be no
metaphysical thought which is not grounded in Sruti, though such
a dependence may be unacknowledged or even openly denied. It
is even ambiguous to say that Sruti is an aid in reasoning, since
reason in its metaphysical aspect is never exercised unaided by
Sruti, We may use a famous Kantian dictum, but with what might
seem a paradoxical inversion to explain this point. Taking Sruti
as ‘ percept’, since it is ‘given’ to thought, though not in the
same way as the manifold of sense is given, and reason as ‘con-
cept, we may say that percept without concept is empty, while
concept without percept is blind. Sruti without reason is empty
in the sense that unless by thinking we give a rationally coherent
form to Sruti, its contents appear meagre and vague and therefore
unsatisfactory, at least to the logical intellect, however satisfying
they may be, without their development by thought, to the other
perceptive faculties of our being. To use a simile, Sruti provides
the recipe, but reason must cook the dish.

It is then the assumption of the possibility of a double stand-
ard of truth in theology that has led, on the one hand, to a mis-
understanding of the claims of Sruti, and on the other to an
encouragement of the belief in the existence of natural theology.
I quote an example of this confusion from Das Gupta’s ‘ Indian
Philosophy . In the chapter on ‘ The Sankara School of Vedanta’
the author says “ Sarikara gives no positive proof of the thesis (that
the self becomes a phenomenal knower only through adhyasa).
He made use of the dialectic only for the refutation of other
systems ”. The implication here is that since Sankara starts with
the view whose origin is Sruti alone, that the self is the ultimate
seer, he does not prove this conclusion through logical evidence,
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But are there two ways of reaching conclusions about trans-
empirical reality, the way of Sruti and the way of reason? 1t
seems to be that there is no real antithesis such as Das Gupta
seems t0 assume between accepting Sruti and giving a logical
proof. Sankara does prove the existence of the pure self inbthe
only way in which anything of such a nature can be proved, by
showing that the notion of a pure self can be coherently gra;ped
at the level of reason and by the “use of the dialectic for the
re.zfutation”’ of rival conceptions, though without the preliminary
hint from Sruti no proof of any sort would have been possible.

" ;I‘hxs paper is intended tolbe a critique not only of natural
eology, but of all natural philosophy that deals with the super-
sensible, :I‘he true philosopher is one who realizing that the light
qf reason 1s a mere reflection, is impelled to seek t}:e source of all
¥1ght beyond philosophy. One who philosophizes, as philosophers
in the ’West do, with an implicit faith in “the,natural light of
reason ”, falls into a natural illusion and, in the end, debases phi-
.losophy—'——the noblest pursuit of the natural man ——,by turning it
into an intellectual game. Having cut itself loose from the light
and life of its own being rationalistic philosophy enters on the
dow'nward path and in the long run, by an inevitablé inner dia-
lectic, passes into its opposite, releasing forces of irrationalism in
all spheres of life. Logical Positivism which is a total denial of
all metaphysics and values appears to be the final phase of this
downvgard curve as it is difficult to imagine a lower depth of de-
gradation to which philosophy can sink.

The Evolution of Religious Consciousness
_ by
INDRA SEN
Sri Aurobindo Ashram, Pondicherry

‘The human consciousness, which we know better than any
other, is in fact a unitary phenomenon though in intellectual
analysis it appears to consist of a number of primary attitudes.
These attitudes have acquired a special distinctness in the
present intellectual phase of our cultural life. The prag-
matic approach of utility, serviceability or workableness s,
of course, the most general relation of man to his environ-
ment, his situation in life, his material and social world.
This is virtually an empirical relation of man in all the
three, cognitive, affective and conative aspects of his psycho-
logical make-up, though it is predominantly conative in character.
Besides this, we have the scientific approach, which is essentially
the intellectual relation of man to the facts and pheno-
mena of nature. The philosophical is the same as the scientific
applied to the totality of facts and reality. There is then the
artistic approach, that of beauty, which is primarily one of feeling.
The religious approach is the whole man’s relation, cognitive, cona-
tive and affective, to the great  Other’, the ‘ Beyond ’, the ‘ Whole ’
the ‘ True’ and the ‘Real’. This approach and relation seems to
be innate to the finite self of man and, therefore, in a fundamental
and essential sense the question of the origin of religion can-
not arise. Man, as a finite self, always finds himself set in
juxtaposition to a wider Not-self, a larger and a more powerful
 Other’. This he seeks to know and to this he reacts with different
emotions and attempts to adjust himself suitably. This relation
and approach is innate to him and therefore ‘to be religious’ is a
necessity of his nature.

Relatively speaking, however, it is possible to say that man
becomes irreligious when his outlook is governed almost entirely
by his immediate physical and social needs and the means of their
satisfaction and he loses all sense and feeling for a larger and a
greater reality as the base and the background of the empirical
facts of his environment. But in social life such periods are always
short and come in reaction to or as a sign of fatigue after periods
of active religious seeking. Sri Aurobindo maintains that the
search after God, Truth, Bliss, Perfection asserts itself again and
again and returns with a redoubled force after every period of
scepticism. Says he, “ The earliest formula of Wisdom promises
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‘to be its las't, —-.-God, Light, Freedom, Immortality.”t If this seek-
llong.and aspiration asserts itself again and again and that seems to
e innately bound up with the nature of man, then it may be more
::fijct to 81y that the periods of relative disappearance of the
religious seeking must be related to those i
‘ _ of active seeking as
means, which further and reinforce it ®
e reinforce it rather than deny and

‘ ;n the West the theory of evolution has tended to undermj
rehgl.on a great deal. It has shown that man is no direct andecli%n}ne
f}l;eaiilon, but thelresult of a slow growth from the mammals“:xrllg

e. ower animals under the working of certai 5
This would naturally imply that the feligf,iocsst:;?lsia;:)vssx?ef'Tl?tur‘ej
a growth from natural causes and, therefore, it could lSS o ho
sgpranatural and ultimate validity whatsoe,ver But l't;ll‘ll'e- no
‘ ;irc')tyjsllirhzayirfg‘toohmll(;ch. The theory of evoluti<;n certainl;bdii

; opwnion held by most religions regarding the origi kf
man and the other species. But it has not succeeded j lg'm' N
the origin of life itself. It merely describes e' y ‘m e>'('p e
:}e}zss,‘how given life grows and i’akes Ofe;:‘;ly ”fl:;;‘:e)d 1"‘;\;’05:'0;
thzoz Y, (;x.rl?lch‘ does nhot explain the origin of life’ and gives merely

- con itions and circumstances of its growth, cannot legitimatel
clz'nm to reduce the essential nature of the fc;rm of lifeg Z‘dte ;
;::us:ész ofhany stage to the terms of the process of gaxl'rcl)wt(l::)r;
ﬁnctpp;t; ! n:e::;g-h‘ The religious consciousness, which is a dis-
and 50 Judged i has a diseet and om ooy cepee e enty
i , n unmis ;

Other’, a Power which governs and cont::)l: biielrilff}fiizcea;(; a::

the object of our wonder, awe, fear, love and a number of other

re.latlons. This primary and essentia] attitude of the hu

scioushess is the true origin or source out of which tr;‘llan con-
specialized consciousnesses of the various positive religi N I;:ore
grown and taken shape. The theory of evolution therifons o
not affect the essential validity of the religious C(;nsciou o
recent decades the theory itself has tended to become u:nes§- ?D
ch;f\racter, which would philosophically imply the prxzsegoslve "
universal consciousness. This is evidently in accord with }cle of a
fundamental truth of religious life. In fact all sci st
tends to lend support to religion. Whereas i;l the ‘19:}?0‘3 today
Europe had witnessed a sharp opposition and mutual centux:y,
tion between science and religion, today a surprisirfgon‘:;accifé

1. The Life Divine, Vol. I, p. 2.
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* tion. God is therefore, it is inferred, a pure
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between them seems to grow up there. However, so far as the
outer forms and ceremonials of religions are concerned the modern
man is on the whole opposed and indifferent. It is the essential
religious consciousness, which is acquiring a fresh meaning for

him.
Lately psycho-analysis has launched a fresh attack on the
To it God is the *father-substitute ? of the
he same psychological satisfaction that
He finds in him shelter and protec-
ly psychological
Here again an illegitimate inference is
ditions of the growth

origin of religion.
adult, from whom he seeks t
a child does from his father.

creation and no more.
drawn from the process and the empirical con
of the idea of God. Because the idea of God grows up in man

under certain empirical conditions, therefore it can have no meaning
beyond those conditions. But they may merely be the circumstan-
ces of its manifestation. And so far as the question of the objec-
tive validity of God and other fundamental religious values is
concerned, our best proof is given to us in the nature of the reli-
gious seeking itself. If our inveterate seeking for truth is any
guarantee of the existence of Truth, our seeking for beauty, of the
ultimate object of Beauty, then the religious seeking involved
innately in our finite human nature is a sure guarantee of the
existence of “the Great and the Supreme ? the home of all our

values. But our conceptions of it will, of course, differ and show

change and growth.

If we trace the history of religion from the earliest times to the
present day we naturally find a large variety of religious beliefs,
forms of worship and other ceremonials. And it would not be
difficult to discover some order and sequence in the occurrence of
these different facts of the religious phenomenon. But that would
he a different approach to the study of religion. All religions have
a set of beliefs, forms of worship and other ceremonials. They con-
stitute the religious behaviour and tend to achieve a uniformity
and solidarity in social life. Our approach here is that of religious
consciousness and experience, which is the essential inner fact of
religious life and obviously by far the more important part of all
religions. However religion easily tends to become a conservative
social trend ard then its beliefs and ceremonials assume an unreal
importance, Hinduism is perhaps the only exception, which gives
a general recognition to all forms of worship and ceremonials and
even beliefs and thereby seeks to maintain into clear eminence the
primary significance of the religious experience as such.
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Now pursuing the approach of religious experience, we would
like to know the course of development religion has followed. But
it is easier to observe and collect the large variety of religious
bel{efs. and worship existing today in savage tribes and civilized
societies and try to assess and arrange them in a scale showing
progressive development of the religious consciousness, than to
prove philosophically what the most primitive religious attitude
must have been and how it must have developed from stage to
stage. The savage tribes even today show a form of religion
which has been called Fetichism. They worship inanimate object;
and believe that they are endowed with magical powers or spirits.
Western scholars regard this as the earliest form of religion, which
man in the beginning must have had. Nature-worship Poly,theism
Henotheism, and Pantheism are the further stages th,rough which,
man very likely passed in order to reach Monotheism and Theism.

Max Miiller, one of the distinguished early Indologists, has
attempted to trace the growth of veligious consciousness in I,ndia.
He says that the earliest religion of the Indo-Aryans was a kind of
Natl?re-worship. Indra, Agni, Varuna and others were mostly
presiding deities of the different forces of nature, for which the
Yefiic Aryans felt gratitude or fear and which thegz wanted to pro-
pitiate. That led to Polytheism, when the emphasis shifted from
the natural forces to the deities presiding over them. Then among
a plurality of gods, one of them began to emerge as the most im-
por.tant. And this marked the transitional stage of Henotheism
which paved the way to Monotheism, belief in one supremé Goci. Y

But the traditional Indian belief in this connection is very
different. The Vedic age is the earliest in our history, but not the
most primitive in cultural development, In fact, it 19 ’looked upon
as the best, when the people possessed the clearest spiritual insight
ir.lto the nature of truth and existence. This popular and tradi-
.tlonal belief has received at the hands of Sri Aurobindo a most
illuminating exposition and confirmation. According to hin;u it i;
the intellectual and the practical turn of our present culturai out:
look which makes us misread the whole processs of growth, The
savages of today cannot represent the primitive human s;ocietv
because they are already in a conventional stage of life an(i mus.t
therefore, have previously passed through a creative period Bu{‘
they have evidently moved down on “a curve of degene'ration'
instead of a curve of growth”? The primitive human society

2. Sri Aurobindo, The Human Cycle, p. 7.
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could not have been rigid as the savage life is. It must have possess-
ed freedom and imaginativeness. This stage is always religious
and intuitive with a strong symbolic mentality. ¢ Intuition brings
to man”, says Sri Aurobindo, “ those brilliant messages from the
Unknown which are the beginning of his higher knowledge. Reason
only comes in afterwards to see what profit it can have of the
shining harvest.””

Sri Aurobindo shows that Indian history bears out these funda-
mental conditions of the growth of human society. The Vedic life
was through and through symbolic. Marriage, Yajfia, Caturvarna
were all symbolic. Marriage was a sacrement, as it is even today
and the four castes represent the head, the arms, the thighs and
the feet of the Cosmic Purusa (Purusa-Stukta, Rg-Veda). And the
Rsi, the ideal person of the age was essentially a man of intuition.
The Upanisads further developed the spiritual traditions of the
Vedas, but then came the age of rational philosophy, the period of
the six Daréanas. But this trend from intuition to reason is ulti-
mately meant to lead to the recovery of a richer intuition, an
intuition made more articulate and sure of itself. '

Thus the stages in the growth of religious consciousness marked
out by the Western scholars are not quite convincing. And they
avowedly regard reason as the best part of man and therefore judge

the rest by that standard. Of intuition and a spiritual faculty of -

knowledge they have poor appreciation. The recent excavations
at Mohenja-daro and Harappa and the evidence gathered from the
finds discovered there have brought into light the facts of a rich
civilization. These {acts combined with those of the later history
of Dravidian culture offer some further data, which can be of great
value to the philosophy of religion generally and can give, in parti-
cular, some fresh ideas regarding the growth and development of
the religious consciousness.

But while the question of the exact successive order in the
stages of the development of religion presents difficulties, the pro-
blem of the types of religious consciousness is relatively easy. We
have said above that each positive religion embodies a unique form
of religious aspiration and attitude. The form of religious experi-
ence, which it sprang from and which it holds up as its ideal, is
definitely a unique attitude and form of thought, emotion, will and
behaviour, individual and social. In an individual religion like
Hinduism itself such differences are easily noticeable between
Saivism, Vaisnavism, Tantrism and others. It is possible to classify
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religions according to the kind of the conception of God they sub-
scribe to. And on this basis we label them as polytheistic, pan-
theistic, deistic, theistic, etc. But if our aim be to classify not reli-
gions, but the religious consciousness, then we will have to con-
sider the forms of experience involved in and cultivated by them.
And here the entire variety can probably best be subsumed under
the three heads of our principal psychological functions, knowing,
feeling and willing. Vaisnavism, e.g., is a religion of bhakti, pri-
marily relying upon the cultivation and growth of the feeling
element. The religion of Advaita Vedanta relies pre-eminently on
knowledge and the Sakti cult on will. But while Saktaism enjoins
the worship of Sakti and the development of the same in the aspi-
rant, works and service are more directly recognized and empha-
sized in Sikhism as a means of realizing God. Obviously between
two religions of Bhakti or knowledge or $akti and works, there can
be interesting differences, inasmuch as the other two elements
may enter into their total experience in different ways. Thus each
religious consciousness will be a unique fact, and the classification
of Bhakti and Jfiana and Karma could be certainly the best guide
for the ordering and the evaluation of the different religious con-
sciousnesses,

Religious consciousness, we said in the beginning, is an essen-
tial attitude of the finite human individual towards the greater reali-
ty beyond. This attitude, in the degree that it continues to exist, is
the true spiritual element in each positive religion, which is, so far
as the average believer is concerned, primarily a body of beliefs
and a certain form of worship and a number of other observances,
individual and social. Obviously these external forms and obser-
vances depend upon the general cultural life of a society and are
no more than the means for the cultivation of the essential, the
spiritual element of religion. As means they deserve all the sanc-
tity we ascribe to them, but if they become ends in themselves, then
nothing but tragic consequences follow to human life. The real
religious experience and its supreme satisfaction is lost and reli-
gion easily becomes a dividing force in human society. It will,
indeed, be a great advance in the evolution of the religious life of
man when the race generally comes to regard the religious con-
sciousness as the true religion, as it in fact is, and all forms of
observances as valid and good so long as they help the growth
of the true consciousness. Then all religions will come to be con-

ceived as variant forms of the one universal religion of spiritual
life.

Examination of the Main Realistic Argument
by
G. R. MALKANI

Indian Institute of Philosophy, Amalner

1. Realism, as a theory of knowledge, is widely accepted. It
is based upon the argument that knowledge is of the real; and
the real is that which exists prior to, and independently of, the
knowledge of it. We cannot question this conception of know-
ledge itself. In fact, it is the only legitimate conception. Know-
ledge is true when it is determined by reality itself, and is there-
fore revelatory of the real. It adds nothing to the real, nor does
it take away from it. It merely reveals it for what it is. But if
this conception of knowledge is not to be dogmatic and unwarrant-
ed, we must be able to justify it by an analysis of our own ex-
perience. What we question is the justification given by all
schools of traditional realism. If realism is true, is it true of our
ordinary sensible experience, or is it true only of a higher super-
sensible experience ?

2. The question which we want to ask here is, what is the
evidence on which we rely for the independence of the object
supposed to be revealed by knowledge ? It is evident that the
only evidence, let us say, for the prior existence of an object, will
be some kind of knowledge. But all that any knowledge can
prove is the simultaneous existence of the object that is known.
That which is known is now. How can any knowledge prove that
the object existed before it was known or as unknown? If we
take some other knowledge to prove this, that merely repeats the
question.

We do not improve the situation, if we substitute the con-
ception of *independence ” of the object for the conception of its
“ prior existence”. For all that any knowledge can ever prove
to us is that not only is the object of it here and now in an im-
portant sense, but also that it is something as known or something
in the knowledge-relation. The known-ness of the thing is an
essential part of the existence of the thing, so far as the evidence
of knowledge is concerned. How can any knowledge provide the
evidence for the un-knownness of a thing,—which 1s what is meant
by its independence ? How can any knowledge prove that a thing
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ei;sst:d when 'it was not known ? Shall we therefore give up the
gase ;onv(‘),f evidence altogether, regarding it as unobtainable in any
? e could even do that, if there were no sceptics who

derflanded theoretical proof for all beliefs that claimed to be
rational. -

We ::éenit ::)rllien(l)l\y b? s;lid that we h.ave put the question wrongly.
of a thing knov:}n lr(?1‘}1? ependent evidence for the prior existence
of knowledge w h at only means the evidence of another piece
that is so WH se ek t;;]ve to- rely upon knowledge in any case. U
than the ;vid:n ¥y £ e evidence of any other piece of knowledge
ledge itself i t}ie ° .the knowledge originally given to us. Know-
reveals the Zlf e evidence, because it is knowledge. Knowledge
bewginy s -e:iustent or the independently real. But this is just

ging the question. We are seeking to justify this very conception

of knowledge. Does knowl i
ooy e, Dos owledge reveal the self-existent ? What

ledgj inA::uz:‘tt;r‘ré;i)t may be 'made to jgstify this concept of know-
related to the n?;:y SeI,ISlble experience.  An object can be
is one such oo .Zu Je'ct in various ways. Knowledge-relation
lations, and P.:l %kmc.l of .rela.\tmn different from all other re-
has. I’maginat‘1 fas fmphcatlons which no other relation
Similarly conclg‘n‘ or mst.ance is different from knowledge.
these Spi,ritual ;Vmg.an object, willing it or feeling it, ete. All
Known to. the s gx.nctlons have ‘their own immediate significance
function. Wh: ]ectkthat exercises them. Knowledge is one such
it or imagine i? wIet fnlow’ we accept an object. We do not make
we can accept it Thc') lows that the object must be there hefore
activity wo ol v his is the deliverance of the specific kind of
experience as it ?swm\% After all we can only interpret our own
philosophize. When. e cannot transcend this experience and
thing that is, and re Wel lfnc?w, we merely establish contact with a
we need not’ go ou'csv'f]a it in our consciousness. In other words,
directly reveals its ol : thg four corners of knowledge itself. It
On the basis of th; Wwn spiritual structure to reflective thought.
object known thanst}sxn;;u.c ture we can say that there js more in the
itself, the self-cn et at it is now or that it is to us only. It is -

) existent real. Thus the independence or the unknown

prior exi .

sense-a\}::::z?lcezsoiftszrllf Ob];:-c ¢ can be proved through an analysis of
, W i .

to us, ich is the only kind of knowledge given

I . .
f that is so, realism requires no argument
s nt.

mere r ;
eference to our sensible experience, whi It is proved by a
y Winilc

h is a species of
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knowledge, and which speaks for itself. And yet does it speak one
language which all can understand 7 What if a probe can show
that it speaks several different languages ? It is possible that the
knowledge-relation, how-so-ever genuine it might be, has got mixed
up with other forms of relationship, so that we do not know truth
from error. There is a misunderstanding about the real contents
and the real scope of knowledge. We know one thing, and helieve
something else. There may be an illusion of knowledge.

5. Let us take perception. It is arguable that the very begin-
ning of sensible apprehension finds us constructing images and
conceiving. Our imagination and our conceptualization are in full
operation. Whatever the thing may be in-itself, that is the only
way our mind reacts to the thing. It is a mediated kind of aware-
ness that we have of the thing ; and mediation means interference
by the mind. The mind interferes with imagination and under-
standing. We know only what we imagine to be there or con-
ceive to be there. Beyond this we cannot go to a more primitive
awareness which can provide the basis for the reproductive imagi-
nation. All immediate kind of awareness is formless. There is
no distinction of the subject and the object in it. It is not know-
ledge in the generally understood sense. It may be the case that
we first perceive dimly or vaguely, and then we perceive explicitly.
But that is only the history of perception, not the logic of it. Logi-
cally, the vaguest perception is still mediated. There is no direct
contact with the thing as it is. It is literally not given in know-
ledge. That alone is given that is put there by the mind,—imagined
or conceived. Immediate awareness, if that were possible, could
perhaps deliver the goods. But where is such a thing as immediate
awareness ? And what exactly is it aware of ? Can we describe this
something ? So far as sensible awareness is concerned, I give to
myself the things that I am supposed to perceive. Reality eludes
my knowledge of it.

If this analysis is correct, it is not quite evident what we
exactly know. We seem to know something. But that something
is mixed up with the products of those other activities of the mind
that construct their objects, with the result that we do not know
the truth from error. Knowledge is here complicated or confused
with other forms of mental activity, which are constructive, not
revelatory. This is, in fact, the paradoxical conclusion of Kant’s
attempt to justify sensible knowledge. He has shown how know-
ledge, instead of revealing the thing-in-itself, constructs through
mental forms the things it knows. After all we only apprehend the
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form, not the real thing. The various syntheses are simply various
forms of subjective creativity. The uncreated thing-in-itself is left
outside and beyond knowledge.

6. It will now be said that there is only one kind of knowledge
which we all possess. If that is not knowledge, the term should
have no meaning in our experience. But since it has meaning, what
other fact of experience can we point to, as an exemplification of
that meaning, except the fact of sensible awareness ? This then is
knowledge ; and as knowledge, it ought to deliver the goods ; it
must reveal the real. In other words, if I sensibly perceive any-
thing, then, for that reason alone, the thing in question is or exists.

Let it be so. We now contend that we have given up one form
of the creativity of sensible knowledge, namely that of imagination
and conceptualization, for a more insidious form. It creates the
illusion of otherness, independence and reality. How this is pos-
sible, we shall now proceed to show.

It cannot be denied that knowledge has achieved something.
It has made a difference. But what exactly has it achieved ? It has
certainly achieved something in respect of the subject. It has, as
we say, made the object known to the subject, revealed it to the
subject. The subject is thus enlightened. But this is not its only
achievement, nor the most important part of its achievement, as
some might think. In fact, that achievement would be incomplete,
if it stopped at that. There would be no knowing on the part of
the subject, if nothing new and unwarranted were achieved in
respect of the object. What makes a so-called knowing “a knowing”
is not the simple revelation, of the object as now or as to me. If
that is all that is revealed (and what else can any piece of know-
ledge legitimately do ?), the reality of the object does not emerge ;
and without the emergence of the reality, knowing does not get its
specific character and it cannot be said to have arisen. It gets this
character only when it does something to the object itself, howso-
ever unwarranted. It imports into it a new meaning which goes
beyond the simple given-ness of the object to me in knowledge.
Briefly, it produces in the object the character of “prior existence,”
or “independent existence” or “existence as unknown” (ajfdta-
sattd). Here then is a new form of creativity. Sensible knowledge
gives to the object a quality which no amount of analysis of the
object can ever yield. It is no part of the object as such. It belongs
exclusively to our knowing activity or perceiving. The quality of
“unknown existence” does not belong to what is perceived (which
can only be as perceived); it can more properly be traced to the
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perception of it. - What is perceived has in it what we can find in it
by inspection and analysis. Unknown-ness, independence and
priority of existence is not what we can thus find. It is imported by
our knowing. That is the chief and the only result of our knowing,—
that which divides knowing from other mental activities. To know
is to create in the object the appearance of prior unknown-ness,
and with it the appearance of otherness and of reality. Do we
then really know ? Is not such knowledge self-condemned ?

7. Here then is our parting of ways. We all agree that we
have to go from perception, to the independence of the thing that
is perceived. But it is one thing to say that the thing is independent,
and therefore we perceive it,—an assertion which is clearly un-
critical, since it can never be justified ; and it is quite a different
thing to say that we perceive it, and therefore it is independent.
The realist is forced to hold the former position, which is quite un-
provable ; for no evidence can really transcend itself. The latter
position is inevitable. But what are its implications ? They are
evidently non-realistic. It is our sensible knowledge itself that has
created the appearance of independence, etc. But then has it
not created an illusion for us ? The world is an illusion in this sense,
What is not independent appears as independent through our very
perception of it. This is called in Vedantic terminology drsti-srsti-
viada. I perceive, and therefore the world exists. It is opposed to
srsti-drsti-vada, which is the realistic hypothesis,—the world
exists, and therefore I perceive it.

We can solve the mystery of the world this way, and in no other
way. We have no ground in our knowledge for saying that the
world exists. We have ground only for saying that it appears to
exist. Existence is never created, appearance is necessarily created.
That the world is created is accepted by many theologians as well
as philosophers. But the mode of this creation is not generally
understood.

8. It is supposed that the world is created by God by a fiat of
His will. Nothing real, however, is ever created that way. What is
consciously willed is known to be dependent upon the willing of it.
Reality belongs to the willing, not to what is willed. Not only that.
What is willed does not even have the appearance of reality. It
cannot appear to confront us by its otherness. It is part of the
willing, and when, the willing is withdrawn, as is bound to be the
case, the thing is withdrawn. From beginning to end there is com-
plete dependence upon the willing, and at no time there is even the
appearance of independence or of reality. Can such a thing be
said to be created ? In order that something may be said to he
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created, it should at least achieve an appearance of reality (and per-
haps only the appearance) through the creative act. As a matter
of fact, if anything is created, it is this appearance of reality. The
real is never created, nor that which is wholly unreal. In what
sense then, can God be said to have created a world by a fiat of His
will ? There is only one way in which anything can be said to have
been created,—and that is by perception, Perception is creation. If
God has created the world, He has created it in perceiving it. But
if that is so, why need we go to God at all? We too perceive a
world. Do we not thereby create the world ?

9. This may appear a very undesirable conclusion, from a
practical point of view ; and it may be argued that we have made
a problem where there is no problem. In the absence of any other
kind of knowledge, we should accept the prima facie evidence of
perceptual experience, That evidence is final for us. What is p.er-
ceived is for that reason alone real or independent of the perception
of it. That is the very meaning of perceptual experience. Tbls
may be termed “the ego-centric predicament.” We cannot talk in-
telligently about anything, including the reality or the independence
of a thing, except in so far as it falls within, or forms part of (?ur
egocentric activity of knowledge. Independence or reality of a thlr.lg
may therefore be taken to be proved by perceptual knowledge in
all those cases where there is no countering knowledge.

The proviso, however, gives away the case. It leaves room
for an illusory kind of independence. If no piece of perceptual
knowledge were ever sublated, there would be conclusive evidence
of the independence and the reality of that which is perceived.
The very doubt would be illogical. All knowledge would be true,
because it is knowledge. There would be nothing to expose any
piece of knowledge or to render it open to criticism. That however
is not the case. We can doubt the internal evidence of any piece of
knowledge. It could be cancelled. Only knowledge, that could
not be cancelled, and that was absolutely true, would provide the
sort of evidence that we want. No perceptual knowledge can ever
make this claim, which means that the independence which it
proves has no logical value, and may be quite illusory. If a doubt
can logically arise, it must be given its full value. We can, never
therefore logically proceed from the fact of perceptual knowledge
to the reality of what is perceived. Logically, it is just the other
way about. If A is said to be perceived, and it turns out to be illu-
sory, anything else called B, which is also said to be perceived, is
equally illusory. Vedanta sums up the argument in the general

~
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rule: “anything that is perceived is, for that reason alone, illu-
sory (dréyatvit mithyd).”

10. We have so far conceded that we are necessarily confined
within our knowledge ; and we have raised the question, how do we
know that the object of our knowledge is real or that our know-
ledge is true o reality ? If we cannot know that, there is no genuine
knowledge. There must therefore be a way of transcending the
limizations of knowledge and the so-called ego-centric predicament.
This is only possible, if there is a species of knowledge, which is
true, and necessarily true, on the hasis of its own internal evidence ;
in other words, when, knowledge is self-evidently true. We can feel
then that we are no longer confined within the limits of knowledge,
and that our knowledge has broken its bonds and contacted the
real, the veritable real. Is such knowledge possible ? We contend
that it is not only possible, but that it is the only kind of knowledge
that deserves the name. And we need not go far to find it. The very
criticism of sensible knowledge ought to reveal levels of experience,
which progressively shed the limitation. Every form of eriticism
pre-supposes a stand-point, which is accepted uncritically, and as
more or less self-evident. We must turn our criticism to every
such standpoint, till we have reached a level where criticism can
be carried no farther, and we are, so to say, face to face with truth.
This is the only way to reach an adequate form of knowledge, which
reveals the truth and nothing but the truth. That we are able to
criticize our knowledge opens to us a whole vista of progressive at-
tainment of truth. The limit is reached when we can doubt no
longer, reject no longer ; for reality is self-revealing to the know-
ledge of it. Such reality imposes its own form upon knowledge and
determines knowledge, not vice-versa, Our knowledge is then said
to be vastu-tantra or determined by reality, as opposed to know-
ledge which is merely conceptual or ideal or kalpita. Reason
demands such re-orientation, if we are not to contradict ourselves
when we accept sensible knowledge as genuine knowledge or as
the only possible form of knowledge; for the evidence of this
knowledge is limited, but the belief to which it leads is unlimited.
The evidence is limited to the thing as it is now and as it is to me.
The belief is unlimited, because it relates to the thing as it is
tn-itself and independent of me. Such a belief is quite unfounded.

To sum up, perceptual knowledge is limited in its evidence.
.It does not prove that what is perceived is real or that it exists
Independently of the perception of it. But in so far as perception
appears to mean that, it is the most effective form of illusion or
maya,

Py



“To Act from Sense of Duty”
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On page 117 of his “ Foundations of Ethics” Sir W. D. Ross
argues as follows : . ... *“It can be shown that it is never our duty
to act from sense of duty :” To say “ you ought to act from sense of
duty ” does not at first sight appear nonsensical. But it is seen to
be so, as soon as we translate the vague phrase “from sense of duty”
into a more definite form. If the sense of duty is to be my motive
for doing a certain act, it must be the sense that it is my duty to do
the act. If, therefore, I say “it is my duty to do act A from the sense
of duty”, this means “it is my duty to do act A from the sense that
it is my duty to do act A.” And this involves a self-contradiction.
The whole sentence says that “it is my duty to-do-act-A-from-the-
sense-that-it-is-my-duty-to-do-act-A” ; that all this and nothing less
than this is my duty. But the last part of the expression involves
that what I really think or ought to think, is that it is my duty to
do-act-A simply. And if we try to amend the latter part of the
expression to bring it into accordance with the theory, we get the
result : “It is my duty to do act A from the sense that it is my duty
to do act A from the sense that it is my duty to do act A”, where
again the final part of the expression is in conflict with the theory.
It is clear that a further similar amendment, and a further, and in
the end an infinite series of amendments would be necessary in the
attempt to bring the last part of the expression into accordance
with the theory, and that even then we should not have succeeded
in doing so. Any such expression would finish with the words
“from the sense that it is my duty to do act A”, where it is implied
that what I really think is that to do a certain act, and not to do
it from the sense of duty, is what is my duty.”

I want, in this paper, to examine this argument. For, if it is
valid, the whole of Kant’s ethics will be invalid. Kant says “you
ought to act from sense of duty.” This argument aims at proving
that this statement is “nonsensical.”
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'1?he statement appears nonsensical to Ross because, I think,
he misses the proper sense of “sense of duty.” By sense of duty
he ux'lderstands “the knowledge that that particular act is my duty.”
ffl t‘:us were the sense of duty, then, of course, it is absurd to say
Y at a particular act of duty has as part of its meaning a relation to
“sense of duty”. For no concept can have as part of its meaning
f:ls own knowledge. We cannot say, for example, that a table is an
thea (i.e. knowledge) of a table. The idea of a table must be other
. an ;a table and no part'of the meaning of a table. Similarly the

now edg.e that this particular act is my duty cannot be a part of
the meaning of “this particular act is my duty”. If sense of duty
means t.he knowledge that a particular act is my duty then it is
3311;(3&91%1 to say “it is my duty to do an act from the sermye of

' But “sense of duty” does not mean *“the knowledge that a par-
ticular act is my duty.” Sense of duty stands for the awareness
of the sui generis notion of obligation as such. It is a fact of our
l.noral life that the awareness of the notion of obligation can evoke
in us a reverence for it, what Kant calls Achtung. Further, it
is a fact that this feeling of reverence can work as a motive for (,)ur
acts and what is more (unlike all the other motives which aré
Falled inclinations) we can always summon this motive. All that
1s.meant by saying “you ought to act from sense of duty” is that we
will not have done our duty in doing a particular act if the act did
not proceed from this motive, from the sense of duty. If this is
not talking sense, sensible talk is impossible. ' o

" Stl::tsss ;:Oiol:hZo show an appear‘a.nce of nonsensicalness because
e irts from assumptlon th?t ‘if the sense of duty is to be my
otive ((i)r ¢ }:nng a”certa.m act, it must be the sense that it is my
- y : 0 “e act. . T}’us assumption is incorrect. He thinks thi&s
intr(x:ere v a trans}atxon’ of the vague phrase “from sense of duty”
Of duatymizrttahc:eﬁmte form. But'that is a mistranslation. The sense
obligenos e ;\ta}rlarene§s of obligation as such. And the notion of
ofeaon ' ne her (r;me nor yours. If this particular translation
any contradictig,n lsn;S;::rXtZd, a; e, o 10 be, foss cannot show

) regress, in saying “it is my duty to
S}TO:,Ctt }itﬁt‘ﬁl: S?Ift Sense“of duty.” Indeed his programnfe waz to
nonsensical. But hzn:ziet}l,o‘; e t‘o B rom sense of duty is
namely, 4t is my Qb o 32109::7::5 Afhfz;sentence and takes another.,
sumably, because he thinks the latter
the former, I submit, both of them e

m the sense of duty”, pre-
to be roughly equivalent to
xpress the same ethical con-
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tention. But, then, if one of them yields a self-contradiction, it
should be possible, by some round about way, to show the same
contradiction, in the other expression. But try as you may, you
cannot show that sort of contradiction in “you ought to act from

sense of duty”.

The sentence “it is my duty to do act A from the sense of duty”
reating an illusion of contradiction

however gives a scope for c
in two different senses. The

because it employs the word “duty”
first use of the word duty stands for some particular act of duty

in all its concreteness, required of some agent at a particular time
and place. While the word “duty” in “sense of duty” stands for
the general notion of duty as such. The full meaning of the sen-
tence is “no particular act of duty can really be what it professes
to be unless it springs from the motive of fulfilling duty in general”.

If one accepts that sense of duty can work as a motive there
should not be any difficulty in the above interpretation,  Ross
himself accepts that it can work as a motive and acts can be done
from a sense of duty. He says on the same page “It is better, for
instance, to confer a benefit upon A from the reflective thought
that that is the action which duty requires, (ie. from sense of duty)
than to do so from a mere instinctive love of A”. He accepts that
one can do an act from a sense of duty. His only contention is that
it will not be called an act of duty. It will be a morally good act.
He is never tired of making a distinction between a right act (i.e.
to say, an act of duty) and a morally good act. But if this is so,
may not one hold that one’s duty is always to do morally good acts
of this sort (i.e. done from a sense of duty) ? That may be false
ethics, but the point is, it is not bad logic. One cannot show that
in this view there lurks the same self-contradiction which Ross is
at pains to show in “it is my duty to do an act from sense of duty”.
But if there really was a contradiction in holding “it is my duty to
do an act A from sense of duty” it ought to have made itself felt
in the view that one’s duty always is to do acts which are morally
good, as done from a sense of duty. But there is no trace of formal
~ontradiction in this. This should suffice to show that the contradic-

ion which Ross is trying to find out is unreal.

I would like to bring another argument to show how weak is
the case that Dr Ross is trying to make out. The whole force of
his arguments is that the last part of the expression of a statement
is not in accordance with the entire statement. I would like to ask
“does it make a statement nonsensical ?”” T think, not. Consider
the statements : — (1) You should reach that town with the inten-
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tion that you should reach that town, (2) It is false to say ‘A is B’
In both these statements the final part of the expression is in con-
flict with the sense of the entire statement. But I do not think these
statements are nonsensical.

Finally I should add that I too feel a certain awkwardness in
statements like “I ought because I ought”, “Duty for duty’s sake”.
One feels that there is no point in adding “because I ought” after
one says “I ought”. I think, the awkwardness of such statements
is the fault of our language and it is not the awkwardness of the
ethical thought behind. But I am sure Ross has not this awkward-
ness in his mind when he gives the argument quoted at the begin-
ning of this paper. The scope of the difficulty I am trying to refer
to is much larger. It is the difficulty one finds, for example, in
saying “Gold is not gold if it is not yellow”. One is saying Gold is
not gold and yet talking sense. The discussion of this difficulty,
however, will require another paper.
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