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Logic and Longitude:
'The Syllogism, East and West
by '.-.‘.:
Roeert S. BRUMBAUGH :
Assistant Professor of Philosophy, Yale University, U.

Until the past half-century, Western philosophers thought of
“logic” as Aristotelian logic, oriented about the syllogism as its ;
basic deductive form. Consequently, when they encountered a ‘
basie deductive form of the same kind in Indian logic, they used
the Aristotelian syllogism as their norm for evaluating it. In view
of the high stage of development Indian mathematics and science
were known to have reached, it would not have seemed strange if
the two “syllogisms” were the same. But they were not: and to
the Western observer, two added premisses in the Indian form
seemed formally unnecessary, confusing, inelegant, and bafflingly
illogical, This difference in validating forms reinforced the Hege-
lian tendency to see “the Oriental mind” as “dream-like”, in con-
trast to a logical, scientific “Western mind.” And the myth of a
confused Indian syllogism continues to be repeated.

What the Aristotelian logicians who first engaged in compari-
sion of the two syllogisms did not realize, was that their own norms
were formally inadequate. The purpose of my discussion here is
to show that, when these inadequacies are corrected, the added two
premisses in the Indian syllogism are seen to be functional, and a,
five-proposition syllogism is required in modern Western logic.

The Indian and Western syllogism rested on about the same
foundation: situations were described by propositions, which in
their simplest form asserted or denied one predicate of all or part
of one subject. Since a givern factual relation of S and P could be
described in different ways, and since some such relations were in-
compatible with others, a simple theory 'of “immediate inference”
was devised in both cases for relating equivalent and incompatible
descriptions to each other, . For example, two propositions such as
“No S is P” andl “No P .is §”. were treated as equivalent because
the factual relation of S to P was the same for either description.
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But two special cases presented peculiar formal problems.
Ordinarily, if a given proposition were true, its converse (formed
by exchanging subject and predicate, and if necessary, limiting
quantity) was also true; so was its obverse (formed by reversing
the quality of the whole proposition and substituting the comple-
ment for the predicate); so was any transformed statement result-
ing simply from repeated conversion and obversion. Also, if a
universal proposition was true, its subaltern was treated as true.
. In the case of empty classes, however, one of two safeguards was
required: either (a) a theory of “existential import” of judgments
in whieh “some” did not always assert existence was needed; or
& (b) an added premiss that S was not empty had to be required for
formally valid inference from super—to subaltern.! Aristotle him-
self had used the first of these devices, but it had been lost in the
subsequent development of “Aristotelian” logic.2 Modern formal
logicians repaired the loss by insisting on a restriction of the second
type? Analogously, it follows immediately from “All S is P” that
“Some non-S is non-P”; and where P is a universal class, this infe-
rence too requires restrictions.# The restriction may take the form

1. Otherwise, using the usual interpretations of “some” as meaning
“there is at least one”, inferences of the following sort might be valid:

“All unicorns drink milk; therefore, some unicorns drink milk; therefore,
there exist some unicorns.” ‘

When unicorns are said to drink milk, since there are none, we have no
way of contradicting the assertion; the “all” does not say that any exist, but
only that if any exist, then they are milk-drinking. This is equivalent, in
current interpretations, to saying “there does not exist any unicorn which is
not a milk-drinking animal”, and is, therefore not false,

2, In Chapters i and ii of De Interpretations, Aristotle distinguished “de-
finite” and “indefinite” subjects and predicates. The indefinite forms “referred
to what does not exist as much as to what does”, while the definite forms
referred to existent entities. Carried through the Organon, this distinction
means that only 8 of the 16 combinations of definite-indefinite subjects and
predicates in propositions have existential import as part of their meaning,
“Some”, therefore, does not always assert existence: “some non-men are
houses”, for example, does not.

3. The restriction is inspired by the analysis of the existential import of
“all” and “some” given in note 1, above. It takes the form of denying validity
to inf‘erence from all to some, without an additional particular (“existential”)
premiss.

4. The immediate inference involved consists of three obversions and
two conversions, alternately. The case where it produces trouble can be
illustrated by the inference “All persons are entities; therefore, some non-per-
sons are non-entities.” Since “some” indicates existence, the conclusion here
agserts that there exist non-persons which are not existent things; and this
is an intolerable contradiction for any logie, ’
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either (a) of limiting designata of “terms” to non-unjversal classes,
or (b) requiring an explicit premiss denying the identity of V, the

universal class, and P. Here, again, Aristotle himself seems tp have

used the first device, later Aristotelian logic to have lost it, and

modern formal logic to have repaired the resulting defect by a

restriction of the second type.

The rectified syllogism, when it is strong enough to establish
the validity of every immediate inference following from its con-
clusion, now becomes very similar in its Indian and modern
Western form.

For example, from “All smoke comes from fire”, it will follow
that “Some smoke comes from fire” only if we have the added pre-
miss “And some smoke exists 7, in modern formal logic. We can
express this formally by the two statements: ¢

(1) ~ (=P 2Q(x)] 2
[(@x)P(x) DQ(1)]

(2) [(@PE2Q@). (go)P(x)]D
(Fx)P(x) 2Q(x)

Again, “Some non-fiery things are non-smoky”, which follows by
immediate inference, will hold only if some non-smoky things
exist; if only smoke existed, it would fail. The formal relations
involved here are:
3) ~[{((®)P(x) 2Q(x). (ymP(x) D
(F2) ~P@). ~Q)]
@ [(@PE)DQ()
~Q=V]D[(gx) ~P(x). ~Q(x)]

In natural language, condition (2) can be met if we add the
requirement that at least one existent instance of SP must be men-
tioned in a premiss: for example, “a stove smokes” as premiss is

5. The formal notation iy Carnap’s, with the added convention (to save
parenthesis) that the scope of each quantifier extends as far as it can without
overlapping that of the next quantifier. Thus, (x) P(x). Q(x) is written here
for (z) [P(x). Q) .

8. In the definitioni of “terms”, Aristotle clearly holds that univocal terms
are not universal in their signification. Modern formal logic seems often to
have some analogous assumption about the ranges of variables of type P,Q:
but explicit justification of the immediate inference from “All S is P’ to
“Some non-§ is non-P “requires the added premiss given in the text in equa-

. tion (4),
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. formally equivalent (o the (i x) P(x) of (2). Again, condition (4)
can be stated as the requirement that at least one entity which is
neither P nor S be mentioned in a premiss: “a cold stove is not
smoky” as premiss is formally equivalent to (4).

How important these safeguards are felt to be depends on the
philosophical context in which a logic is devised and used. In a
context in which an “absolute” is important, clearly the formal
peculiarities of the universal class will be recognized by the logi-
cian. But this is equally true in a context stressing complete formal
rigor of validating forms. Safeguards against metaphysical or
formal error appear as a part of the history of philosophy in both
Indian and Western logic, in the former as safeguards using natural
language, in the latter using abstract formal presentation.?

The conclusion to he drawn is that formally the Indian syllo-
gism corresponds much more exactly to contemporary Western
logic than it did to the syllogistic “Aristotelian” logic of the nine-
teenth century, and this correspondence requires a Western revi-
sion of the myth of “Oriental illogicality.”

I will conclude by llustrating this point with two proofs pre-
sented in traditional Aristotelian, contemporary lower functional
caleulus, natural language Indian and schematized Indian syllogis-
tic form. The reader will note that the proof of equivalence from
two implications, given as the second case, has the same premisses
in Indian and contemporary logic; in Aristotelian logic, the proof
of equivalence is not usually given as a full syllogism, but may
take that form. The Indian syllogism with which most Western
readers are familiar, about smoke und five, has its first and third
premisses equivalent to a validating form in Western logic, though
their equivalence to a typical Aristotelian syllogism is less clear,
since a different relation of subject to predicate is being proven,

The present paper is rather g Suggestion than a final proof of
the formal identity of the logics of two tultures. The final “sim-
plicity” of the doctrine of immediate inference, for example, can
result only after complex relations of fact and judgment have been
analysed and explored. The concept of “existence” as it applies to
different schemata of inference needs further clarification, and some

7. Historically, the speculative interest in the null class and the univer.
sal class has been difficrent in India and in the West; this has, presumably,

influenced the relative attention given to the formal properties of the classes
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comparison of the “fexibility” and “suggestiveness” of the two

logical forms should be made.
Here are two demonstrations, one that all men are mortal,
two that smoke exists if and only if there is a fire, in alternative

forms.

1. Aristotle’s logic

All men are animals

All animals are mortal.

ATl men are mortal; and, by immediate inference:
Some men are mortal

Some non-men are non-mortal

Here the major would be used by Aristotle with the meaning t.hat
there do exist some men, and that neither human nor mortal is a
universal class; but these qualifications do not appear explicitly in

the demonstration.

1I. Functional calculus:

(x)M(x) DA(x)
(F2)M(x)

(x)A (x) D Mo (x)
) ~ Mo (:
%Slv)l(x) :3)1(\73,@). (g x)M(x). Mo(a).

(g x) ~M(x). ~ Mo (x)

1L Indian version—natural language:

All animal are mortal .

For instance, fish are mortal animals

All men are animals

Stones are neither men nor mortal

Hence. All men are mortal; Some men are mortal; Some non-
b

L4

y .
martal beings are non-men.
1V. Indian version, schematized:

LAllSis M
s Some S exists

AlMis P '
Some non-S and some non-P exists

is P: -P is non-S
.1 Al §is P; Some 8 is P; §ome fxon
.- Here IV is formally 1dent?.s:al with IIT and IL

PRI IY Y FY LR PN

fact that smoke and fire coexist

g oo epaiddl oo

" Second example: it is a
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I. Aristotle’s logic:8

All fire is the cause of smoke;
All smoke is caused by fire fed by wet fuel.

Hence, there is never fire fed by wet fuel without smoke, nor
smoke without fire fed by wet fuel; and there are some fires that
cause smoke, and some smoke is caused by fires, and some non-
smoky things are non-fiery.

II. Functional calculus:

(x)F(x) DS(x)

() F(x)

() ~S(x) D~ F(x)

(4 x) ~S(x)

(x)F(x) =S (x). (2)F(x). S(a)
(i x) ~F(x). ~S(x)

II1. Indian version:

Where there is fire fed by wet fuel, there is smoke

For instance, a burning stove

Where there is not smoke, there is not fire fed by wet fuel.
For instance, a cold stove

Where there is smoke, there is fire fed by wet fuel; where
there is fire fed by wet fuel, there is smoke; and, further, there
are some fires which smoke, and also there are some non-fires
which do not smoke.

IV. Indian version, schematized:
Al Fis S
Some F exists

8. The exact equivalent in this form should perhaps be taken from Arls-
totle’s treatment of “commensurate universality” of subject and predicate as
the basis for the strongest demonstration. This relation implies “simple con-
version” of an A proposition, but is more restrictive. If we try to translate
“equivalence” or “complication” into the terms of the Posterior Analytics,
"P is a property [in the strict sense of the term] of S” seems the best trans-
lation. The fire-smoke argument now translates this way:

P is a property of S when all S is P, and no non-P is non-S. In the
example, all fire fed by wet fuel causes smoke, and no smoke exists without
such fire. Hence, smoke is a property of fire fed by wet fuel; and, further
[since the minor premiss in this cese carries exisgtential import] some fires
fed by wet fuel exist and cause smoke, and some non-smoky things are non-
fires-fed-by-wet-fuel.
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No S is non-F
Some non-F' and non-S exists

Hence, F is equivalent to S (all F is S and all S is F), and
some S is F, some F is 8, some non-F is non-S.

The two premisses, All F is S and No S is non-F, together
establish the equivalence of F' and S, a stronger connection than
simple implication or inclusion of one by the other. The added
premisses insure that the full scheme of immediate inference will
apply, by showing that the truth of this equivalence is neither due

" to emptiness of F nor to universality of S.

There is nothing to prevent the first form from being used to

. establish a relation of implication where the full equivalence rela-

tion will not apply.



The Christian Non-dualism of
Scotus Frigena

by

GeoRrRGE BoswWORTH BURCH
Professor of Philosophy, Tufts College, Mass., U.S.A,

1. Scotus Erigena’s Great Synthesis

Scotus Erigena is one of the most interesting of the Christian
philosophers. He was born in Ireland and lived in France, where
he was a leading figure in the intellectual life of the early Middle
Ages. He was a contemporary of Sankara, and his philosophy is
very much like that of Sankara. It is a sort of Christian non-dual-
ism, in which the rational structure of non-dualist metaphysics is
developed in traditional Christian concepts.

His philosophical system is outstanding both for its profundity
and for its vast scope. His book The Division of Nature is a great
synthesis in which the insights of the ancient Western philosophers,
both Greek and Latin, both pagan and Christian, both Platonic and
Aristotelian, all find their places in one harmonious system of
rational thought. He teaches that we are able to comprehend
nature by reason because nature is itself rational. Logic can dis-
cover the world because logic generates the world, and when we
think rationally our thought reproduces the process by which the
world is formed. This rational process is set forth in great detail
in Erigena’s book, This paper will summarize it briefly.

2. The Rational Process of Nature

Dialectic, which is both the rational process of thought and the
rational process of nature, has two aspects, One is the process of
division, by which essence is divided into genera, genera into spe-
cies, species into individuals, and individuals into parts. The other
is the proeess of resolution, by which parts are combined or resol-
ved into individuals, individuals into species, species into genera,
and génera ingo-esfierice, These are not two processes but opposite
aspects -of tHe same process, and the beginning of one is the end of
the ‘othét;. The law of dialectic, which is also the law of nature, is

pg e

S
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that all things are resolved into the same unity from which they*
are derived. Nature is not static but dynamic, a process—though’
not a process in time, for all time is included within one part of it.

It is eternally dynamic, moving by the dialectical process of divi-

sion and resolution.

The unity from which all division begins is called God. We
do not know what God is because he is not anything. He tran-
scends both being and non-being, and his superbeing is the being
of all things which are. Considered not in himself, however, but
as the source of the world, which is orderly and dynamic, God is
said to De wise, and to be living. His being is his essence

(what he is—to use the word is figuratively), his wisdom is hig "

power (what he can do), and his life is his operation (what he
does). Fssence, power, and operation, inseparable aspects of
God’s indivisible unity, are called Father, Son, and Holy Ghost.

Not only God but also all things derived from God are trini-
ties of essence, power, and operation. The essence is the being of
the thing, which is unknowable. The power is its specific charac-
ter, which is intelligible. The operation is its particular move-
ment, which is perceptible. The essence, power, and operation of
things are created by God’s essence, power, and operation respec-
tively, and thus there are three stages in the division of nature.
Nature is divided into superessence and essence; essence is divi-
ded into genera and species; and- species are divided into indivi-
duals. These divisions are accomplished by’ the three persons of
the Trinity: the Father wills, the Son maké_s,'. and the Holy Ghost
perfects. To say the Father wills-means that God in his infinite
goodness eternally wills all things, and this willing is the creative
act by which things pass from non-being into being, To say the
Son makes means that God in his infinite wisdom eternally divides
essence into the various ideas or forms, and this making is the
logical distinction by which the eternal ideas exist together in the
mind of God. To say the Holy Ghost perfects means that God in
his infinite activity produces the particular things which partici-
pate in the ideas, and this perfecting is the generation of the world
of things which become and change and pass away in time. These
include both substances and accidents. A certain quality plus a
certain quantity makes matter, and matter joined fo'a certain
form at a certain time makes a physical body. A body, therefore,
is an accidental combination of accidents, the least substaritisl
entity in nature, : I
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Every thing exists temporally as a particular individual and

- also eternally as a universal idea and also ineffably as a divine

volition, These are not three things but three aspects of the same
thing, All things are theophanies or appearances (?f God, who
alone is real. In appearance thingsl are many, but in God they
are one. Strictly speaking, therefore, God is both creator z'and
creature, for the making of things is God’s manifestation of him-
self, and when he creates he creates himself and nothing else.

This process of division by which all things are created is only
half of the dialectic of nature. The other half is the same process
viewed in the opposite way, the process of resolution. by which
all things return to God. All things have a natural motion the end
of which is the same as its beginning, and always seek the source
from which they are derived. Bodies are resolved into the fo.rm-
less matter of which they are composed. Matter is resolved mt'o
qualities and quantities, and so ceases to exist as matter—x}ot anni-
hilated but transformed into something more real. Things are
resolved into the eternal ideas in which they participate, and so
cease to exist temporally—not annihilated but perfected, accord-
ing to their natural tendency. The jdeas are resolved into.the
Word of God, becoming divine. Just as all things are derived
from God by various intermediate steps, so all things are resolved

" into God through the same intermediate steps. Thus God is the
beginning, the middle, and the end of all things. God as source

of all things is supreme goodness, and God as end of all things is
supreme love. The first cause and final end are the same, and

the fact that they are identical is the fundamental law of nature.

Among the creatures existing ineffably in God and eternally
as idea and temporally as a manifold of individuals, is man. Man,
like everything else, is derived from God and tends to return to
God. But man holds a unique place in the system of nature, and
the cosmic process cannot be understood apart from him. Man

" consists of soul and body. The soul’s essence is the intellect, its

power is the reasonm, and its operation is the inner sense. The
body also has three aspects: the outer sense, the life, and the body
itself—that is, the spiritual body, not the mortal material body,
which is not part of human nature but a consequence of sin. By
these all-inclusive faculties man knows all things-—-indiyidua.ls by
sense, ideas by reason,.gnd God by intellect (by which Erigena
means mystical contémblation). Consequent.ly, smce'the essence
of any thing is.its being known, all things exist essentially in man.

LRI
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Just as God’s knowledge of things is their essence, so man’s know-
ledge of the same things is also their essence. Not that a thing
has two essences, but the same essence may be considered either
as God’s knowleldge of the thing in its eternal cause or as man’s
knowledge of the thing in its phenomenal effects. Man naturally
tends to return to his source by the resolution of body into soul,
sense into reason, reason into intellect, and intellect into God. But
since all things exist in man, the resolution of man into God car-
ries with it the resolution of all things whatsocever, in man, into
God. The whole dialectical process of nature, both division and
resolution, takes place in man.

3. The Irrational Factor in Nature

The resolution of all things into God is a rational process—
but there is an irrational factor in the universe. The irrational
factor is not matter, for matter occupies a necessary place, though
a humble one, in the rational system of the world. It is not plu-
rality, for the division of the one into the many is just as rational
and necessary as the regolution of the many into the one. The
irrational factor in the universe is sin.

The possibility of sin lies in the complexity of human nature
with its consequent free choice between two kinds of knowledge
—contemplative knowledge of the divine unity and sensual know-
ledge of the phenomenal plurality. Even sensual knowledge is
good when its manifold objects are understood in their dialectical
relationships, but it is fatal when they are desired carnally. The
fall of man into sin is not a temporal event in history but an eter-
nal fact of universal human nature. Before proceeding into indi-
vidual men, humanity (called “Adam” in the Biblical allegory)
eternally chooses the fatal knowledge of sensible things, seduced by
its outer sense (called “Eve”), which is dominated by a carnal
delight in these things (called “the serpent”). Thus man abandons
the contemplative knowledge of God of which he is also capable.
This sin is the act of a perverse will, inexplicable because free,

without any cause or reason, and not a part of the rational process
of nature,

Sin has radical consequences for humanity, including the crea-
tion of the material body as a necessary instrument in the state into
which its choice of sensual knowledge has brought it, and the divi-
sion into two sexes as a method of multiplication in this body. But
the consequences of sin extend beyond humanity as such. Since
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all things exist in man, the fall of man is the fall of all things. The
essence of things is man’s knowledge of them. Sin means tha‘lt
things exist in man not as eternal ideas but only as temporal ind.l-
viduals, The rational division of the one into the many, which is
the work of the Holy Ghost, must be distinguished from the irra-
tional separation of the many from the one, which is the. conse-
quence of sin, In sinful man the individual aspect of things is sepa-
rated from the universal aspect, and so the process of resoluno.n is
stopped, contrary to reason. Man by his fall into sin divides things
without reuniting them, and so segregates the corporeal from the
ideal. But things cannot exist in this schismatic way. Indivi.duals
cannot exist apart from the universals in which they partimpatt'e,
as Plato showed. Universals cannot exist apart from the indivi-
duals which they inform, as Aristotle showed: If sin were un-
opposed, it would cause not only the frustration of the JE‘atmnal
process of nature but the utter annihilation of the whole universe.

Just as the rational process of division is reversed by the
rational process of resolution, so the irrational fact .of sin is undone
by a counterfact equally inexplicable, This is the 1ncarn§t1qn. By
sin man remains separated from God, and all things remain in man
separated from their source in God. In order to.restore man and
the universe existing in man to their original unity, God becon'}es
man. Just as the fall is an eternal fact not to be confused with
its historical manifestations, so the incarnation is an eterfxal f.act
not to be confused with its temporal manifestation hf the .hxston.cal
Jesus. God and man, separated in Adam, are reunited in C.hns.t,
who is both God and man. God, the ineffable sx{perbeing which is .
the being of all things, and man, the eternal subject of knowledge,

are cne.

Since in the incarnation God assumes human na'ture, and all
men participate equally in human nature, all men VYlthout excep-
tion are saved in Christ and restored to the state of innocence and
bliss, The material body dies, the spiritu'al body is transfom‘fed
into the soul, and the soul is transformed into the intellect, whu:'h
is contemplation of God. The carnal desires of the perverse will
are now forever thwarted, and this unending frustration ~of the
perverse will constitutes the punishment of hell—but no men are
punished, only their perverse will, the men themselves being re-
stored and perfected when their will no longer rules them.

Furthermore, since in the incarnation God assumes human
nature, and human nature includes all created nature, God assumes
?

P.3 )
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all created nature, and all creatures without exception are saved
from the consequence of sin, Since things exist as universal ideas
in the mind of God and as particular individuals in the mind of
man, universal and particular are united in Christ. The rational
process of resolution is reestablished. And so, when finally man,
resolved into pure intellect, is transformed into God by contem-
plation, not only human nature, but with it and in it all nature, is
perfected by returning to its source in God.

As reality, only God exists, the unity transcending being. As

appearance in the sense of manifestation, all the manifoldness of -

nature exists, but always in dialectical relation to the unity. As
appearance created by human will, the manifold exists in separation
from unity. That the many should exist, not really but apparently,
is a dialectical necessity, but that the many should exist separately
is the fatal error from which we are saved by the incarnation. This

doctrine, developed in the categories of Greek philosophy and-

Christian theology, has certain insights in common with non-dual-
ism, For Erigena also, the world of common experience is an error
resulting from an inexplicable perverseness of human nature. For
him also, salvation is accomplished by true knowledge, and true
knowledge means essentially the identity of man with God,

Faith and Philosophy
by

J. N. Cruss
Elphinstone College, Bombay

The role of faith in Philosophy and its relation to reason has
not been adequately understood. Faith is usually taken to mean
one of two things. It is regarded either as something which is
irrational, sub-rational or at least not adequately rational, having
its source in emotion or some other non-rational factor, or it is re-
garded as a rival and independent source of knowledge, so that
faith is set up against reason and is regarded as a superior
method of knowing the real. In both cases there is a failure to
understand the essence of faith, The popular belief that faith is
giving assent to a proposition for which there is insuffi-
cient evidence, “believing where we cannot prove”, gives only the
most superficial form of faith. Even Bradley has fallen into the
same error when he gives the following definition. “It is
the non-logical overcoming from within of doubt as to an idea, or
similar prevention of such doubts. This appears to be the general
essence of faith.”

The real essence of faith has been misconceived for two
reasons:
Firstly, the true method of Philosophy has not been properly

understood. And, secondly, the nature and value of Philosophy,
ag a rational body of knowledge, has also been misconceived.

As regards the first point, the philosophical method is rfegarded
by many as an extension of the scientific method :'md thej aims and
presuppositions of scientific inquiry are surreptiously introduced
into the philosophical inquiry.

i As regards the second point, that the value of Philosophy as
a -rational discipline is misunderstood, I refer to that the fact that
Western philosopbers generally regard Pl:dlosophy as a closed
system. That:is to say they regard Philosophy, without any
qualification, as a knowledge of reality, and hold. that as far as
knowledge is concerned, one cannot.go- beyond Philosophy.
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1 shall first show that the method of Philosophy is essentially
different from the method of Science. The difference in method
will make it clear that Philosophy rests on faith. Faith is the
foundation of Philosophy; it is its motive or inspiration, and if we
cut off Faith from Philosophy, then our entire philosophical system
collapses, Science does not require faith in the proper sense of
the word, because Science takes its stand on sense experience. That
is the solid ground on which knowledge in science can be erected.
To the extent that science rests on pre-éuppositions that are meta-
physical it too ultimately has a foundation in faith, but faith here
1s static; it sustains the scientific system, but does not operate within
it. Philosophy, however, cannot erect its structure on the founda-
tion of sense experience. Wae shall see that what sense experience
is to scientific knowledge, faith is to rational speculation. The
philosophical method is neither inductive, because it does not re-
sult in generalizations from sense experience, nor is it deductive
in the sense of drawing consequences from certain given principles
and definitions. The peculiarity of the philosophical method is
that it goes backwards and not forwards; that is to say, starting
from any experience of a so-called fact or from a value experience
it does not proceed to draw consequences from the start-
ing point except as a partial clarification of it. That is
the method of Mathematics. What Philosophy does is to
work backwards from the starting point to the ultimate pre-sup-

positions. And hence the philosophical method may be described

as a regress towards first principles or postulates.

Now, as a result of this, a very fundamental differ-
ence follows between Scientific and Philosophical methods.
In Science we start with uncertainty, with ignorance, and
we frame a hypothesis and then proceed to verify it
Scientific knowledge, therefore, is a movement from hypo-
thesis which arises from a state of uncertainty, leading
to verification. It would be absurd to suggest that in science
we start with certainties, or with knowledge and this is
quite understandable because the common assumption is valid here
that we proceed from ignorance to knowledge, from doubt to cer-
tainty, from hypothesis to fact or verification.

The philosophical method is very different. In philosophy
we do not start with uncertainty and move towards certainty.
Paradoxically, in Philosophy we must start’ with certainty. That
is to say philosophical conclusions are in a sense foregone conclu-
sions. They are not arrived at as a sheer novelty, as the result of
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a hazard and an adventure into the unknown. They are arrived at,
because they are already there, in the sense that they are .alre?dy
possessed by us. This throws light on the paradoxical situation
which Socrates draws our attention to viz., that we already know
what we seek to know, or that in a sense we know, in a sense we

do not know.

It is because Descartes ignored this that he misunderstood t:,he
method of Philosophy and identified it with that of Mather.nahcs
and thus set Philosophy off on a wild goose chase after the kind of
certainty that one gets in Mathematics. pescwtes felt that by
philosophical reflection we can reach certainty ijom a state of
doubt. This is the method of Science but not of Philosophy. Con-
sider how Descartes reached certainty. He proceeded to doubt
anything and everything that could be d?ubted. 'I:he suddenness
and ease with which he reached certainty in the.: Cogztc? should h:fwe
revealed to him that this certainty is something which t%xe mind
already possesses, Philosophical inquiry presu?po'ses 'certamty and
the certainty which is reached as a result of th-mkmg.ls not merely
the final term of a process of thinking. A phllosophlcall argufnent
is flanked on both sides by certainty.. This becomes evident if we
recall that the conclusions which PhilosoI?hy reaches are held to
be necessary postulates of thought, that is to say, _tbought must
accept them if it is to be possible at all. T}.le recognition of a pos-
tulate cannot be the result simply of mt?vmg from .doutzt to cer-
tainty. The inevitability of a philosoph}cal cfmcl'um.on is a sign
that the mind already possesses it before it begxps its mv.est;gat]on,
What then do we accomplish by the process of reasoning? The
answer is that reasoning is an attempt to explicate, .o;
formulate our beliefs, to clear all .dou.bts so that the min
may attain at a different level that which it already possesses.

“Belief in God” says Cook Wilso;ll, ‘fis inescapal?le.’ Th: tx;u: buii-

i is to bring the belief to a consciousness of itself”’;
ne;s O}fllzhlilsoi.ﬁ)hxelsc?n do gin Philosophy. We may say that the
an] tfaphﬂosophy is to bring belief or faith to a consciousness of
;t:e?lfo This also explains the rather peculiar and Seem'{ngl'y para-
doxical attitude which St. Augustine took when he invited h1s
interlocutor first to believe in God, before he' could be given a s}?'tlls-
factory proof of God’s existence. Wl:lat this means is thfat phlﬂ o-
sophical proof presupposes belief. It is not the funCtIOfl of a IL o-
sophical argument to create belief, f.or unle.ss the belief is there,
the argument loses its vitality and its motive force. What the
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philosophical argument does is not to bring belief into existence,.

but into a clear consciousness ol itself.

The conclusion, therefore, is that philosophical inquiry, or
rational investigalion which uses the method of doubt necessarily
presupposes a state of belief. Belief is logically prior to doubt.
This is recognised by Bradley though he describes the situation in
the form of an epigram when he says that Philosophy is the finding
of bad reasons for what we believe on instinct to be true. Philo-
sophy then is an attempt to give a rational form to what we neces-
sarily believe, Our reasons are good if the rational form is co-
herent; otherwise our reasons are bad. We now see that ra-
tional inquiry seems to rest on something given which we shall
call faith. It is also clear that faith is not on the same level
as reason. They are not co-ordinate. Faith is neither the result
of inadequate thought, mixed with emotion; nor is it a rival to
reason. Faith is the source from which reason springs. Reason at
no stage is independent of faith and hence faith and reason cannot
be placed side by side in order to decide whether one has to helieve
in the promptings of faith or in the conclusions of reason.

The relation may be stated thus with reference to the proof
of God’s existence:

The light of Faith does not supply the rational argument for
God’s existence, but it ensures that Philosophy remains open and
that it does not close in on itself. The true philosopher philosophises
in the light of pre-existent beliefs, but in the argument itself he
makes no reference to dogma. The value of proof, as such, rests
on its philosophical merits. He does not make any formal use of
faith in his philosophical arguments. This means that faith is not
to be taken as a premise in the process of reasoning, because rea-
soning is merely the explication of faith. It is not a deduction
from faith regarded as a fixed starting point or datum. Faith,
therefore, is not a rival to reason. Reasoning without faith, how-
-ever, is not Philosophy at all; it is a Science, as our analysis of the
philosophical method has shown.

Now thiss leads to a very important consequence. It
reveals the mistake’ of those philosophers who turn Philo-
sophy into a closed system, by unreservedly identifying
Philosophy with knowledge. If Faith is on a higher level than
reason, then it necessarily points to the possibility of a mode of
knowledge which does not need to be sustained by thinking or
reasoning. The recognition of knowledge above .Faith into which

FAITH AND PHILOSOPHY 219

the latter has yet to be converted, turns Philosophy into an open
system and assigns to the intellect its proper role and function in
the search for knowledge. The intellect is in itself an instrument
for giving a form or shape to a material which is supplied to it.
That material comes either from the sense world below it or from
something above. This does not mean that the material given to
thought can be separated from the formative process and cognized
independently of the latter. The cognition of the ‘thing-in-itself’
is possible only when we wholly transcend the level of reason and
convert faith into direct knowledge. Reason however presupposes
faith, in relation to which doubt or the demand for proof is in the
last resort an irrelevancy.

This is, however, not the whole truth concerning the
relation of reason to faith, Doubt has an important func-
tion to perform. Philosophy is not wuseless; the rational
inquiry is not a mere impertinence. It has its place and
necessity at certain level, since without it faith would remain
inarticulate and could not even begin to move towards its consum-
mation of knowledge. But once we have transcended that level of
consciousness at which it is felt to be necessary, philosophy
as a mode of speculation ceases to exist.

Reason, we may say, is the explication, the laying bare of the .
contents of faith. In this process of explicating the contents of
faith, reason does not succeed in giving us knowledge of reality.
All that it does is to formulate a belief, but in the process of
coherently formulating the belief it does not turn belief into know-
ledge. A metaphysical system is only the process of expounding

- that which is held in faith. It is a statement of our credo which is
.not to be understood as a personal affair, varying from one indi-
- vidual to another, but as the light of Truth reflected dimly, but uni-
-versally, in the intellect of man. At the end of philosophical expla-

nation, one can say ‘this is what one must necessarily believe’.
Therefore, it carries the further implication that what we believe is
yet to be known, Let us take the proposition that the Absolute is
timeless and perfect. This merely states a faith which is inescapable

. ‘and is rationally seen to be so. But, we do not as yet know the
‘timeless and perfect nature of reality. Faith, therefore, laden as

it is with the potentiality of supra-rational knowledge, is something

_higher than reason. If Faith were not higher than reason, ‘then
-reason could not proceed from it, or presuppose it. If reason were
‘even co-ordinate with faith, then reason would not be merely the

formal faculty of,ordering that which is already given. Reason
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would become productive. It would be a creative force and not
mevely a shaping force.

This explains the familiar fact that by a process of reasoning
and argument one cannot create a conviction in another, Take
* for example, the ontological argument, To me and perhaps to some
of you, the ontological argument is conviheing.  Its conclusion
seems to be inevitable. And, yet when it is presented to some
minds, it completely fails to carry conviction, The explanation of
the incapacity of some to appreciate a process of logical reasoning
which strikes others as being inevitable is that unless there is first
the awakening of faith in the mind a logical process of reasoning
has little value. Faith is the soul of the rational process, and, if the
soul is not there, then the rational system becomes merely “an un-
earthly ballet dance of bloodless categories.” An argument which
cannot strike root in faith will not come alive in that mind which
lacks it.

There is another reason why we must admit that Philosophy
does not convert faith into knowledge. Philosophy, as I said, starts
with certainty and ends in certainty. But if we reflect on the na.
ture of philosophical certainty, we shall find that it is an unstable
certainty. It is not a certainty which comes to rest in itself, since
it refers beyond itself to an object. This is where philosophical
certainty is different from mathematical certainty, If you reach a
mathematical certainty, then that certainty is a demonstrated cer-
tainty, and that demonstration is the end of the process of reason-
ing. Philosophical certainties are not of that nature. Paradoxi-
cally, in Philosophy you reach a certainty which remains uncertain
or perhaps one should say, unmatured and you do not
feel that your philosophical certainty is demonstrable in the
mathematical sense of the term. Or to state the same fact
from the other end, philosophy is a laboured attempt to
make evident what is in itself self-evident. The self-evidencing
nature of philosophical conclusions is, however, not the same as
the self-luminous (Swayam prabha) character of true knowledge
(Jfana), but a reflection of it in the mirror of the intellect. The
self-evident is, to use Bradley’s phrase, ‘intellectually incorrigible’,
but it necessarily points to a mode of awareness in which the self.
evident becomes the self-luminous. This explains the familiar
paradox that what is self-evident in philosophy need not be eyj.
dent at once, nor evident to all. That is why the quarrel between
philosophers is endless. The philosophical certainties are infected
with a feeling of insecurity and an urge for self-transcendence.
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Philosophy is the attempt to clarify what is cgrta‘m, but the
certainty with which philosophy starts cannot .be reallsfad or matu}:—
ed at the level of the intellect. We start with cgrtaxnﬁcy but the
philosophical conclusion does not realise that certau.lty, it only ex-
plicates it. And this is the point which Western Philosophers have

ignored.

Faith may be said to move in two (.lirections; first horizocrl;f
tally, along the life of rational clarif?ca'tlo'n, and pext u‘pwar sl,
vertically along the path of spiritual discipline lea.dmg tO'ltS ﬁn}ix
consummation in knowledge. Once reason Cla'l'lﬁes faith, the
latter is seen to be dynamic, in the sense that it dex'nands to b'e
transformed into knowledge and it is not by reasoning tl.lat this
demand can be fulﬁ%led. I may mention that there are different

levels of faith. )"\'0

Faith in the most general sense implies respect for truth and
carries an implicit belief in the Infinite. Out of respect for trutl;i
Philosophy is born. As far as I can see aan'g those people who ca
themselves Philosophers, the Logical Positivists alone seem .to have
lost or discarded this elementary faith and thus have forfeited the
claim to be called Philosophers. They have no 'respect‘ ?or truth,
Their Philosophy, as Hocking rightly descri'bfes it,is a po}mcal expe-
diency, which lays down an arbitrary deﬁmtm.n of meaning so as to
exclude metaphysics from the realm of ratx.onal dlSCOl.u:se. ]_:"'Ut
faith in this most general sensg implying 1ntell§ctual integrity,
though necessary, is only the outward form Of“falth. In esser'lce
it is an attitude of the soul which is based on “a deep perceptmx:
in the personality of something that is to be more ?learly kI;;w;l 1:
a higher level, It is blind only in the sense that it is untroubled by
the questionings of the intellect and unshaken by .out?vard appeflrh-
ances.” (Sri Aurobindo). The highest fox:m of falth'ls that thch
is dynamic, and therefore rests on the active perception that t'rutlf
comes in quietness, grows in calm and peace and completes itse

in ecstasy.

How is faith to be converted into knowledge? Between the
soul and God or the Absolute, there is a spontaneous and
immediate rejation. To turn towards God.and to accept un-
conditionally His Law and His Will is .the natural dis-
position of the soul. For th# it does not require a support‘ from
the process of reasoning. Therefore, it becomes clear that if the
soul's natural relationship to God is to be recovered and re-
established, one must endeavour to rise above the level of argu-

P. 4
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mentation, dispute or controversy. Argumentation is a sign of
ignorance in the soul, —a defect, which if removed, would result
in a spontaneous acceptance of the Infinite in all parts of our
being, Hence, if faith is to be converted into knowledge, there
must be a shifting of the centre of conciousness from that level
at which doubt, questioning, judging are regarded as the natural
activities of the mind to the level where these are dispensed with
as necessities only in the condition of ignorance.

This implies a process of discrimination and detachment,
Faith has its own method of discrimination, its own criterion of dis-
tinguishing the real from the unreal, which is not that which is
acknowledged as the intellectual method or criterion.

Doubt has to be dispelled. Doubt is an obstacle to God-reali-
sation. Doubts, therefore, in the last resort are not to be solved,
but dissolved, because they have no place in the soul's relation-
ship with God. Hence discrimination consists in dissolving, elimi-
nating doubt, in a complete catharsis of everything which disturbs
the soul’s natural and spontaneous turning towards God. In effect, it
means that the entire psycho-physical complex must be reduced
to absolute silence. Knowledge is complete in itself; it belongs
to the soul as its essence, though in the state of ignorance it exists
merely as faith. We already possess, but at a transcendental level
yet to be realized, that which we are groping to possess at the intel-
lectual level, Faith is the link between these two levels of cone
sciousness, and a point of transition from the lower to the higher,

It is the recognition of the presence of faith in and above
the process of reasoning that prevents thought from falling into
the ‘wise’ but barren agnosticism of European Absolution. A cloged
system of ideas eventually strangles itself to death. The sudden
lanche in the history of Western thought from the heights of
metaphysical idealism to the depths of logital positivism will
not appear such a strange phenomenon if we realize that every
construction of the mind, born as it is in the sphere of relativity,
tends to pass over into its opposite, unless it proves itself dynamic
for a spiritual realization, and, renouncing the egoistic claim to
self-sufficiency, consents to enter into a larger seeking whose goal is
direct knowledge above the limitations of thought, in which
process the speculative activity of the intellect is transcended
and lost,

Body: Mind Relationship
SOME SUGGESTIONS

by
P. R. DaMLE,
Poona

The relation of Body and Mind has presented a philosophi-
cal problem in Western Philosophy ever since Descartes‘ﬁrst
emphasized the distinction of these two aspects of experience
and fact. Western Philosophy before Descartes, and ancient
Indian Philosophy, do not seem troubled by the_ problem. That
was in a sense due to their naive approac.h; but it al.so.represents
the truth, now accepted both in idealistic and r.eahstlc systems,
that only on the basis of a hypothesis of some km_d of 'ufuty can
the experienced inter-action between the twq l?e intelligibly ex-
plained although this is not to say that any monistic theory professes
either to explain the interaction precisely f%'om stage to stage or
gives any specific reason for the inte-ractlon. The purpose d0f~
this paper is to suggest that the unity which we seek as ?he foun ta};
tion has to be much more concrete than we normally behfave. Bo :
facts of experience and theory indicate that Body and Mind f(;;la.rh-
cularly in human experience) undoubtedly have all of the fa ;w-
ing relationships, namely, that they are.completely different, :h ey
are parallel, they interact, they contradict and oppose each o er,
and in some ways the one and in some the other seems more sig-

nificant and effective.

It would be useful to compare the relati.onship with thc_e inter-
nal relationship between some other most important dualisms of
experience. Such a comparison would fchrow light on both, To
mention the most prominent ones-fReahty and .Appearancfe, One
and Many, Subject and Object, Quality and Quantity, Necessity and
Freedom—all these dualities, it seems, feveal l?ear]y the same
characteristics in their internal relationship. While the terms of
these other dualities are intellectual notions, concepts or constructs,
Body and Mind seem more directly taken ff'om experience. A1§o,
it seems possible to have more concrete ev1den'ce.about th.e exis-
tence and character of Body and Mind ar‘xd their interrelationship
through suitable ciences, than it is with regard to the other

dualisms mentioned.
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It is important to realize that attempts to understand the unity
of Body and Mind in terms of one of the two, which continue to
be made either on behalf of Body or Mind, alsp continue to fail
Thus, for example, the fuller understanding of the mind through
the study of the subconscious and the unconscious has encouraged
many to suppose that in that region we are in the borderland, and
that according as we interpret it in terms of the Body or the Mind,
the unity between the two will be established. Actually, however,
such is not the case. The unconscious is either explained physi-
cally or mentally, and the problem of the relationship remains
exactly what it is in that region also,~namely how to understand
these two explanation series in terms of one common series having
a commensurate measure for each. Like all studies on the border-
land, the region of the unconscious is particularly liable to a sub-
jective interpretation, and sponsors of Body or Mind have accord-
ingly claimed it with some plausibility, but never with any con-
vincing proof of their claims. At the other extreme, advanced
researches into the nature of matter, revealing its great complexity
and the internal motion of its constituents, has led some to think
that here after all is evidence that the so-called matter is not dead
and inert but is in its own real nature active like spirit, A little
reflection, however, will make it clear that matter in motion is as
much matter as any other, and that no continuity is really indi-
cated between matter and mind by the discovery that matter is
much more complex than once believed, As a similar instance of
fallacious reasbning one may mention the notion that spiritualistic
experiments prove the existence of spirits in the sense of coms:
Pletely disembodied experients. Al that they seem to prove
directly is subtler physical existences, which like our bodies may
be inferred to be accompanied by or associated with consciousness.
Modern realists have suggested ‘Neutral’ real or reals as the ulti-
mate stuff of which Body and Mind are specific configurations or
values. They too, however, at the most state a problem and do not
by any means solve it; unless they are able to show how and why
these different configurations take place at all they have explained
nothing. It must be remembered that when everything is once re-
duced to a neutral real, nothing remains outside through which
differentiations can later be introduced in the real. If time and
space understood ‘as the principles of differentiation are supposed
to be ultimately real, then the real is not neutral after all. If on
the other hand it is neutral,—beyond time and space,—then there
is no intelligible explanation for the separate r}se of these. Like
earlier attempts by Berkely or Leibnitz or Lamarck to trace both
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matter and mind to one of the two, the l.ate:r attempts also. fail to
explain the actual experienced differentiation on the basis of a

supposed identity in terms of one of them.

said above, the experienced facts about this re-
latiofx‘r}f;; e:;eafnany-sided and complex. 'Ijhey‘ sugge.}%t corx;s;:::;
dence, interaction, and opposition and unity in various ;‘ thl:e -
and from different points of view. Thus l?oth exper;egcl:e an.S SOme}.’
indicate that corresponding to every thmg. merllta- le(x)-en1e  some-
thing physical, There is no gain-saying ’chxs.1 t is afi neverlh
less true that bodily events lead to, and are ed 't:‘,l almf aonvmcmz
to by, mental happenings. We have al.so.m practic ife c k,, ing

’ience that while ‘the spirit is willing the flesh is weak,

:I,::terbody and mind do on occasions tend to defeat each other.

There is in addition to all these, the faith or the hypothesis that

since all relation points to a basic unity, the relationship of the two
also points to a kind of unity.

Let us see how adequate we can make this l'tylmtilesls of.~u§1'c‘y
jdentity. In doing so, one realizes that the problem .rahe . is
:irmlilar to. if not identical with, the problem one faces in trying
to unders;and other basic dualisms in experience s?lass :im;'i r(:;
Reality and Appearance, One and Many, Subject an , ject, For
and Matter. It appears to me that in all these ultimate geb 1(; s
we must revise our expectations about the charac'ter of the so u;
tion, and must be content to accept a full and precise ste_ltement o
the ,situation as the only explanation. Indefad, even ’mtlﬁi rig;lrd
to other and less ultimate matters, explanation 1elmd (;ntle gi " t:y
do not really amount to anything more than'a full and ¢ l?latr s :
ment of facts. But this is more clearly so in rc;gard ltoh m:; es.
The facts of the relationship being stated fullsf, t e only hypo es:;
we may make for convenience of unders@dmg is .that Body an
ind form a concrete unity, so that there is no mind apart from
1tVIhm body and vice versa. It is the nature of each of these to lead
toethe other, and both are equally importagt as “:onSti}t:;lents hor
aspects of the real, something like the gunas in Indian Philosophy.

There is no other answer to the question wh?{ the. Real should
have the two aspects than the answer toa quest'xox.x like, why the
one should be the many?, the answer bemg that it is the na.nture of
the one to be many, that the one los.es its meaning, reality and
pature in the absence of many and vice versa. Of the accounts
given in the history of philosophy about the nature of tht.e two and
the character of the relationship of the two, that of Spinoza and
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that suggested by the Samkhya theory about Prakrti and Purusa
seem to me to be less inadequate than most others. Spinoza’s ac-
count has three merits (i) that it posits unity in an intelligible
manner, (ii) that it accounts for experienced and anticipated cor-
respondence between the two, (iii) and that it encourages scien-
tific and caréful study of each, particularly of the mental side, which
is apt to be neglected through anthropomorphism. The Prakrti—
Purusa relationship combines in a peculiar way correspondence
with a kind of inter-action, and while the Samkhya thinkers des-
cribe in effect a unitary situation they rightly emphasize the duality
inside. This points to nothing but a basic concrete unity which ex-
presses itself in turn now more in one way and then in another, ac-
cording to the exigencies of development. The basic mystery of
anything bodily having a mental counterpart remains, but it is not
in principle different from the mystery of the action of physical
laws themselves. To the question why should matter have the
properties it has we have no answer any more than to the question
why matter and mind should correspond or interact. Even the
mystery must however only suggest the hypothesis of a concrete
real, possessing these two aspects, attributes, or facets of itself.
The fact that both these are in a sense only for the understanding
does not I think affect their duality in any specific or significant
manner. The words Body and Mind are here used to mean matter
and mind in general. Their relation in human life of course is of
special interest and presents special problems, but the general
considerations here suggested or discussed must nevertheless
apply in the field with suitable modification in application.

Moral Obligation as a Clue to the
Nature of God

by

Witniam HENRyY HARrRIS
University of Arkansas, U. S. A.

Immanuel Kant reduced all of the traditional argurients for
God to instances of the ontological argument, which he considered
to be invalid. The first purpose of this paper is to demonsirate that
the argument frora the nature of moral obligation, which {ant did
believe to be valid, must also involve an idea of perfection. The
second purpose of the paper is to discuss what moral obligation in-
dicates as to the nature of God.

I

Moral obligation is a process of tension between possibility and
actuality. It has both an absolute and a relative pole. WIIAT we
are obliged to do on each specific occasion is learned froxr.x and
determined by our experience. This constitutes the actuality of
each obligation. WHAT one man ought to do differs from what
another man ought to do, in actuality as well as conception. At
its relative pole morality differs from person to person, culture to
culture, and for the same person at different times.

But recognition of the relativity of morality in no way com-
mits us to indifferentism. A process may be as much an objective
fact as a state. My ability to conceive an obligation is one, but
only one, clement determining its existence. There is a universal
and absolute dimension to morality as well. Although WHAT I am
obliged to do is relative, THAT every person is a being \‘vit‘h the
capacity to feel obligation is universal and absolute.! 'This is the
first aspect of the universal dimension of morality. When I analyze

- still further what it means to feel obliged, I find that it always in-

1 A clear discrimination of the universal and relative dimensions of
moraiity is made by Peter A. Bertocci in “A Reinterpretation of Moral Obli-
gation”, Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, December, 1945, He is
in no way responsible for the extensions of the argument we make here.
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volves some tension to bring an ideal possibility into actuality.
What I conceive as an ideal possibility is always conceived in terms
of my being as a person. I feel guilt or ease of conscience as I act
in consistency or inconsistency with my conception of what I am,
What T am is not only what I have been in the past, not only what
it is possible for me to do now; it is also what I conceive it possible
for me to become. So long as a person is a person he projects for
himself an ideal gelfhood which he feels identified with and a ten-
sion to being into being.? The self-conceptions differ. But the
second aspect of the universal dimension of morality is for each
person some Ideal of Perfect Personality (that is, a conception of
a person who achieves all his ends).

Misunderstandings of moral obligation arise from an overem-
phasis upon one or the other of these poles. Each extreme of em-
phasis is a kind of perfectionism which is purchased too cheaply.
The strength of naturalism is its honest effort to describe the actual.
Naturalism is motivated by an idea of perfection; it seeks the coin-
cidence between what we are and what we aim to be. Complete-
ness, an esthetic demand for a finished whole of explanation, ex-
cites the naturalist as much as it does any idealist. Thus he seeks
to telescope possibilities into the realm of the actual. He accounts
for morality, as he does other dimensions of our experience, in
terms of: causality, predictive uniformity, objectivity, parsimony,
isolation, control, and exact measurement3 A machine can be
accounted for in such terms, and this method is useful in helping
us to determine the content, the relative WHAT, of morality.
However, by itself the method of the naturalist can never explain
why we experience obligation in the first place, nor can it give us
a standard for placing some values ahead of others.

Rigorous application of the principles of causality and predic-
tive uniformity has led some naturalists to reduce obligation to
prudence or learned response. And certainly the struggle for sur-
vival and for social status are obvious, external factors of our ex-

2. Though they in no way draw conclusions similar to these, these state~
ments appear to be consistent with data in Prescott Lecky, Self-Consistency,
A Theory of Personality (New York: Island Press, 1945), and Sherit and
Cantril, The Psychology of Ego Involvements (New York: Wiley, 1947), Also
of. “the concept of the phenomenal self” in Snygg and Combs, Individual
Behaviour (Harper, 1849). ‘

3. Scientific method is more often invoked or damned than conclsolr}‘
described. This list ia from Titus, Living Issues in Philosophy, (New Yogk:
American Book, 1948), 94-95,

“i'Ua, Cf. Nicolat
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perience, factors amenable to quantitative study and statement.
They really do effect the way we are obliged to act. But physical
existence and social approval are only one aspect of what we strug-
gle to preserve. Too many instances can be cited of their sacrifice

to something else.

This “something else” is what it is and not some other thing.
Every being with capacity for obligation has a norm of norms by
which his particular values are eriticized. The capacity to develop
such a norm is not acquired; it is the presupposition .of any moral
being. This nucleus of the values any person acquires is some
Ideal of Perfect Personality (a conception of a person who achieves
all his ends). Against the perfection-by-reduction of the natura-
list, it must be asserted that a moral being is to be understood in
terms of what he strives ideally to become, as well as in terms of
his actualities. It is of course difficult to give such an ideal dis-
cursive articulation, for it is not a particular choice, but rather the
informing assumption of all choices. Thus it is easy for the devotee
of scientific method in its narrowest sense to overlook this dimen-

. sion of morality. He does so because of the inherent limitation of

his method.

However, emphasis upon the opposite pole of moral obliga-
tion, the pole of the absolute and of ideal possibility, may give rise
to no less serious a misinterpretation. We are never obliged simply
to devote ourselves to an ideal. We are always called upon to actu-
alize it in terms of a certain place and time.

There are at least two reasons why idealistic reductionism is a
bad thing. First, we are liable to conclude from it that the moral
life demands much less continuously critical thoughg than it actu-
ally does, It is not enough for us simply to will senlimentally the
realization of our personalities, nor those of others, nor is it enough
to think that peace and justice are good things. To be obliged is
to have a particular responsibility for bringing an ideal into being.*
It means seeing the present situation in the light of the kind of
person we want to become. Moral obligation is always concrete,
and it never stands still. It has both content and structure.

-In the second place, preoccupation with the ideal may lead us
to seek it through reduction of its scope so that some dimensions
of reality do not count. We may withdraw from complex moral

. p , , ,

artmann, Ethics (trans, Coit, New York: Macmillan,
1982), 1, 347-248. - R ; :
P.5 =
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situations, particularly those with wide social dimension. Misin-
terpretation here is understandable. Growth involves not only an
expansion of being, but the shedding of an old shell as well, Per-
fection of the self has a negative, as well as a positive, aspect. We
must remove from ourselves impediments 1o growth. But there
are those who treat asceticism as an end in itself, rather than as a
discipline for the creation of values. Desire for perfection has be-
come morbid and unhealthy if it leads us to contract our ideal to
reduce its margin from our actuality. Idealistic reductionism be-
comes as vicious as its naturalistic counterpart. By it the mast
normal acts, and often those with greatest potentiality for good,
are condemned as “worldly”. It devotes itself to the elaborate cul-
tivation of a narrow range of virtues, forgetting that obligation is
a dynamic and concrete thing. What is virtuous in one context
may become vicious when pursued in an inappropriate context.
Thus moral possibilities are overlooked and real evils created under
the guise of virtue.

To escape such distortions of morality we must keep in mind
that it has two poles: We are obliged, and each of us is obliged to
make actual an Ideal of Perfect Personality (a person who achieves
all his ends). This ideal can be formulated only through intro-
spection, but science is needed to give us techniques and the in-
formation as {o how the personality is to be perfected, how the
ideal is to be actualized on each specific occasion. If there is not
present this tension between a norm structural to all experience
and particular data to be organized, there can be no obligation.
In fact, no person can exist, since persons are in their essence
moral beings. As William Stern has said “Experience is life under
cleavage and gension.” When there are no ideal possibilities to be
actualized, or"no conerete situations in which the ideal may be in-
carnated, consciousness and life cease to exist. But this can never
be, for ideal possibilities are infinite, and each actualization creates
a personality more adequate to realize itself still further.

II

Moral experience is the source of our idea of perfect being,
Even distorted interpretations of it spring from an idea of perfec-
tion. Since moral experience has such complexity and tension, jt
is necessary for us to revise our estimates of the strength of the
ontological argument and the kind of God established by it.

We have failed to understand perfection because we haye read
into our experience of it things which are not,’:ere and drawn

|
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conclusions from it which contradict its meaning. 'We s_hould first
of all be careful to remember that what we expenenf:e is n_o.t I"er-
fect Being, but a tension to perfect anAideal by‘ bringing it 1.nto
existence. As Anselm reminded us, “It is one thing for an object
to be in the understanding, and another thing to ur‘xders'tand .that
the object exists [in re].”” Kant and Hume were right in ObJeCti
ing that Perfect Being is never a datum of experience. TI}e Ideé‘t
of Perfect Personality which gives structure to each. consgxousnezs
is not God. It is an intuition shared by all persons, m-cl}deng God.
Tt carries with it the need of which we have spoken to join idea and

existence.

We conclude the existence of God from tbe experie'n(,te. of ob-
ligation by realizing that each creative matrix of pos_sxb%hty .and
actuality is a person. Obligation gives us our clearest 1ns1.g1.1t into
what it means to be a person. Thus the superhun.wn creativity we
see about us expresses a Supreme Person.. Its um.ty shows that }lxs
is one. The fact that we recognize the 1mperfe.ct19n of the wor]
shows that an idea of perfection is structural to it and to ourselves.
The fact that the superhuman order slowly a_nd pamfuhlly evolves
toward that ideal where each person can achieve all his coherent
ideals reveals a Supreme Person who guides the process.

The confusion between God and the sgbsistent ideal which
gives structure to his being is as serious as it. is common. We have
:een how it vitiates the argument for his existence. It also makes
his nature a tissue of self-contradictions.

If God is a person, and as a person is capable of moral experi-
ence, he could not be absolutely, ‘existently perfect. f&b?o:ciut: per-
fection would contradict his moral goodness and hxs' in m;lrl, as
well as his personality. If a being has comPIetely achxe\./ed ahixt;
ends, including the central end itself (the 1fieal of a bemg' whic
achieves all of its ends), it no longer acts in terms of obhgai.:lor}.
It no longer acts at all. Since idea and object }}ave‘merged, 1t. is
unconscious. Such a being could surely r'xot be mﬁmt.e, for no in-
finite being could achieve its ends in a ﬁmte span of time. To say
that God is both infinite and perfect is to be l?aldly. self-contref—
dictory. (The contradiction becomes rr:?re obvious if we put it
in other words, “unlimited and complete”).

. Our experience of moral freedom should give us insight it?t_o
the nature of God. In so far as each ideal is perfect.:efl lf%u-ough c;fxxs—
tence it brings with it new visions and new Poss§b1ht;es. ;?efgc-
tion is a process and not a result. Actualization is the seed of in.
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finity. We are not most free when determination is absent §

our lives. A skilled pianist moves with freedom through tr;:“
reaches of musical literature; and undisciplined amateurgb;)\lll d e‘
over the keys. A machine can never be taken as an end of hn s
en@eavour, but through reducing large areas of activity to mecll:ma'n
zation man can be freed to explore new areas of spiritual ssib';rt"-
Even so, each evidence of growing order in the universe ilsmevid1 o
of a good God who has not yet achieved all his ends but th ogh
eternity will increasingly be able to do so. ) roueh

The insight of the Vedantic philosophers who remind us of
the Self each of us dimly sees within ourselves is a sound >u ; ?
is their description of the relief from tension which c;omes 01}11(“ "
yield all our being in commitment to this ideal. They are i etnkwe
when they take this relief from tension as an end in isiself “I‘tls  one
necessary part of the rhythmic pulsebeat of life. And‘ eaclli or:;
of commitment brings new possibilities. They are also misi'.aka
when they sometimes speak of this sharing with God in the uent
fox: perfect selfhood as if it meant a pantheistic involvement n(xl t:s
being of God. We are not merged into one another because w:

The familiar distinction between Brahman and ISvara is hel
ful 1?ere. We must see that Brahman does not exist: it eternlep-
subsists. But the subsistent Absolute in which each ’ rson sh y
could not subsist if there were not the eternally exisf:nt IxélvS oo
know it, commit himself to it, and will it into the realm of exis":lt:a .
Ix.zA the language of recent philosophy we can recall Whi heﬁf.
d;sténc;ion betv;leen the “primordial” and the “congequent” txelatur;
of God, as is distineti ¢
of God occ;l:;,zns.is his distinetion between “eternal objects” and

For myself, I have found an articulati is i |
ke ) ation of this insight in ’
gx:eat vision of God. He is the Artisan (Demiurgeg) of gia:g’s
Timaeus, the Lover of Plato’s Symposium. The joy we fee‘; iri

fulfilling our obligation to . L
. ; grow is an invitatio
ers (demiurgoi) together with him. n to become Iabour-

Sense and Reason in Aristotle’s
Psychology of Cognition

by

S. G. HULYALKAR,
S. P. College, Poona

Although sense-perception is a function of the sensitive soul,
Aristotle maintains, that in man it is rationalised and develops
without a break into thought. What part perception plays in the
account of ‘Active and Passive Reason’ is pointed out in this paper
by discussing the interdependence of sense and reason in the Aris-

totle’s Psychology of ngnition.

According to Aristotle thinking proper or reason in man is
active even on the perceptual level. That is, the act of perception
in man entails the activity of reason. This is illustrated that if a
man notices moving torches at night, he will judge that the enemy
and the same stimulus may also serve to cause
and consequently he may try to justify his run-
ning away. This briefly shows how the active intellect plays a
part in man’s perceptions. All the higher mental functions exist
as it were in a dark cabinet of the human mind and are only
hrought into play when the intellect is active, just as the “special”
ective only when the sensus communis is acting. It

senses are eff
will be of some interest to note the general nature of Nous in this

is approaching;
him to run away,

context.

" Aristotle’s doctrine of Nous is highly complicated and even at
the present day awaits completely satisfactory statement. We shall
first state Aristotle’s views about the two intellects and then ex-
plain what seems to us the correct view of his conception of how

gense is related to reason.

‘1t should be noted that Aristotle holds that “we cannot think
without images”. Mental images are necessarily employed in the
service of intellect. And in comparing thinking with perceiving,
he holds that thinking is a process in which the soul is acied upon
by, an object of thought!, just as in perception the sense is acted ’

1. De Anima, 429 a 14
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on by the sensible object. In this very consideration he is led by
his study of nature to maintain that to whatever serves as matter
there corresponds something else (form) which is the cause or
agent, and these two are related to one another as art is to its
material.® Such a distinction must also be found in the soul, i.e,
in the rational faculty. Thus onc function of intellect (the Pas-
sive) is that by which it “becomes all things”, the other (Active)
that by which it “makes all things”, as light may be said to make
potential colours actual® It is the ‘active’ intellect “which is sepa-
rable, impassive and unmixed, being in its essential nature an acti-
vity. For that which acts is always superior to that which is acted
upon, the cause or principle to the mattert It is however, only
when separated that it is its true self; and this, its essential nature,
alone is immortal and eternal.”

The above scanty statements about intellect have become a
great stumbling block for interpreters of the De Anima (Bk
3, ¢, 5). The distinction hetween the intellect “which makes”
from the one “which becomes” is notorious. The relation between
them has been interpreted differently by such commentators as
Theophrastus, Themistus, Alexander of Aphrodisias and other
mediaeval thinkers5 For all of them, the problem is whether to
regard these two intellects as distinet faculties of the human soul,
or to seek to identify “active” intellect with an intelligence out-
side man i.e., Divine intelligence or God (the description which we
find in the Metaphysics, 1072a 25 1075a) .

As regards the interpretation of “passive” intellect there seems
to be a divergence of opinion among many Aristotelian scholars~—
Trendelenburg, Zeller, Ravaisson, Hammond, etc.! Some of these
identify it with all the lower faculties of soul in contrast with the
active intellect, others with the functions of sensus communis as a

judging faculty. But the relation between the two ‘intellects’ is

not established with complete clearness by any of them. Wallace’s
answer seems on the whole to be most in harmony with the account
in De Anima. He says? “the creative reason (Active intellect) is
the faculty which constantly interprets and as it were keeps up an

Ibid., 430 a 10-15.

Tbid., 430 a 16.

Ibid., 430 a 17-19.

Hicks, De Anima, Introduction, p. 65.
Ibid., p. 67.

Wallace, De Anima, Introduction, p. 98.
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intelligible world for experience to operate upon, while'a the recep-
tive reason is the intellect applying itself in all the vanous”proces-
ses which fill our minds with the materials of knowledge”. And
again, “the two, it must be remembered are not two reasonf. They
are merely different modes of viewing the work of reason - F.or,
as Theophrastus pointed out, Aristotle nowhere states or implies
that the active intellect exists per se in man inder%en.dently of the
passive® It is separable only in the sense that it is immortal and
endures even after the destruction of the individual man.

Sense and reason are said to furnish knowledge and in so
doing they apprehend and pass judgment's on their own proper
objects. By sense we apprehend the sensible ?oFms of things; by
intellect the intelligible forms.® When in activity both. have an
object, and the transition from the dormant power to its actual
exercise is always due to some efficient cause. At the leoment of
apprehension there is an identity between the f.or‘m which appre-
hends and the form which is apprehended. 'Sumlarly', wl'1er_x we
think of a pen or a circle, the form or essence in our mind is iden-
tical with the form of the object itself.10

Thus external things in affecting our senses cause us to appre-
hend the various sensible qualities.!? Through intellect we are then
enabled to think of such qualities individually, ab.stractmg them
from the concrete of the particular instances in .whlch they occur.
The substance (or concrete particular) in which t-he attx"lbutes
inhere is said to be indirectly perceived by sense and d1rec.tly ].ut-lg(?d
and known by thought. So the intelligible forms are lrn'phclt in
the sensible forms.'2 Here the question arises, “How can intellect,
which is assumed to have no special bodily organ, apprehend the
intelligible forms of objects? Aristotle answers tlvxat so f.ar as knm'»v-
able things are pure forms, no such expedient is required; fo.r its
objects are not external but internal. The ?,c?ul is t'hus potent.xa]ly
a place of forms!3 as a tablet on which writing e>$1st's potentlally.
From this account it seems that ‘“active intellect” is mtrf)cfluced in
the doctrine of thinking “to provide a cause of that transition .fron,ri
potence to act which takes place whenever we actually think.

8. Hicks, (De Anima), Introduction, p. 64,
9.” De Anima, 431 b 20-432 a 3.

10. Ibid, 432 a 1.

11. Ibid, 429 b 14-16.

12, Ibid., 432 = 5.

13. Ibid, 4292 26. ¢
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Active intellect “makes all things” thus, seems to have meant that
just as in the act of perception the sense realizes its own nature
so active intellect realizes its own nature (i.e. knows the object)
in the recognition of the ready-made material of the passive intel-
leet.

The dependence of reason on sense perception leads us to tla
following considerations, Though it is true that intellect has no
hodily organ, yet when perception by means of a special sense is
wanting, the activity of intellect is impeded; for the source of all
knowledge through the avenues of that sense is stopped.4 Thus
without the sensations in question the man will not have the corres-
ponding images and without these he cannot have thoughts and
conceptions.® For it is impossible for us to think without an image
before the mind.’® A past experience which we remember includes
not only perceptions but thoughts and the reference of the images
to their particular sensibles. For Aristotle maintains that what is
sensible is remembered per se and directly; that the whole of our
thoughts, notions, etc., are rememhered per accidens—indirectly.
Further, the use of images in thinking implies their use in that
process of deliberation in which the mind balances the present
against the future, and after due calculation decides upon a course
of action.’” But when reason is obscured by passion, images of
sense themselves directly move to action and such images general-
ly control the behaviour of the lower animals.!8

But the resemblance between the processes of perception and
thinking is only partial. Thus the sense-faculty is stimulated by
an object that is individual, particular and external to the percipi-
ent; whereas in thinking, the universals (the forms which we think)
are present in the understanding, at any rate, of the mature man.1®

So in the case of perception the stimulus comes from without, but
the stimulus to thining is internally produced. In thought the
active intellect works upon the passive and thus sets the whole

mental aparatus thinking. The transition from potential to actual
thinking cannot be explained except by assuming the prior exis-

14. Thid, 432 a 7.

15. De Sensu b, 445 b 16.
16. De Anima 431 a 16, 432 a 8-13; De Memo 449bh 31.
17. Ibid., 431b 2; 432a 5.

18, 1bid., 429a 4, 433a 9, b28-30.
19. Thid., 429a 26.
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tence of an efficient cause and this role is filled by the active
intellect. ’

Thus the dependence of reason upon the lower faculties in
Aristotle’s doctrine, is shown by the gradual evolution of know-
ledge out of sense-perception and experience! And it is in this
,{fay he thinks to show how during our advance in knowledge, the
order of cognitive development is different from the order in
nature? that is qualities of perception are epistemologically prior
to objeets of thought: but the logical order—the order in nature—is
the reverse.

20. Metaphysics 1072a 2-7; 1071b 12-32.

21. De Anima III, 8§ 7, 431a 14.

22. Metaphysics 1010b—Cf. “What is more knowable to oneself to what
is more knowable to nature.”

X



The Conception of Reality as Dynamic
by

G. R. MaLkant
Amalner

1. The Static Conception of Reality Criticised.

Philosophy has long been used to a static conception of
reality. Reality is something that merely is or exists. The philo-
sophical problem thus reduces itself to “what is reality in itself?”
Thought evidently can only know the static and the standing, and
all its questions naturally presuppose a static conception of reality.
But is reality static at all? Does not thought assume too much,
and predetermine the nature of reality? If reality is not static,
the philosophical question posed by such a conception of reality
is really non-sensical. The question should not be asked, what are
things-in-themselves? This is the sort of criticism levelled against
the Kantian standpoint by certain modern philosophers. Or what
comes to the same thing, things-in-themselves can be known if we
give up the intellectualistic bias. Thought is the devil of the
piece. It creates the distinction of appearance and reality in one
way or another. It should be replaced by a feeling-type of expe-
rience which is an integrating experience, or by a conative type
of experience which can penetrate into the heart of things and
reveal their inner dynamic nature. We are here concerned with

the latter type of new thought.

2. Can Reality be both Static and Dynamic?

Let us suppose that thought has succeeded (which is
doubtful) in knowing something that is static and immutable, Can
we be satisfied with such knowledge? The immutable can at best
be only a phase of reality, not the whole of reality. The other
phase would be movement or change. The two phases cannot be
intelligibly related. Our knowledge of the immutable will there-

_fore be only partial, if it is even that.

Some philosophers have argued that reality is both static and
" dynamic. It has so to say two different poises. It moves from

'a
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one poise to the other, from the static to the dynamic, and vi
versa. When reality is in a static poise, there is no c;'e‘::' o
act.1v1ty, no movement or change. But reality is not alwa l?n’hné
It is not eternally unchanged. It moves out of itself t e
-world. This is the dynamic moment of its life. Th e
in the life of reality alternate as such moments aitern etse' mome!}ts
of the individual. That is the law of all life. Life isa y ;n the'hfe
ov.'xsly active and creative. It has moments of rest anrc;o fcontmu-
within itself, alternating with moments of activity. This ?t retreat
to us, is good poetry, but not good philosophy. 'u igr;(,);esappears
r\;?nleéxtl qt.xestions. It relies too much on analogy. It empll(r;;:n.:
ix . : o v
realiy. ogic; and it fails to press forward for a revealing notion ol

3. Universality of Change.

The static conception of reality easily appears to be inad
quat.:e and unsatisfactory. Even if we intellectuall e inade-
reality as static, how could we make certain that re lyt "pprehend
hended by us was really static and did not merel ality as appre-
so. .We know that most things in this world thaz ‘:‘T’Pear o b ©
static to us, are not really static. Only we fail’ to cat }E’Piﬂr quite
ment at the surface. The one universal fact of ex ecr' e move.
which no-one seems to have any doubt is the f: tle?ce about
Change cannot be denied, while its opposite can alwac °b char.xse.
More than that Change cannot be traced to the unch;:gmeg denied

Some philosophers have tried T ,
ways. 'I“hey have argued that cli:lngz t::\z TSS:::;OUS d?ﬁ‘erent
unchanging. But they are clearly mistaken. If w t out ‘of the
struct su.ch a process, we are bound to fail. The u:x }:‘y t(.) recon
not, by' itself, move or bring forth change. Let usc g nE can
somethfng else is needed to draw it out of itself ;uppose that
something else be itself static? If it is, neither can. o ut can this
:Iri;lt}jzrmuch as affect the other. One static entitygbyor}:e‘)fsigselff’
order thac:na r(:nly‘ make a whole block which is itself stati e;

. ything should be affected or moved o ic. In
movement in the situation of which the something j r changed, a
be presupposed. In other words, to account for fh;sna P st
presuppose change. Nothing that is unchanging can ge, we must
change. We might then say that all that is real is chamos.. for
momentary (ksanik). Conversely, the momenta alc anging or
Reality is essentially dynamic. It is movementn:)r :;;;: realé

; an
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the constituents of this change are momentary occurrences or point-
events.

The fallacy of the view that change can issue out of the un-
changing can also be pointed out in another, and perhaps a more
convincing, way. Let us concede that the unchanging is moved

from the outside, through an external relation or a stimulus. We

might still enquire, how is the unchanging moved at all? How does
the stimulus act? The stimulus may indeed come very near, it

may even touch, the static object; but what of that? It is a drama
outside the unchanging, and must stop at the unchanging, Unless
the latter moves itself to receive the stimulus, the stimulus can-
not so much as have an entrance. The unchanging can take no
note of it, and cannot be affected by it. Taking note is an act
which nothing merely from the outside can impose upon us. We
must ourselves move in the matter. We must allow ourselves to
be affected, before we can be affected. In other words, the un-
changing must first move out of itself, before it can be moved from
the outside. But then it is the unchanging no longer. We are
forced to the conclusion that, in order that something should be
moved, it must have already moved; in order that something should
be affected, it must already be affected, etc. That which is literally
immovable is also the impenetrable. It simply cannot be moved.

Self-movement is pre-supposed in all other~-movement. But if that
y left unchanging. Change only issues out of

hanging, Or what is the same thing, the
hange, and can have no intelligible

is so, nothing is reall
change, not out of the unc
unchanging cannot begin to c
connection with change.

4. Why we are obliged to go beyond change?

Shall we then say that change is universal, and that reality
is dynamic in that sense? But even so, change does not stand by
itself. We have to go beyond change. The moment we try to
make change self-sufficing and self-explanatory, change itself
undergoes a change of character, and we cannot recognise the
original thing. Or what is the same thing, change has ceased to

Ultimate Reality is no longer of the nature of change,

be change.
r, it has every character of

but paradoxical although it may appea
the unchanging.

Let us see how this transformation is forced on us. Change

consists in something being brought into existence or in passing
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out of existence. It consists in birth or in death, let us say. Birth
is an event, and death is an event. Events are the only constitu-
ents of change. An event does not exist of itself. It is caused to
exist; and it can only be caused by another event. Events are the
only ultimate reality. But what is an event? [t has every appear-
ance of static being. We may call it a moment in a process of
change. But this moment is a result of a hypostatization of change.
It has a static sort of unity. Every kind of unity or self-identity,
and everything that can be described as this or as that, is static.
To correct this self-contradiction between pure process and its so-
called ultimate constituents, we must negate the latter. The self-
identical entity called an “event” can only be unreal. It is our
creation or a creation of the intellect. The reality, which is pure
process, has no this-ness or that-ness in it, nothing that we can
name or fix in thought. The moment we do this, we hold up the
process, which is pure becoming, and create the appearance of
being in it. The reality of change or process thus entails the
unreality or the illusoriness of all forms of being. Liquidate all
being, and nothing remains which you can name or know. This
is the same thing as saying that s@inya remains; and sinya (noth-
ingness) is inexpressible.

5. The Buddhistic notion of ultimate Reality as completely
Dynamic. '

We have however a question, and it must be answered.
What exactly is this ginya? It is evidently the negation of all
being; and since this negation itself can only be conceived as an
intellectualised transcript of reality, and so something static, the
negation also must be negated. What remains? We may call it
by any name,—we may call it “pure change” or “stinya”, ete.,—
but it will have nothing in common with any intellectualised image
of reality. Will it be anything that we can know? If it is nothing
that we can know, why talk of it as ultimate reality or as the
ultimate nature of all things? Why use any words in connection
with it that are intended to be significant? If we cannot know
it intellectually, what is the kind of non-intellectual intuition that

is going to be recommended to us? So far as our analysis of

change itself is concerned, we are left in the domain of objectivity,
but with nothing that has any nature of its own or svarfipa which
can be known in any form of intuition to which human beings have
access. Not only all meaning has terminated, but all symbolic
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meaning too has terminated; so that we can never speak intelli-
gibly about this so-called ultimate reality which is purely dynamic.
We are faced with an ultimate negation, which is the negation of
negation itself, but which cannot emerge as positive reality in any
kind of intuitive knowledge. Reality becomes nis-svariipa. We
are in the Wilderness of Nothingness, if we qonsistently pursue
the dynamic notion of reality as change.

6. Change must lead to the Unchanging: the Vedantic Way.

There is, however, another way to tackle change, and in
a way to explain it, and that way does not lead us to a blind alley.
Change indeed! But something must emerge in change. What
emerges may have no real being. It is born to die; and in a sense,
it dies the moment it is born. “That which has no being in the
beginning and no being in the end, has no being in the middle
either where it appears.” But change implies the emergence of
this illusory kind of being. This emergent being must have a
cause. Can its prior non-being or abhdva be the cause? Evidently
not, Out of non-being, non-being. Something, as we say, cannot
come out of nothing. We naturally go, in search of the cause, to
the prior event, which is another illusory appearance of being.
But our question remains unanswered,—what does the illusory
appearance of being come out of? If we merely carry the series
further, we explain nothing. The illusory cannot come out of the
illusory. If the illusory cannot stand or exist by itself, if it must
come out of “another”, that “another” must in the end be non-
illusory being. It is possible for the illusory to come out of the
non-illusory, through error; and that is the only way in fact that
the illusory can come out at all. Tt is possible to say, “Out of
being, being”. Being then, and real unchanging being, is the limit-
ing concept in this analysis of change. All change leads to being.
All things are born out of being, remain and subsist in being, and
go back to being. Or what is the same thing, all the moments of
change appear within being, which is the substratum of change,

7. Analysis of free causality.
LI

The argument can also be put in a slightly different way.
All causality is in the end free causality. It is causality by free
will. If one billiard ball pushes another, the real cause of the
movement is not the first billiard ball. We must carry ‘the move-
ment backward, till we come to a self-movement or movement by



244 THE PHILOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY

free will. If we analyse this last cause in the series which is
really the firsi cause of the series as a whole, we shaﬁ find that
it does not belong to the series, that it is not caused to exist and
that it is in some sense self-caused or self-moved. The first (:ause
is the only real cause, and that cause may be said to move of itself
It is the unmoved mover. How are we fo understand this mysticai
concept of philosophy? We can only understand it in terms of
real immutable being, falsely identifying itself with an act of\ the
mind (senkalpa) called will. Any kind of spiritual impulse or
free act can only be led back to immutable being as its origin, in
this Pickwickian sense. That which does not act alone can be s’aid
to act freely. There is freedom of being here or free being, not
a free act. No act is free in itself. Being alone is free: and$ any
act with which this free and immutable being identifies iself gets
a transferred sort of freedom. The will is free only in this trans'-
ferred sense. Primarily the Self alone is free; and the Self is being
that is immutable. It can act, or not act, or act otherwise, and
yet its freedom is never affected. It is part and parcel of its ’ver

being. It is mukte-svabhdva, or free by nature. Being is freedonf

8. Our Conclusion : Change is only an [lusory appearance of
Change-less-ness.

What then is our conclusion? The dynamic conception of
reaiﬂity depends upon our volitional experience, Any anslysis of
this experience leads us straight to an immutable realit& a;s t}(:e
ground of will. All change is to be traced in the end to an act
of the will. It is in this sense that change can be said to isuc
out of the unchanging. It does not really do so, but only appeirz
to do so. The immutable reality does nothing, and yet it is th
only doer, if there is one. In other words, change is an 'ﬂlusore
appearance of change-less-ness. This changeless ground of beiny
has a nature of its own or svariipe which we can know, We hg ‘
merely to analyse the implications of free causality, "

(a) The Self alone is free.

Something is a free cause when it does not itself change

in causing something else to exist. Immutable being alone can he

free, not. the so-called act of the will, which arises and also dis-
appears in the process of effectuating a desired object.

not my will. In other words, being is free, and being j
nature of the Self (mukta-dtman) . ’ ®Ing is of the

I am free -
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(b) The Self is intelligent.

Being that is free must be intelligent being. Unintelli-
gent heing cannot be said to act of itself. It has no initiative and
no self-movement. It is always moved, never moves. Only intel-
ligent being can act freely. It alone can freely adopt a purpose,
and act in order to achieve that purpose. It alone can have an
impulse towards greater and.greater freedom, if for any reason
whatsoever it takes itself to be in bondage. Thus freedom leads
to being that is not only immutalble, but also intelligent,

(c) The Self is beyond the opposition of the static and the dynamic.

There is no sense in calling this being “static”. It is
never grasped as standing and devoid of movement. What is so
grasped is part of jada-prakriti or unintelligent nature. The being

. that is the ground of the will is not grasped at all, certainly not

in the objective attitude, or as ‘this’. It is beyond things that are
grasped as static and those that are grasped as dynamic; for both
these are objects of a kind. They belong to nature, physical and
mental. True being or the intelligent Self does not belong to
nature, or to the known and the visible universe. It is beyond
that which is known. And yet it has a nature or svarfipa which
we can know in an intellectual intuition.

(d) The Self can be known in an intellectual intuition,

The intellect is not ordinarily intuitive, It becomes in-
tuitive, when it is face to face with a reality that is by its very
nature immediate and also intelligent. Nothing else except the
Self has these characters, Pratyaktva and Boddhrtva. The intel-
lect itself has them only in a relative and borrowed sense. They
do not constitute the nature of the intellect, as they constitute the '
very essential nature of the Self. An intellectual intuition is only
possible of such reality, never of a reality which is either objec-
tive or non-intelligent. Thus, while change leads to the change-
less, the Vedantic interpretation of the latter is clearly superior to,

. and more satisfactory than, the Buddhistic interpretation of it.

9. - ‘A new interpretation of Dynamic Reality.

We can then conclude in a somewhat paradoxical language,
the Self is dynamic, if anything is dynamic; for it is the only ulti-
mate ground and origin of all dynamism wherever it is seen. And

P.7
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yet it does not move. This is a new interpretation of dynam‘ic
reality. What we take as dynamic is movement and change which
is the expression of the blind power of nature. This is not real
power. Real power is intelligent power, which alone can move or
act. Blind power or the power of nature is in the end governed
by intelligent purpose. Intelligent purpose is governed by the will
to freedom. And the will to freedom is governed by the freedom
of being or free being, which is an®¢ternally accomplished reality
This reality is the ultimate ground of all expressions of power.
Here the dynamic conception of reality merges into the static and.
their opposition disappears. '

Mind and Consciousness
A Comparison of Indian and Western Views

by
£

SarasvAaTt CHENNAKESAVAN
University of Madras

The problem of the status of mind and its relation to other
facts of existence has been one of the persistent problems of philo-
sophy. Cartesian dualism between mind and matter arises out of
the fact that in the last resort, neither mind nor body can be redu-
ced to the other. Beginning from the time of Descartes, we find
t efforts in the West to bridge the gulf between mind and
matter. Simultaneausly, we also notice that mind is often iden-
tified with consciousness, Self or Soul. Mind is psyche, and the
study of mind is Psychology—that is, mind is soul or conscious-
ness. Kowledge, which is the province of mind is impossible un-
less there is consciousness—so it follows that whatever is mental,
is consciousness; the self and the mind are identical. “When we
speak of mind we mean above everything else, consciousness”.! ]
mean then by mind a consciousness of which I am aware in myself
w2 uCppsciousness appears to us as a sensory organ which
content proceeding from another source”? These are
tements of Western thinkers showing the tendency

persisten

perceives 8
some of the sta

‘among them to identify mind and consciousness. The various

hools of psychology and epistemology and especially the recent
psycho—philosophical discussions of mind evoked by Gilbert Ryle’s
book “Concept of Mind”. all point in the same direction,

Both philosophers and psychologists struggle in vain to find
some concrete characteristics or qualities of the “I” or “Self”, so
that, it may be differentiated from that which is purely mental
and physical. Obviously, they cannot succeed, for the self is of the

PN Bergsgn_,“Mimi-Eﬂemy” , translated by H. Wildon Carr, p. 5. (Mac-

Millan & Co., London 1920).
2 A.H B Allen—Mind, July 1652

. 3 Freud—Interpretation of dreams —Chap4. (George Allen & Unwin.
L., London.)
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nature of the pure “subject”, and the moment any attribution is
made, it automatically becomes “objective”. The nature of the
self, if at all it can be characterised, is to be “conscious”. The
problem of the status of mind in the scheme of body, mind and soul
is sought to be solved by identifying mind with consciousness and
sometimes, both in turn with matter. To explain “I” it is said to
equal “mind”, to explain “mind” it is said to equal “body” ov a
much less subdivision of the body: the “brain”. This is the posi-
tion of a great many of the Western thinkers.

There seems to be a confusion of terminology here. When
mind is used as an equivalent of the “I” it means the conscious
self, the knower, the one who has memory and recollection. Then
logically it follows that such a mind cannot in its turn be equated
with body. When mind is used as an equivalent of matter or
‘brain’, it is given the connotation of that which has reflex activi-
ties of the nerves and which is almost identical with the glandular
and other physiological activities. On the face of it these two mean-
ings of the word ‘mind’ cannot be identical, nor can they refer to
the same thing. Even so, the continuity of the self through actions
which are psychic and the resultant self-consciousness cannot be
explained, if mind is equated with brain. As psychologists them-
selves admit, sentience can never reside in matter.
know itself ¢

There are also metaphysical theories like the Neutral Monism
of Russell. But they too are unsatisfactory. It is the contention
of Russell and others that mind as consciousness or self, and matter
as body are but the results of different permutations and combina-
tions of the same neutral particulars, But, when intoxicants like
alcohol which are material are introduced into the body, mental
changes also are perceived. On the theory of Russell this can only
be explained by saying that alcohol has got a psychic quality as
well as a physical quality, each affecting its kind. Such a position
involves the metaphysical theory that ultimate reality which is
One, is double-faced, and this contradicts the original premises of
Russell. A similar argument can be produced against Russell’s
theory if we examine the physical effects of emotions,

The whole trouble arises because Western thinkers do persist
in identifying mind with consciousness, For them, the sum total
of man’s spirituality rests on the fact that he is mind. If mind is

Matter cannot

1926‘)1. Troland—The Mystery of Mind, p.233 (Chapman & Hall Ltd,, London.
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pure consciousness as William James says (“Thoughts tthel?lsel;’zi
are thinkers’), then the necessi.ty for ? body does nc; ai‘;se, g
thoughts can exist without their physical counterparlf. c?:,us_
were purely material then the f:.act of awareness orbsz -ct::,s ous-
ness cannot be adequately explained. If it is pure body, iy p o
lem of will remains unsolved; if iF is pure consciousness, the prun-
lem of physical perception involving th<.e sense-organi:,i rgma::svmw
solved. So, the only way out of the impasse would be e

. hysical entity though not of the same type as the
mind asd ) Ir)ld at the same time to be so subtle as to be capable
Eross bot‘y, athe conscious principle. This may be illustrated by
o.f .reﬂef lng'ews of some Indian philosophical systems. Here we
citing the v roceed from system to system, a gradual progressive
ﬁ:gt’ufl:ti‘:: <§ one spirit which is the Wh?le, and wh%ch is the subs-
frata of the Spatio-temporal order of things and minds.

The word Manas literally means “M_eaquring” and it was useo:
in this sense in the early Vedas and Bra}}mal.las. Manas was par
that which was designated by name, ndma. It is an activity in
o jaf f man by which he measures his wisdom, pleasures, ete.
;het}:ee ((J)héndogya, Manas is said to be annamaya ((.3. 6. 5 & 6).
sn kara in his commentary on this says that by eatl.ng food one
i S en one’s mind, for when a man does not eat, his powers of
mcrea;lses d mind are’ at a very low ebb. The increase in food must
:lr;e::fo:: be the cause, either directly or indirectly, of the increa.se
ininental functions. Hence mind is a form of subtle matter. Aga'un
in the Brhadarnyaka we find manas treateq as a s.ense-orgfm, ie.
lal; an inétrument of knowledge wi.th a physical bas'15. To link up
matter which is gross and self which is pure con.scmusnes's, manas
ind which is subtle matter capable of reflecting ?onscmusness,
b zzzssary This idea that manas is subtle matter is common to
fjmost all systems of Indian thought.

But consciousness is viewed differently by different systems
and accordingly the relation between mind and self or conscious-
ness. which are two distinct entities, differs from system to system.

»

zun.Vaiesika includes self and manas in the category of
subsi:iif V'I?li?lzre both substances, but.their S}xbstantiahty is
iritual. The self differs from matter only in that 1‘t ]oecomes'con.
:I:ious sc;metimes. J#dna or knowledge is an adventitious attnbltx}t‘:e
of the self and arises in the self when there is Fontact bet.ween e
self mind and object. In deep sleep, when this cont.act is absenltE
the ’Naiyi,yika says, consciousness ceases to be a quality of the se
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and the self lapses into its original nature of being as if inert
(Jada) temporarily. Hence consciousness is only an adventitious
quality of the self. "

Ramanuja also holds that consciousness is a quality of the
soul, but with this difference, that hefe, it is an essential quality,
present eternally in the soul. It is this dharma-bhiita-jfidna, which
literally means subsidiary or attributive jiidna,5 which is respon-
sible for knowledge arising in the self. This acts through manas.
through the sense-organs, goes out to the object, assumes the form
of the object and thus gives rise to knowledge of that object.
Dharma-bhita-jdna is not only self-manifest as a quality of the
soul, but it also manifests all objects for the soul. This dual mani-

festation always serves the purposes of the self and never for it-
self 6

But to Ramanuja, consciousness is not only a quality of the
self, but also the very nature of the self. The Jiva is consciousness,
A similar view is held by the Sankhya, where Purusa is said to
be pure consciousness. But the Jwa of Ramanuja and the Puruga
of the Sankhyas, though of the nature of Pure Sentience, cannot
know or act for themselves, being limited, the one by dharma-
bhita-jiiina and the other by Prakrti, through which the pure con-
sciousness views itself as limited. '

The Sankhya holds that both matter and mind are but evolutes
of ultimate reals (Gumnas) which are the constituents of Pralerti.
Substantive matter is predominantly Tdmasic whereas psyéhié
matter (manas) is predominantly Sdttvic. When we analyse mind
we find only a series of fleeting states, and when we analyse our
conscious experience, we find that through these mental states,
there is an implied unity which gives a purpose, a meaning to these
states. Hence the continuity of individual life does not lie in these
mental states but in the self who is the enjoyer, the knower of
these states. But this knower who is the Purusa is limited by
Prakrti. This does not solve the problem of how matter which is
inert, unconscious, and consciousness, interact,

The Vedantic view. in particular the Advaitic view. is that
Antahkarana or mind. is like everything, a product of mdya. The
self alone is consciousness. and consciousness cannot arise as g
contingent factor of suhject-object relation. The Advaitin agrees

5. Hiriyanna—Outlines of Indian Philosophy. p.388.
6. Ibid. p387,
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with the modern psychologists and says that mm‘ills jusFt; t°tal};(31’
£ conscious states and processes. The self which is neither mi
° is the ground of both mental and physical states of
no.r matter lgankara in his Bhisye on thé Brhadaranyakopanisad
exlstence54. 1.) “That which reveals every other object and illu-
says (3‘h ) r;tire world cannot be apprehended as a ‘this’ or a
.mme,sﬁt ?I‘If refore that which reveals everything else, viz,, con-
ﬂ?at . 'se the basis of all experience whether it is psychic or
sclou.snesscl nsciousness, i.e., the self, which alone is real, appears
phySI-cal' 21 matter. ’The nature of this ionsciousness can be
u mmtd gn from the phenomenal point of view as that which is
Eﬁi:; obc; subject-object relations, and from' the‘ noumel.rlal stand-
point as pure, unlimited consciousness which is without differences.

The latter is implied in the former.

To explain how the unlimited pure conscic?usness appears‘ ?S
the many limited particulars of every day exper.],ence’ t.he Advaitin
gives us an analysis of the four levels of experience viz. t'he wak-
ing, the dreaming, the sleeping and the fourth which is called
Turiye. An analysis of the first three states, .“through ‘whlch we
pass and repass reveals that we are the self which .alone is cf)nstant
while, the appearances vary”.” The waking experience is different
from the dreaming, because in dream, the objects are not extemfﬂ‘
In deep sleep these mental objects also are not present. The exis-
tence of consciousness during deep sleep is underst?od by the im-
plication of the continuity of self-awareness. The givenness of the
waking experience which is the givenness of the se.:nse.-object .rela-
tion and the givenness of the dream experience which is the given-
ness of mental activity alone—both are not seen in sleep-experience.
And in sleep there is consciousness. Hence mind cannot be. equa-
ted with consciousness. Consciousness is not mere knowing; it
involves transcendence of the objects known and the knowing pro-
cess. Mind is that which has a locus in time and space, whereas
consciousness is that which is not limited either by time or space,
but still is that which gives a meaning to these. Mind like matter
is only an appearance of consciousness. Just as in dreams the mate-‘
rial, substantive, experience of waking life becomes only an ap-'
pearance, so also in the light of pure consciousness the mental and
physical experience merely become illusions.

The theory ‘of the Advaitin who says that everything that
there is, is only an appearance of consciousnes§, is in some way
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corroborated by modern scientific views of consciousness, mind and
matter, Modern psychologists® say thai all thought is the result of
nervous energy, although what the nature of this energy is they
are not able to state. Physicists and biologists say that there is &
continuous process of evolution from the grossest material to the
subtlest forms of mental energy. All these are forms of ane energy
whose sum total is always constant, This can neither be created
nor destroyed. The Advaitin holds that the ultimate reality which
is constiousness can neither be created nor destroved. 1t is gnddi
and angnta. So it capnot be equated with either mingd or body,
for both these ave perishable and are but appearances. As Edding-
ton remarks, “All through the physical world runs that unknown
content, which must surely be the stuff of our consciousness
We have found a strange foot-print on the shores of the unknown,
We have devised profound theories, one after another to account
for its origin. At last we have succeeded in reconstructing the
creature, that made the foot print. And lo! it is our own!®

......

8. Refer "Mind and #ts Place in Nature”—Durant Drake {Mac Millan &
Co, New York, 1925) und also & hook of the same title by C, D, Broagd b
9. “Spawe, Tine and Gravitation” by Eddington. pp.200-201. '

e

Can Unified Sciences Replace Logic?
ONTOLOGY AND UNIFIED SCIENCE

by
P. S. Sastaz
University of Saugar«.

“All philosophy”, says Wittgenstein, “is a critique of lan-
guage”! This philosophy is the same as a linguistic enquiry, a
logic of stience, the syntax of the language of science and so on?2
It bolds that there is no knowledge outside of the sciences. To
know anything about anything we have to depegpd on some science
or other. And sense-observation alone gives positive science, Yet
the positivist thinker holds that sight as such can give us no purely
empirical science, Every proposition is to be translated into the
language of sense-observations. It is here that Carnap brings his
semantical and syntactical speculations which yield an abundance
of signs to designate individuals, properties and relations. By rest.
rieting the scope of philosophy to the interpretation and clarifica~
tion of the resulis of science in the language of sense-data, their
orders, correlations and structures, the positivist offers a ne
theory of language and a novel account of the labours of scienvig
tists. We are never told why one method of scientific observations -
is to be prefdrred as against any other. There is no justification
offered for the scientific methods, Certain signs are introduced to
‘clarify’ the results of science, though science is said 1o be incapa-
ble of explaining the objective world. Carnap, for instance, tells us
that the signs enable us to form atomic sentences which may he
grouped into sets called ‘state-descriptions’. FEach such state-des-
cription “gives us a complete description of a possible state of the
universe of individuals with respect to all properties and relations
expressed by the predicates of the system, Thus the state-descripe

_ tions represent Leibniz’s possible worlds or Wittgenstein's possible .

states of affairs”.? And “a sentence is logically true if it holds id
all state-descriptions”. This is similar 1o “Leibniz’s cohception
1. Tractus .Logico-Philosophicus, 40031
2. Carnap: Logical Syntaxr of Language, 279, 281..

3. Carnap: Meaning and Necessity, Pp. 9-10.
P.8 ' .
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that a necessary truth must hold in all possible worlds”. With this
much of self-contradiction, Carnap brings in the principle of neces-
sity.

Mr. C. W. Morris observes that a sign functions in a three-fold
relationship. It is related to the people using it, to the object it
designates, and to other signs4 These three are respectively the
pragmatic, the semantic and the syntactic aspects or dimensions.
Carnap originally confined his analysis of language to the last of
these. But in his ‘Introduction 1o Semantics’ (1940) he accepts
the lead given by Morris. He now pleads not only for a ‘formal’
analysis of language, but also for an analysis of the signifying func-
tibns of language. He needs a theory of meaning; and the Seman-
tics, he accepts, contains a ‘theory of designation’ as well as “a
theory of truth and of logical deduction.”

Descriptive semantics is ‘an empirical study’ and is a branch
of the ‘pragmatics’. It deals with signs in relation to the people
and the purpose for which the people use those signs. Pure seman-
tics is the theory of “the construction and analysis of semantical
systems”. It deals with the definitions and rules that are involved
in meaning and therefore in truth or falsity. This pure semantics
does not refer to any actual language, but to any expressions in any
language, to the analytic consequences of the definitions and rules.
Every language has rules of formation and transformation. The
former explain how the signs may be combined to form sentences;
and the latter explain how sentences may be combined, and how
one can be derived from another. These are purely syntactical
rules; and with the introduction of the semantic point of view, we
need rules of designation and rules of truth, By a rule of desig-
nation is meant any statement which indicates the things, proper-
ties or relations designated by a given term. The conditions which

enable us fo classify statements as true and false are indicated by
the rules of truth.

Thus far Carnap’s new adventure deserts the old positivism
to the extent that it recognises the place and value of meaning in
the examination of the nature of a word. -The introduction of this
consideration brings the word and the object nearer., We have
however to examine Carnap’s illustration of the rules of truth
with reference to the simplest ‘atomic’ sentences, An atomic sen-
tence has “a predicate followed by an individual constant”, It is

‘4, Foundatiens of the theory of signs, 1938,
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ndividual to which the individual constant
erty to which the predicatehrefelz”ﬁdFo:‘

‘A is blue’ is true only if the individua
mSt-ance, ;h}i Siﬁ:e?gneA‘A’ has the property designated by the
desxg.nate (blye’ When two or more atomic sentences are united
predicate i . 'like ‘and’, ‘or’, ‘if .... ther’, then we get ‘molecular’
by connectz’e_:enteme lilée “ip or g is true” is true, “if and only
§entences. of the two components is frue”.6 Considered in this
llf Tft IZ?:HO?; “ruth-tables’ of Wittgenstein are semantical ‘truth
ight,

rules’? .
TThe truth of a statement is determined by its agreement with
When only one individual constant is ta_k@ to. possess t%xe
ferred to by the predicate, Carnap is unphf:lﬂy adm?t-
ary and relevant relation between the'ObJECt and its
rtv. and also between a word and its meaning, .In other
o {}’; ord is no longer a conventional symbol as in formal
Wo?ds’ Me ;’)ver this account reveals the inter-connections exist-
?oglc. (mOI;t the, word, its meaning, its referrent and its truth.
?:ajimit gdmits the value and significance of necessity. Thus the
¥

new advances point to the resuscitation of the good old idealist

logic.

g A pew apy/oach to the same conclus‘ion is oi’fered- by a con-
ideration of the ‘syntactical system’ or calculus V\.Ihlch plays a
) iderable part in this new school of logical analysis. The rules
con‘?l : ation and transformation determine the combinations of
gifgn:rjmn the system. This ‘system of signs’ is arrived at by the
method of giving a list of the signs which are en'_lployed, When these
signs do not indicate the objects they have to designate, ?hen we h.ave
the syntactical system or calculus. Thus we have the sign-combina-
tions of calculus, but we do not know what they mean. We canflot
even say whether they are true or false; and Carnap doe.s x.xot mind
these difficulties. If these problems are not. solved, it is of no
avail to speak about meaning. A system.of 51g‘ns w.hos'e truth we
do not know, is of no value to us. To obviate th1§ oblt.actum Carnap
tells us that a system of(wsemantical rules of desxgnatxox.l and tx:uth
is to be added to the sign-combinations of a calculus, .1f ‘th? S{gnS
‘are to carry a meaning. These rules reveal .wha.t a sign signifies
and under what conditions a sign-combination is true or false. .

strue if and only if the i
refers possesses the prop

fact.
property re
ting a necess

5. See Meaning and Necegsity, (1947), 1—3.

8. Ibid. 1-5.
7. Imiroduction to Semantics, 8
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Thus he arrives at a ‘semantical system’ which offers an ‘interpre-
tation’ of the syntactical system or calculus, Arguing in this
manner, Carnap proceeds to tell us that the logical principles are
“predetermined by the gemantical rules of designation and of truth
‘which are employed in constructing any semantical system”.?
These principles, however, can be arbitrarily chosen, in which case
they become conventional. But we should not forget that a logi-
cal system cannot be a matter of choice.” To construct a system
of significant statements we need three sets of rules. First we
need rules of designation whereby the terms employed stand for
things, properties and relations. Nexf"we need rules of formation
that help the construction of sentences. Finally we need rules of
truth. All these make the principles of logic necessary truths.
This logical necessily is due to the fact that the semantical rules
alone are enough for establishing the truth of the significant state-
ments.® The principles of formal logic are necessary truths be-
cause they are the analytic consequences of the semantical rules.
A principle of formal logic is thus a logically true statement; and
it needs no empirical verification. Its truth is a necessary conse-
quence of the rules of designation and truth of the semantical
system. This conclusion is at variance with the chosen and che-
rished presuppositions and premisses of empiricism.

There is however a formidable drawback in Carnap’s argu-
ment. When signs are to be combined with others, the governing
principle must be a relation that is relevant to their unity. Such
a relation cannot be an axiom that is given from ogutside the signs.
It must be sought in a principle which operates in them. We do
not give meanings to signs merely by giving out the rules of desig-
nation, When an entity is designated by a sign, we do not give
a meaning to the sign, It is the entity which has already the mean-
ing in it; and the sign we use embodies that meaning. Proceeding
from this standpoint, we can explain satisfactorily the relation of a
word to its meaning and the relation of both to the object cone
cerned. Yet Stuart Chase has a peculiar analysis to offer. Accords
ing to him, we receive the sign from the physical world and it indi-
cates a thing. We give a name to the mng.- “But the name is
uot the thing. The thing is nameless and non-verbal”! Interpret-

T

8, Introduction to Semantics, P. 39.

9, See Carnap: Foundations of Logie and Mathematics, 12
10, See Meaning and Necessity, 2.
‘1L, The Tyranny of Words (19837), P. 25.

. In the final stage,
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. . . l
) : the object is taken to be the first leve
ing the sign as the sign of give the object a name, we come to the

. .12 When we . .
o absdtr?c\::;n‘;f a:?;traction. As we begin designating the proper-
secon e

¢ the object, We connect the name with various statements or
ties of the )

L emd ird level of abstraction,
e ;s is said to be the third

descriptions; a}nd :ltngeneraﬁzations and inferences about the ob-
When we arrive e reach the fourth level of abstraction.

A in kind, w . o
jects of a certamn “ab;tracti""s can break out in all directions”,

. 11 be “increasingly remote from the ob-
and”e:ch ;bs:rf;t:;?azl?erzﬁ are personified to become burning,
ject "1 T e‘st' v14 In eveﬁ' discussion we should find out the
fighting 1‘;&1‘ };ez“‘a good semantic discipline gives the power to
referrent. t:l machinery from the tangible events, makes us
Separf‘te m:nabstracting, prevents us from peopling the universe
co_rtx;c ::)‘f e?dstent things”. As such the golden maxims are: “Lool;
wl 2

to the context. Find the referrent”16
This doctrine is in essence the rejection of thought and a
denial of meaning. In ghort it says that we have to sp’eak about
the sense-experience of the object, not about. the meaning of the
object. To talk about meaning is said to be lnd}llgm,g‘ in abst?ac.
tions, But to talk of a meaningless sense-experience is the hfgh'
est abstraction. And the' semantics c{f this school is a very h1g1'_1-
order abstraction. Instead of thinking al?out_; real things, this
school thinks about the instruments of’thmkmg.. Consequently
the positivist reality is the ‘unspeakable. spacé.txme event, 'The
so called referrent is in itself an abstraction ar‘lzl"/’ed at by us; and
this abstraction is said to correspond to some sxgn from the out-
side world”. Such a sign is illogically torn from its conte'xt.. The
positivist can take this privilege because the context to him-is the
unknowable and unspeakable. And in the absence of.a knowable |
.ontext, it is pretty difficult to formulate a-system of signs. Ev?ry
< ’ implies the idea of the context; and each sign

necessarily
Ziteéz related to the system only under the law of the excluded

middle which merges into non-contradiction,

Further, we speak z&ﬁ;e unknowable and unspeakable reality

by assigning 0 it a meanthg. This meaning comes from the rules

rzybaski: Science and Sanity.

also Ko
1132' See 20 he Tyranny of Words, Pp. 56 .

14. Ibid, P. 13.
15, Ibid, P. 68 ‘
18. Ibid., Pp. 280 &
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of designation which apply to metaphysical entities, That is, we
have to speak of that reality in a metaphysical way because Chase's
‘search for the referrent’ agrees with Carnap's ‘rules of designa-
tion’. Let us enquirc a little further. The referrent is in the data
of physical observations; it is in the operations that give rise to
the data. These operations may be the abstractions like the con-
cepts and thearies of the physical sciences, Buyt those abstractions
enable us to predict the occurrence of observational data. How
is this achieved? The concept of the electron, for instance, refers
to the observations like the pointer readings of the laboratory,
When we speak of electrons, we formulate rules about those ohser-
vations. The pointer-readings, flashes on the sereen, lines on the
photographic plates and the like are directly observed: ang these
observational data arc referred io by the ‘elementary’ terms. The
singular ' sentences which consist of such terms can be ‘directly
tested’. But the sentences having more abstract terms like the
theorems of Physics can he indirectly tested by deriving singular
sentences from them according to the syntactical rules of the sej-
ence. Then their truth or falsity is to he obtained from the
semantic rules. This would mean that we need not give any clear
interpretation of the abstract terms or theorems of physics; and
we need not even try to say that there are entities called electrons
and the like. What is needed is that physics should have syntae-
tical rules which will enable us to connect the abstract theorems
with the singular sentences; and we have only to ‘interpret’ the
singular elementary sentences!” The same argument has been
advanced by Victor F. Lenzen; and Leonard Bloomfield gives the
various ‘steps’ that we come across in a ‘typical act of science' 3%

All these accounts ignore the fact that the observationg)
data for any scientific theory are never ‘given’ like any object in
perception. The data are manufaetured through a technique, and
this technique is grounded in an already existing theoretical know-
ledge. A technique is preferred by the scientist because it agrees
with the known facts and because the facts compel us to adopt
it in our search for a solution, The technique, in other words,
cannot be divorced from the facts, These facts do not acquire an
objective status because all of us perceive them alike. Yet Victor

17. See Carnap: Logical Foundations of Logic and Mathematics.
Chapters 24 and 25,

18. See Lenzen: Procedures of Empirical Science (International) Eney-
clopaedia); and Blaomfield: Linguistic Aspects of Science.
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L ment of the concept of an object
F. Lenzen rec:oz‘dtS}-le 'g;;o ‘:;Z;lsoif the identity of the perceptible
is Fompleted b{iety of observers, Thus the concept of objec’tive
Ob_Jectf of a'a;“) science is tested by social procedure. The sc.u?n-
thing is sO'CI ’f objectivity ultimately rests upon the possibility
tific criterion of redicted perceptions to a society of observers”.®
of .occu'rrer.xce Zf zbjectivi ty does not refer to the existence of the
Th'xs cntermnthe knowledge of the object that we may have, And
object, but to r knowledge is determined by the objective existents,
in so far as :i)ue too is essentially objective. It may appear to be
our kn?WIe dgfor an individual. But a knowledge that is grounded
arising m alt‘ e fact really arises from reality. Carnap’s new logic
'int:n::l::t:;n to the old solipsistic atomism which is contradicted
is thu

by the very premisses accepted by him.
Returning to our earlier problem, we have to ask: wl.xat do we
. hysical theory? It is a theory that attempts at 1n.terpret—
kave y atp It involves the questions that refer to meaning and
Ny faTch;e interpretation of a fact involves our previous experi-
truth. d our knowledge of the facts that are necessary in evaluat-
.enct'es al;t may need our observations. But our observations always
::grl; the knowledge which has arisen from our previous experi-

ences and knowledge. }
Yet, following the lead given by Morris and Carnap, P.hlhpp
Frank discovered that in every physical theory we ha\'ze (i) the
equations or the calculus, (i) the lawjﬁ of transformation of Fhe
caleulus or the syntactical rules, and (iii) the §tatementszodeﬁnmg
the physical meaning of terms or the se{nar}tlcal rules.‘ - The:
semantic rules of physics are said to “consxs!; in the 'de’SCrlptxon of
physical operations.” “We can ascribe ‘physical rea:hty . to, t.he ob-
jects of our new mechanics, provided we mean ‘reality’ in the
operational and not metaphysical sense”.2! In other words, We.havz:
to discuss only the operational meaning of the Smbols used.
Thus P. W. Bridgman too argues that by.t_:oncept we mean. only
“a set of operations”, for, “the proper definition of a Con.ce;zt is not
in terms of its properties, but in terms of actual operation ..23 The
concept ‘length’, for instance, does not refer to the. properties and
relations of the physical objects, but to the operation Qf measure-

19. See Procedures, 11, 3.
20. Foundations of Physics (1946), P.

21. Ibid, P. 47. )

22, Ibid., See Introduction,

23. The Logic of Modern Physics, Pp, 5, 6.
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ment with a foot-rule. The properties and relations are said to
exist independent of such operations. It is in this way that nature
is to be analysed into correlations; and “such a thesis is the most
general, that can bhe made if nature is to be intelligible at all 24
Our knowledge then is “relative to the operations selected.,”? Qur
physical knowledge refers 10 the operations of the physicists and
never to the physical reality. In such a case the ground and the
referrent of these operations is practically nothing, and then we
cannot understand what our operations mean. Yet Frank observes
that the world is real only in an operational sense, though we can-
not say that it is material.®®

But the meuning of our concept of length does not lie in the
mere measurement with a foot-rule. The measurement is only a
roundabout synonym for length; and the meaning of a word does
not l‘ie in its synonym. Since meaning always involves the ques-
tion of truth, and since truth implies the nature of fact, meaning
as such must be given in terms of the fact. The concept of length
can then be understood only as a property or relation. If we leave
this argument, we will get the widest generalisation; and Bridg-
man admits that we can have only a general idea, This new opera-
tional sense can offer only the abstract ideas for the concrete terms
and things. And if it is said that nature becomes intelligible
through these most general and therefore highly abstract ideas, we
do not know what it means. An object or a term becomes intel-
ligible only when it is most concrete. A given leaf cannot be up-
derstood by me when I have only the abstract idea of a clags to

which it is said to belong. I must know it as a conerete actuality

and I must also know its relation to other leaves, both similar and

dissimilar. Through mere similarity I arrive at an abstraction: and
dissimilarity enables me to locate its context and to specif,y its
nature.

The operationist theory tells us that our physical knowledge
refers to the operations of the physicists, and not to physical reality
We can then ascribe reality to the operations and not to the worlci
where, or with reference to which, these operations are made. We
cannot even say that it is material. But the physicist proceeds tg
know something about physical reality. He does not s'art with the
idea of knowing his own operations. He may think of compre.-
hending the reactions to his operations. Even then these reacti)on_g

24. Ibid, P. 37.
25. Ibid., P, 25.
28. Foundations of Physics, 51.
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must be emanating from a reality which is other than his opera-
tions. If there were no such reality, his operations cannot exist.

The operations of the physicist are directed towards measure-
ments. He reduces every entity he observes into certain numbers.
In this process he sacrifices the essence or the quality to quantity,
At the same time he admits the qualitative differences between any
two divergent entities which are quantitatively known. Where-
from do these differences come? And does a number which an
entity carries have any specific necessary relation to its quality?
These questions have to be answered. If all connection between
quantity and quality is rejected, then the operations of the physi-
cists become meaningless.  The unit of the measurement viz.
number, cannot be divorced from the entity numbered. 1t is the
divorce between these two that has led to the lop-sided doctrine
of operationism which ends in formulating an abstract idea of a
class.

When we disconnect number from the numbered, we get a
series of concepts which do not have any locus standi. As a result
our thought will have to be peopled with signs and symbols.
C. W. Morris, for instance, fabricates the new science of semiotic
which studies semiosis or the functioning of signs, He regards the
use of signs as the essential feature of all thinking. The chief
funection of statements and ideas is the control and organisation of
behaviour.?” ‘Signs refer to the goal-seeking behaviour;?8 they
are employed to regulate the behaviour towards the at‘ainment of
the goal. Every sign, however, signifies, though it does not denote.
A sign which is a mere pointer is one that can have no specific
meaning. The relation between the word which is a sizn and the
object which it signifies, cannot be one of mere external asso~ia-
tion. An associationist theory refuses to recognise the evolution of
the meanings of words; and it disregards the ac‘ual usage of Living
beings. Moreover, when a sign is said to regulate or control hu-
man behaviour, it can do this not as a mere sign or symtol. Words
control and direct our activity because of their meanings, and be-
cause of their intimate connections with objects.

This question of meaning raises the problem of the un‘versal.
Does a word represent an abstract universal? Does it stand for an
idea of an abstract class? A word may be used in this way. When-
ever it is thus used, it fails to render a satisfactory account of the

27. See ‘Signs, Language and Behaviour (1946).
28. Ibid, P. 7.

P9
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objects. In our understanding of the objects, we need general con-
cepts at the initial stage. Later on we modify them greatly and
arrive at the idea of a real universal. Yet in the semantics of this
school all general concepts are said to be meaningless. But in the

absence of concepts we cannot understand the real events and.

their causes; and accordingly the new semantics must be said to
fail in understanding events. Insiead of admitling this failure, the
positivist, who has to defend things as they are, rejects every ’pro-
blem as being metaphysical. As Prof. Barrows Dunham observes:
“By the simple exhalation of breath, they have conjured out of
existence every major problem which has vexed mankind through-
out the entire history of the human race.”?® Thjs conjuring trick
is performed in two ways. First, they accuse their opponents of
using meaningless abstractions; and next, they argue that every
evil is an evil emanating from verbal confusion. Like the Freudian
they try to convict their opponents of playing foul. This has been’
the method followed by the Protagorean solipsists and sophists
down the ages.

The modern positivist accordingly has no metaphysics, if we
are to accept his avowal. His latest metaphysics, however’ is the
unity of science or the unified science; and its method is an a:nalysis
and censorship of words, Carnap observes that ‘the unity of science’
involves the ‘reduction’ of all the scientific statements to the ‘ob-
servable thing-predicates’3 Each science gives rules for predict-
ing observations. We arrive at ‘unified science’ when science is pre-
sented as a language that can be reduced to the terms of ‘obszrv-
able thing-predicates’, to the terms of the data of observation These
data are the perception, sensation and sense-data. Henc;e says
Carnap, “the question of the unity of science is a problem of’lo 3::
not of ontology”. This language has terms which must refergltt;
and denote things. The data of the scientist’s observations are nec-
essarily based on certain events that really take place in realii
The analysis of his observations reveal not only his sensations arzl.
perceptions, but also the sensed and perceived entities, Without
the latter he cannot have the former. Science therefore' exami:es

the nature of the existent, the nature of being. If the scientific:

problem is not an investigation of being or existence what else

it be? The question of the unity of science is therefo,re bound t 0:
an ontological problem. We cannot run away from things wh :h
we speak of thought or of language. whener

20. Man against Myth, P, 208.
30. See Logical Foundations of the Unity of Science, Chapters 3 and 4,

A Note on Thomas Aquinas
by

K. SATCHIDANANDA MURTY
Andhra University, Waltair

St. Thomas Aquinas is one of the greatest theologians. In this

paper his doctrine of the demonstrability of God’s existence is

examined.

According to Aquinas, whatever is not material cannot be
directly perceived. Non-sensible reality can only be inferred from
what we perceive. God being non-sensible cannot be known per
se; He can be only known per suos effectus or through His effects,
and per ea quae sunt or through the things He has made! But
since the effects of God—the sensible things—are not proportionate
to Him, perfect knowledge of Him cannot be obtained from them.?
The existence of an effect is sufficient to demonstrate the existence
of its cause, so God’s existence can be demonstrated; but at the
same time, though we can demonstrate Gad’s existence and can
comprehend the meaning of the statement that God is, we cannot
know what God is quod est3 Aquinas furnishes five proofs of God’s
existence.t The first three are Aristotelian: the argument from
motion to the unmoved mover, the argument from the instances of
causation to the first uncaused cause, and the argument from con-
tingent beings to an absolutely necessary being. Some have held
that Aquinas got the third proof from Avicenna through Maimoni-
des, but as it is found in germ in the Metaphysica, he may have
as well got it from Aristotle.5 The fourth proof is Platonic. “ ‘More’
and ‘less’ are predicted of different things, according as they
resemble in their different ways something which is the maximum,
so that there is something which is truest, something best, some-
thing noblest, and consequently, something which is uttermost be-

Summad Theologica, 1, 2. 2. Summa Contra Gentiles, 1. 12.
Summa Theologica, I q. 2, a. 2, ob. 8.
Summa Contra Gentiles, loc., cit.

Summa Theologice, 1. q. 2, a, 3.
Metaphysics, 1071B, 18-84.

e
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ing.”8 This is the same way in which Anselm proved a supreme
being who is summum bonum, summum magnus and sumniun ens.
From the order and adaptation evident everywhere in the universe,
the fifth argument concludes that a supremely intelligent being is
directing all things,

Aquinas’ proofs depend upon the principle that the character
of an eitect must be found in its cause in a more eminent degree.
Proclus was the first to elaborate this theory of causality, which
was incidental to the theory of a triadic development accepted by
him. 1t is that the produced is similar to what produces it, while
the produced difiers from that which produces it as the derjvative
from the original. By its similarity to the cause, the effect is drawn
towards it, seeks to imitate it on a lower scale, and tends to return
back to it; while by reason of its difference from the cause it
differentiates or produces. The Thomist position that creatures are
similar to God in an imperfect way, that the characters found in
them are found in God in a more eminent way, and that they are

all originated by God and are orientated towards God, their Final

End, betrays the influence of Proclus. The second point to be noted
is that according to Aquinas, the principle of causation is based on
the principle of sufficient reason, which is regarded by him to be
a first principle, indispensable to all thought. As soon as the exis-
.tence of a thing is admitted, there must be a sufficient reason why
it is as it is and not otherwise. A thing that begins to exist, that

which has come into existence from nothing, has not itself the

sufficient reason for its passing from non-existence to existence
The sufficient reason for the existence of a thing must be tound m
some actually existent thing other than itself. In other words, the
concept of a new thing involves the concept of another, whic’:h is
actually existent, and which exercises a necessary and’ sufficient
casuality. The third point to be noted is that Aquinas starts from
.the position of Plato and Aristotle that reality is objective :nd
mc'lependent' of what we think, and that we directly apprehend
jchmgs. In‘ so far as a thing is, it is knowable and this constitutes
its ontological truth. As things are objective, the relations between

them are also objective. So the princi -
. principle i i i
4 ple of causation is ontologi

It is necessary to take note of the criticisms of these argu-
ments. If the premises of Aquinas are accepted, the proofs escape

+6. Summa Theologica, Eng. Trans.,, Vol L p 23
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the criticism of Kant. Kant thinking that God proved by the cos-
mological argument is “the highest member in the series of the
causes of changes in the world”, which begins the series, commented
that the causality of such a thing would be in time, and so it would
belong to the world.” Aquinas regarded an infinite series of causes
perfectly conceivable, and he also said that the world’s having no
finite duration is conceivable, because the creation of the world in
time is indemonstrable® What he argued was that a causal series
temporally finite or infinite is inherently contradictory, unless it
is regarded as dependent on an ultimate cause outside the series.
A series of dependent things each referring itself to the one before
it is unintelligible and contradictory, unless it is grounded in an
independent self-sufficient being which is its own raison d’etre.
The cosmological argument, of which the first three proofs of
Aquinas are variants, does not concern itself with succession in
time, and the point of the argument remains unaffected by the
problem of the beginning of time and a time when there were no
events. The argument does not lead us to a first cause which is
like the members of the series of causes, but one which is wholly
unlike the rest. The sufficient reason for the world cannot be found
in anything in the world, because it is possible and justifiable to
ask about everything in the world why it is so and what its condi-
tions are. So if there is a cause of the world, it must be tran-
scendent to the world and not of it, it is foolish to ask why it is so,
because it contains in itself its own raison d’etre. The funda-
mental fact from which the cosmological argument starts is the
common awareness that everything in this world is contingent,
i.e. is something which has begun to be and will cease to be, Kant
himself admitted that the “cosmological proof takes its stand on
experience”, and that “experience may perhaps lead us to the
concept of absolute necessity”’.1® What we have to remember in
connection with this argument is that (i) the relationship between
the world and God is one of dependence, (i) that this relationship
of dependence is a unique one and lastly that (iii) only if the
world has this sort of relationship with a transcendent thing can
it be intelligible.s? The third implication follows from the Thomist
premises. If we accept the two postulates, namely that substances

1. Critique of Pure Reason, Kemp Smith's Trans, p. 416.
8. Summa Theologica, I, q. 46, a. 2.
9. Critique of Pure Reason, p. 509.

10. Op. cit, p. 510.
11, C. D. Broad's discussion in Journal of Theological Studies, Vol, XL,
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are the primary reality,’ and that everything credited with exis-
tence’d must have a cause, then the cosmelogical argument seems
to be inevitable, To call this sort of relationship causation is to

some extent misleading, as il is an altogether unique kind of rela-
tionship.

A more fundamental objection against the argument is raised
by Prof, Broad. What is meant by saying that God is a necessary
being? The statement means that there must be something which
has the characteristic of being the cause of the world, But we can
never dogmatise in this way, hecause we can only say that a thing
exists, but never that it necessarily exists. Aquinas hiraself has
got something to say on this point. The existence of God cannot be
known in the sense that it signifies the actuality of being, but only
in the sense that it is only a propositional affirmation made
by the mind in joining a predicate and a subject. In other words,
we can just know that the statement that God exists is truelt
We now come to the second criticism of Broad, What is the nature
of the relationship between God and the world? As Broad him-
self said, this relationship is not that of ordinary causation; nor can
it be that of logical implication of the type Spinoza envisaged, for
then God is subjected to the necessity of causing the existence of
the world. To put it otherwise God would then be as much neces-
sary to the world as the world would be to God, This is emphati-
cally rejected by Aquinas. The relationship between God and the
world is that of creation. Creation is a peculiar action of God
which presupposes nothing but is presupposed by all others.
It is an activity which is not possessed by anything else. Creatidg
works without any raw material or an instrumental causel® While
all other things are only partially active, God is pure act. So the
mode of efficient causality found in the case of ordinary things is
transcended in God's case. Natural causes are impeded in theijr
causality, as they are not pure form and as their form is limited;
and so no natural cause can produce being as such, but only deter-
minate being. On the other hand, God is not subject to these limi-
tations, and so the whole of existence is produced by His action
from nothing.'®6 Here the preposition ‘from’ should not be taken

4

12, Commentary, X1 Metaphysics, Lect. 5.
13. Summa Contra Gentiles, 1., 15.

14. Summa Theologica, 1. a. MI. 4, and 2.

15. Op. cit, 1a. XIV, Contra Gentiles, II, 21.
18. Disputations, III de Potentia, I.
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in the sense that it denotes some material stuff; it only signif'ies
precedence ag when we say, noon comes from forenoon.l” Creation
is not new change; for in change, there is something both befor

and after.!®

To sum up, absoluute existence (God) brings i‘nto e.Xisi’:ence
this world by a unique act of His which is known as ‘creation’, §o
"here the world is not explained either as due to external necessity
or due to an Idea which transcends e:.dstence. No d0}1bt .the creas
ted object is in time, but it does nof imply th.at creation is a tem-
poral act subject to the rules of time1? With reference to the
object created the contention may be accepted; but the act as Suc.h
does not signify duration.?® It cannot be proved t}‘xat ‘the ;voﬂd is
eternal, nor can it be proved that the world began in t.une. Even
if the world existed always, it could be co-eten.zal' wzth.Goc'i, nor
could it do without him; for even an always-ex1'st1.ng th1fag is not
exempted from contingency; and an always-ex1stmg'thmg .ne?d
aot be eternal. To make it clearer, the world can be m;izeﬁmte in
duration; but as it is variable it cannczt be. t'rl:zly eterna‘I‘. It. now
remains for us to comment on Kant’s criticism that experience
perhaps leads us to the concept of abs'olut{e necessity.”3 If we
accept the Thomist premises that being 15. prior to concepts (exis-
tence to essence), and that the world’s existence can be, thO\.xght of
apart from its essence, then it is clear that the wor'lds ex1ste.nce
depends not on a transcendent idea, nor even on the idea of lf)emg,
but on being itself. The other contention of Kar}t that Goc! is not
a “determinate thing24 is not dispute.d by Thomism. F}od is pure
form or pure actuality including in Himself the perfection of every

- actuality, and it is precisely on this account that He is able to pro-
act ?

duce the whole of subsisting being by His action,

inas’ proofs call for another remark. Contingency of
thin;:q;::z uI; to conclude that there is necessity,.whic!? means
that the idea of contingency involves th:flt of necess.lty. Su}ce' the
idea of contingency is derived from things, and since tm§ 1c¥ea
again involves another idea, the latter should also have an ob:ec?xve

17. Summa Theologica, la. XLV, 1 ad 3,
18. Op. cit, 2, ad 2. .

Opuse. XXIII.
2. Diszmctatiom, 111 de Potentia 14 ad 8.

Theologica, 1a. XLVI, 1 ad 2.
mﬁom, I, de Potentla, 18, 14.
loc. cit.

Ibid,
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basis. Aquinas thinks that this method,—abstraction from sense
material, deductions from the concepts so formed, and the appli-
cation of those conclusions to facts—is common to all sciences, The
idea of contingency arises from observation of things by means of
the abstractive activity of thought. This is the proper way in
which thought moves, and so long as there is thought, it wil! always

try to rise above sense material by abstracting from it and would’

try to apply the results it has so achieved to sense material, He
"who advocates the abandonment of this method advocates the
abandonment of thought.2s

An usual criticism of the cosmological argument is that though
based on the principle of causality it seeks to prove that there is a
thing to which the causal law does not apply, and thus it cuts off
the ground from under its own feet. Kant was not correctly in-
formed when he said that this argument is based on the “dialegtical
assumption” that “everything must have a cause,” 26 The principl
of causality does not state that everything must have a cause lfi
that everything contingent must have a causs, A self-ae en’d ut
immutable thing has no cause; only things which chan:e mflr;t
have causes. Another misunderstanding is to think that the last
argument of Aquinas, the teleological, is based on analogy. It i
also based on the principle of sufficient reason. The o:d.er anl;
purpose manifest everywhere in nature both in the organic and
t}}e inorganic spheres must have a sufficient cause. and H;is s g’i
cient cause must be admitted to be intelligent, ’i‘he teleol uai
argument has been formulated in another way, Basing its OEIC
the analogy found between human handiworks and naturee' .
argued that the cause of the world must be intelligent 'I:h:: ”
fhe 'way in which Hume frames the teleological argurl:lent i,
jecting it to a ruthless eriticism in his dialogues, Aquin , Py
argument cannot be affected by that criticism,  fauias fith

25. Cf. Hegel, Logic. Wallace's Trans,
2 O Heael, Log , P 102-4,

The Significance of Beauty
by

Sriniwas Drxrr
Kolhapur

Here, on the table, is a flower. Let us agree, for argument's
sake, to call it a beautiful flower, We call it beautiful, presumab-
ly, because, at the sight of the flower, we experience beauty.

The rirsT problem that naturally arises is: What is 11 exact-
ly that we experience when we say we experience beauty? What
is TT that we are aware of? Is it simply that the flower has so
many petals, of such and such dimensions, of such and such tinges
of colours, arranged in such and such a fashion? Clearly not.
Because one may be aware of all these and be not aware of anv

beauty.

Beauty, then, is not the same thing as the physical qualities
nor their arrangement. At the same time, the—physical qualities
and their arrangement is not irrelevant to our awareness of beauty.
If these were not the gualities, this colour and this tinge; and if
this were not their—arrangement, conceivably, we may not expe-
rience beauty here. We do not experience beauty floating loose
in the ajr, The experience of beauty is made possible hy these
colours and this arrangement of colours, but it is not identical
with the experience of these colours, and this arrangement of

colours.

We may then restate the FIRST problem as:- Is beauty some-
thing out there for us to behold, even as the physical qualities are
out there (though it is not identical with the physical qualities)?
Or, is it something within us, a kind of our feeling, a peculiar
mode of our sensibility occasioned by the physical qualities of the
flower? On the former view, to say the flower is beautiful means
there is an objective character called beauty which somErOW
belongs to the flower and we are aware of it, in, roughly, the same
manner as we are aware of the colour of the flower. On the latter
view, to say the flower is beautiful means, that in the presence of
the flower we experience a certain feeling within us which is no

P10
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part of the true nature of the flower. The question at issue is
where does beauty reside; in the flower or within us? I do not
propose to give an answer to this question—for the reason that
I do not know it. But supposing the correct answer is beauty does
not reside in the physical object, but is the name of our attitude
towards it, that it is a feeling within us, there arises a SECOND
problem.

That problem is: Is the relation between the physical qualities
and our experience of beauty a necessary relation?

One feels like saying ‘Yes’ When we see the splash' of
colours in some November sunset and have the experience of the
Beautiful, there scems to be a certain appropriateness, a natural
fitness, an inherent congruity, between what we see and what we
feel. It is as if the sunset deserves, by right, this feeling and no
other feeling. The feeling and the overtones of the feeling which
the sunset arouses, do not seem something contingent. The feel-
ing, one thinks, has a necessary relation to the object.

This however is one way of thinking. 1 have been saying ‘it
seems as if there is a necessary relation’. I do not want to commit
myself. For the opposite view also demands attention,

It will be argued on the opposite side that the feeling which
arises in us by perceiving, say, the sunset, is contingent, There is
not an apriori necessity, At a certain stage, in the course of evo-
lution, it happens that the sight of sunset arouses certain feelings
in man. At some future time, it is conceivable, the same sight
may arouse some other feeling, possibly, a feeling which, at pre-
sent, is occasioned by the sight of filth and dirt. This Supposition
is not absurd as it will be absurd to suppose that at some future
time 3 x 3 will be 8 In the latter case there is an apriori neces.
sity, in the former, there is not. If beauty is the name of a feeling,

we can well conceive, that in future it will be conditioned in other
ways. , ~

I have merely indicated the two sides of the sEconp prob-
lem. To state it once more, the problem is; Supposing beauty is
experienced in our feeling, is the relation between our feeling and
the physical objects, contingent or necessary?

Again I do not know the answenr,

[ cannot give an irse dixit
---in this matter,

, merely suggesti‘ng it.

»
+

THE SIGNIFICANCE OF BEAUTY m

But supposing we accept the latter view, that the relation is
necessary, that the myriad colours of the .sunset have a necessary
relation to our feeling of the sublime which we experience g'lts
presence, I want to suggest a THIRD problem. I am nof; raising
this problem for it is very difficult even to formulate it—I am

feeling it arouses in us'is a necessary relation, does’ it throv'v any
light on the relation of the individual 1o the cosmos? Does it, for
example, mean that there is a fundamental attunement hetween
man and nature? Does it mean that man and n:.ature are .tunes
in a universal Harmony? If, say, a particular xfxusxcal tune'1s, b.y
an intrinsic necessity, connected with some feeling on our paz:t’l if
that feeling and no other feeling is divined, by a sort of intuitive
perception as suitable to it, is it not reason enough to ac.cep't an
Idealistic View of Life (in some sense)? I strpngly feel inclined
to answer in the affirmative.
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If the relation between the sunset and the .
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