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The Interpretation of Vaisesika Categories
by
D. M. Darra

" The understanding of the Vaifesika categories is the very key
to the more serious and developed philosophical literature of India.
In a recent number of Philosophy—East and West there is a
thought-provoking article by Karl H. Potter of Harvard entitled,
“Are the Vaisesika ‘Gunas’ Qualities?”! The object of the present
paper is to discuss this and other cognate questions, It jg proposed
to consider here briefly some of the basic principles underlying the
entire system of Vaisesika categories and also their bearing on the
conception of ‘guna’.

in his review of Daniel H — Ingall's Materials for the study of Navya Nydya
Logic (Harvard U. Press, 1.01).

2. Vide Chandrakanta Tarkalankara’s Introduction to his Bhigya on
Vaisesika-siitra, pub. by R. Choudhury, Cal. 1887

3. Vais. Sat. 1. 1. 4.
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doubt is possible whether Kanada thought these six to be only the
ethically important entities, or also regarded them as the exhaus-
tive ontological classification of all possible entities. Prasastapada,!
Udayana,® Sridhara,f Vallabha,” and Sankara Misra?® the chief
exponents of Kandda’s Vaidesika system, as also the later leaders
of the combined school of Nyiya-Vaisesika, tried to show by
vigorous and elaborate arguments that Kanada’s six categories con-
stitute an exhaustive scheme of all existing entities under one or
another of which everything that can be conceived or mentioned
as existing can be brought.? It was recognised, however, that ‘non-
existence’ could not be brought under any of the six positive cate-
gories and, therefore, it should be added as the seventh padartha,
so that the ultimate list became seven.

The word ‘padartha’ used perhaps for the first time by Kanada,
was adopted by other schools as a very convenient term for des-
cribing their respective ultimate ontological entities (e.g. the
twentyfive padarthas of Sankhya, the three of Ramanuja, the five
of Kumarila etc.). It was used even to denote Gautama's 18 topics
for study. Etymologically ‘padartha’ (pada+ artha) connotes
‘whatever is meant by term or word.’ As everything whether sub-
jective or objective, real or unreal, existent or non-existent or
subsistent, determinate or indeterminate, conceivable or inconcei-
vable that enters or can enter into philosophical discussion, must
be directly expressible or indirectly suggestible (e.g. by words like
‘contradictory’, ‘inconceivable’, ‘square-circle’, ‘meaningless’) by
some word or another, it can be at once seen that ‘padartha’ is the
widest possible term for philosophy. ‘Padartha’ would thus be
found in this respect to be wider than the widest classical terms of
Western Philosophy, like the ‘concept’ of Socrates, ‘Ideas’ of Plato,
‘category’l® of Aristotle, ‘Substance’ of Prophyry or ‘Being’ of
Hegel.

In more recent times Bertrand Russell has come quite close to
Kanada. He says, “Whatever may be an object of thought, or may

4. His Padirtha-dharma-sangraha ed. by Dhundiraja Sastri (Banaras,
1923) under the title VaiSesika-darsana.

5. His Kiranavali and Laksanavali (Banaras).

6. His Nyayakandali, com. on Pra$astapada’s Padartha, pub. Lazarus
(Banaras, 1895).

7. His Nyayalilavati.

8. His Upaskara, com. on Kanada’s Sitras included in 4 noted above.

9. Vide also Viévanatha's Siddhantamuktavali and coms. ed., Nirnayasa-
gara (Bomby, 1933). ,

10. Which meant ‘any predicate used to determine some mode of being.
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occur in any true or false proposition, or can be counted as one,
I call a term. This, then, is the widest word in the philosophical
vocabulary....A man, a moment, a number, a class, a relation, a
chimera, or anything else that can be mentioned is sure to be a
term; and to deny that such and such a thing is a term must always
be false.”!! But Russell's statement would appear to be rather
loose in the eyes of the Nyaya-VaiSesika thinkers whose passion
for precision in thought and language has scarcely any parallel in
the history of Philosophy. Russell would be found to confuse be-
tween the word ‘term’ and ‘that which is meant by a term’. A
‘man’, ‘an object of thought’, is not a ‘term’ as such; but it is what is
meant by a term. It is clear from the context that what Russell
really means by ‘term’ is that which is meant by a term. So
Kanada’s word, Padartha (that which is meant by a word or
term) would be found to be even more precise than Russell’s
expression, ‘term’.

Judged in this light of Comparative Philosophy Kanada’s in-
vention of the term ‘Padartha’ must be regarded as a very remark-
able philosophical achievement indeed! In its actual effect on Indian
thought also it was a momentous thing. For almost all schools of
thought tried to organize their ideas around this concept of Padir-
tha—asking themselves how many ultimate padarthas they should
admit, and what would be the place of any object of belief in the
scheme of padarthas. But it would seem that all followers of
Kanada were not quite conscious of the widest potentiality of the
meaning of ‘Padartha’. Some virtually limited its meaning just to
cover the six categories Kaniada happened to mention in the ethical
context, or extended it a little more to cover also the seventh cate-
gory of non-existence, added later. Thus, Prasastapadal? thinks that
common to all the (six) padarthas are the three characteristics,
existence (astitva), nameability (abhidheyatva) and knowability
(jneyatva).

But it is realized by some later thinkers that if existence is a
part of the connotation (pravrtti-nimitta) of ‘Padartha’, then the
wide etymological sense of the word would suffer, and that ‘non-
existence’ (abhava) which is nameable and knowable would be
excluded. Three kinds of attempts are made to meet this difficulty.
Existence is interpreted by some®3 in a very wide sense, viz., the
possession of a nature of one’s own (svarupavattvam). Even non-

11. The Principles of Mathematics, 1903, Vol. I, p. 43.
12. Op. Cit., pp. 5-6.
13. Eg. by Sridhara in Nyaya-Kandali, p. 16 of edn. cited,



220 THE PHILOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY

existence which has its own nature and of which we say “There is
the non-existence of a pot here,” can then be treated as a padartha.
A second attempt, found in the Dinakari, a commentary on Vi$vana-
tha’s Siddhantamuktavali,'4 is to take ‘existence’ or ‘is’ (asti) to
mean ‘belonging to time’ (Kala-sambandhitva). This is compar-
able to Kant’s interpretation of the category of ‘existence’ as ‘be-
longing to a particular time’. A third kind of attempt is to drop
‘existence’ altogether and to define Padartha simply as ‘the object
of knowledge' (pramiti-visaya). This is done by Sivaditya in his
Saptapadarthi, and his able commentator, Yatindramiadhava, puts
up a strong plea in favour of retaining the wide, etymological sense

of ‘Padartha’ so that even illusory objects could be denoted by
‘Padartha.’?s

Turning from the meaning of ‘Padirtha’ to Kanida’s method of
exposition of the categories we are struck by the highly logical
process of his threefold treatment of the categories, namely (1)
Uddesa or enumeration (or indicating the denotation of each cate-
gory-term), (2) laksana or definition of each term (bringing out
its connotation and /or its unique character), and (3) pariksd or
critical examination of its characteristics. Moreover, Kanada points
out that to have an accurate knowledge of any thing we must pre-
cisely know its points of similarity (sddharmya) and dissimilarity
(vaidharmya) in relation to other things.!6 He follows this method
in treating of the different categories. It is this germinal passion for
precision in thought and language which developed later into that
highly complex, and sometimes cumbrous and impregnable, techni-
que of philosophical discussion which we find in the full-fledged
form in the later Nyaya-Vaisesika (also called Navya-Nyaya), as
also in the later works of other schools which could not but adopt
this method of precision.

This later development has been compared by Dr. Saileswar
Sen and Dr. Daniel Ingalls to the modern Mathematical Logic. But
the great difference to be remembered is that while Mathematical
Logic develops precision through artificially coined symbols, the
Navya-Nyava takes the current language of the people and tries to
perfect it into an instrument for precise thinking. So its influence
could spread to almost all branches of knowledge including even
grammar, rhetoric and medical science. To an Indian trained in
this method of precision much of even the logical treatises of the
West appear to lack precision in thought and expression.

14. Vide pp. 101-2 of the Nirnayasagara edn. (Bombay, p. 1933),

15. Vide pp. 9-10 of Saptapadarthi, Rama Sastri’s edn., (Banaras 1893),
16. Vais. Sut, 1. 1. 4,
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In their searchafor the ultimate entities (padarthas) Kanada
and his followers realistically start from common experience (anu-
bhava or pratiti or samvid)!’ and the accepted linguistic usages
(vyavahara), subject them to critical examination (pariksa) and
try to understand and explain them. On the two assumptions that
every experience must have an object!® and that every pheno-
menon, including a linguistic usage, must have some adequate
cause,!® they reach the different entities as the causes responsible
for different experiences and usages, and without which the latter
cannot be explained or understood. They are thus led to admit
even some imperceptible entities like samavaya, viSesa, etc. Let
us see now how the seven categories can be thus reached.

The most obvious entities presented by ordinary experience are
things like tables, chairs, books, trees, houses ete., ordinarily called
substances (dravyas). Kandda accepts them as the first and basic
kind of padartha. As a philosopher his attempt is like that of many
ancient Greek and modern European Philosophers to discover the
few ultimate, elementary kinds of substances with the help of which
the innumerable substances recognized by ordinary experience and
speech can be explained. He lists nine such substances: the five
physical elements (earth, water, light, air and akasa), time, space,
soul and manas, giving inferential arguments in favour of the
imperceptible entities. A\q

Unlike many philosophers who stop with substances supposing
that they explain everything, Kanada has the acute insight to per-
ceive that an exhaustive account of the world must also take into
consideration the many characteristics and relations into which the
world revealed by experience can be analysed. Substances are not
the same as their characters. Nor are relations that relate sub-
stances, or substances and characters, or characters and characters,
the same as what they. relate. Relations are very important in the
constitution of the world, because terms remaining the same, a
change in relation changes the structure of things (cf. Dog and God).

Only recently Western realists (e.g., the American neo-
realists) have begun to analyse and recognize these different ele-
ments or aspects of the world of experience. But still most West-

17. Upaskara, 7. 2. 26, quotes “Sarmvideva hi bhagavati vastipagame nah
Saranam” (The goddess of apprehension is our only resort in the matter of
knowing reality).

18. Cf, the dictum, “Pratitih Savisaya”.

19. Vais. Sat, 1. 2. 1-Karanabhavat Karyabhavah.

P 2
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ern thinkers treat all characters of substances almost in the same
fashion calling them by more or less the same name, like qualities
or attributes or modes. Kanida showed much greater power of
discernment and analysis by distinguishing different kinds of charac-
ters and characters of characters, and clearly differentiating them
by giving them different technical names. Considering the age, it
was a great marvel in analysis. ’

All characters, ie., dependent aspects of things, are called by
the general name ‘dharma’. There are two distinguishable classes
of characters, first of all, those that directly and exclusively inhere
in, or belong to, substances, and those that do not do so. Of the
fiormer. clzzss angli:h there are two chief varieties, those that are non-

ynamic (not of the nature of motion) and those that are d ic.
The first kind of characters is called guna, the second ylf:;;ol:
Colour, touch, smell etc., which belong to substances are their
gunas, whereas, the different kinds of motion possessed by sub-
stances are their karmas. It should also be noted that guna denotes
only simple characters (not compound ones), and karma denotes
also simple (not mixed) movements. It was a great attempt made
by Kanada to find out how many such elementary characters
(gunas and karmas) should be admitted so that all other mixed
characters could be analysed into these simple ones.®

But in addition to these two kinds of characters (e.g., colour,
touch etc., and movements) which can belong to many substances,
a-nd are, therefore, general in nature, there are the unique and par-
ticular characters of ultimate simple substances that differentiate
feach such substance from the rest. Every such singular character
is called by the VaiSesika, Visesa (i.e., differentiating particula-
nts_l) 21 We are not aware of such nice distinctions in Western
tPhhﬂOSOPhy. The ‘differentia’ of traditional Western Logic may be
‘ D(i)il;ght to })e like a ‘viSesa’. But really there is a great difference.

erentia’ may belong to many substances (e.g., rationality be-
longs to all men). But each visesa belongs only to one substance
('e'.g., ea.lch atom or each soul has a videsa, exclusively its own). A
ws§a is, of course, inferred from the necessity of diﬁerentii;ting
ultimate substances, as without such differentiating characters, they

uld i i thiits? o s
:::-n_i blZf) .1dent1cal (cf. Leibnitz’s principle of the identity of indis-

20. For definitions and lists of e @
111,11 6and 1.1 7, gunas and karmas  Vide Vai§. Sat. 1. 1. 16,

21. Ibid, 1. 2. 3. and Prafastapada, Op. Cit, pp. 168-170.
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Besides guna, karma and viSesa, the three kinds of characters
which can belong only to substances, another class of characters
called siminya is also recognized by the VaiSesika on still subtler

. grounds. We cannot think of a genuine class without admitting

the presence of some essential common character which is present
in every member of the class and which enables us to bring the
members under one class. Now the class may be formed not only
of substances, but also of gunas and karmas. A samanya (class-
essence or generic connotation) may inhere, therefore, in all these
three kinds of entities (padarthas). For example, there must be
cowhood in all cows, redness in all red colours, mobility in all mo-
tions. Each such saminya serves (like the Western ‘differentia’)
not only to endow unity on the members of a class, but also to dif-
ferentiate them from the members of other classes. Cowhood, the
identical common character in all cows (present, past and future)
cannot be said to be born with a particular cow or perish with it.
So it must be an uncaused reality (nitya), eternal in character. A
siminya resembles Plato’s Idea in this respect. But it is neither
transcendent nor the only kind of reality.

In trying to conceive the constitution of the world with the
help of these five kinds of padarthas, Kanida perceived the pre-
sence of a universal cementing principle, a unique way in which
these five are related. All composite substances are found on ana-
lysis to inhere in their parts, and those in their turn ultimately rest
in their component simple (indivisible) constituent substances.
Again gunas (e.g., colour, touch etc.,) and karmas (motions) are
found to inhere in the substance to which they belong. Samaényas
(e.g., potness, redness, mobility etc.) inhere in the members of their
class (pots, reds, motions etc.). This relation of inherence called
samavdya is, therefore, found by analysis to be a necessary element
in the mosaic structure of the world. 1t is, therefore, admitted as
the sixth paddrtha by Kanada.2

Kanida gave formal definitions of the six padarthas, gave lists
of the ultimate substances, qualities and movements, and brought
out the natures of the entities by comparison and contrast. Yet he
left many problems for his followers who tried to evolve a rigorous-
ly logical system out of Kandda’s brief siitras (aphorisms). We
have no space here to discuss these later developments, some of
which would constitute very important contribution to the Philo-
sophy of the World. We must mention, however, the seventh
padértha, called abhdva (non-existence), which was added to

22. Vais. Sat, 7. 2. 26, Prafasta, loc. cit. pp. 171-75,
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Kanada’s list on the grounds (1) that it was implicitly implied in
the sitras, (2) that non-existence (e.g., the non-existence of a
snake in a room) is as real and practically as important as exis-
tence (e.g., the existence of light in the room), and (3) that the

summum bonum itself was the non-existence of suffering, according °

to Kanada.

We may now wind up the discussion by considering Potter’s
question whether the guna (as conceived in this system) should
be translated into English as quality. Potter thinks that it would
be misleading, because “the English word ‘quality’ usually suggests
repeatability; we say, ‘The house is red’ meaning that this house
shares a certain property with various other objects which are also
red”, whereas “the Naiyayika’s gunas are not shared among objects
at all, that a single guna is, in fact, an unrepeatable entity, an
entity related to exactly one object and no more.”?

It is true that the English word ‘quality’ sometimes stands for
universal characters. But it also sometimes signifies “Distinctive
trait,” any “Property or attribute” (in “Accoustics, that property
of a tone which may distinguish it from another tone having the
same pitch and loudness”).?* The more important point, however,
is that Potter’s interpretation of ‘guna’ as an ‘unrepeatable entity’
and his suggestion that it can be, therefore, called “particular charac-
ter” or “abstract particular,”? for fear that otherwise ‘guna’ would
be indistinguishable from a simanya (universal), seem to lead to
the opposite danger of making ‘guna’ overlap the concept of ‘visesa’
(the unique and particular character of the Vaisesika, as previous-
ly expounded). Moreover his interpretation goes directly against
the VaiSesika's view, already discussed, that gunas (like substan-
ces) possess universal characters (simanyas).?

The real point to see is that though “a single guna” (like this
particular shade of red in the present house) is particular, many
gunas (eg, many particular red shades) form a class (eg., of
reds). In other words ‘guna’ is not a particular but general term,
a class term. Kanada discovers seventeen kinds of gunas (that is,
ultimate and simple non-dynamic general characters possessed by
substances) such as colour, touch, smell etc. His followers add

seven more. And each class of gunas again has sub-classes (e.g.,
colour has the sub-classes white, black, red, blue ete.).

23. Loc. cit.,, p. 259.

24. Vide Webster’s New Collegiate Dictionary.
25. Loc. cit., p. 264.

26. Unlike Visesatva, gunatva is a jati (universal).
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Another important point to be remembered is that a class and
the class-essence (the common character possessed by all members
of the class) are not the same. The cow as a class and cowhood
are not the same. Therefore, guna (e.g., the class of reds) and its
simanya (e.g., redness) are not the same. It was the distinctive
merit of this Indian school to appreciate this point. In the analysis
of this school, the substance, house, possesses the guna, red colour
(a member of the class of reds), and the red colour has in it the
universal redness. So ‘redness’ is the character of a character of
the house, and is indirectly present in the house, whereas ‘red’
directly belongs to the house as its character. This analysis should
help us out of the difficulty pertinently raised by Potter. His equa-
tion of ‘red’ (as a quality of the house and other red objects) to
‘redness’ would thus be seen to miss the important VaiSesika
distinction.

The suggestion of Potter that ‘guna’ being an unrepeatable and
particular entity should rather be translated as ‘particular charac-
ter’ or ‘abstract particular’ than as ‘quality’ would, therefore, be
open to serious objections. ‘Quality’ has the suggestion of being
a dependent character of some thing, and for want of a more exact
term, it is used for ‘guna’. No exact term can be found for any
term of another language, yet the nearest word has to be used,
remembering the original context; otherwise, retention of all foreign
words makes a cumbrous translation. ‘Particular character’ would
correspond to ‘viSesa’, and not to ‘guna’ which is general in nature.
‘Abstract particular’ would be also misleading, because (as dis-
tinguished from a concrete particular, a concrete universal and an
abstract universal) it may signify even a substance (dravya) con-
sidered in a particular partial or momentary aspect, abstracted from
its concrete many-sided reality possessing successive changing
states; or it may signify even a particular movement (karma)
considered apart from the moving thing. If a compound word is
allowed, ‘guna’ can be translated more exactly as ‘a simple, non-
dynamic, general quality inhering in a substance only.’ It would
thus exclude composite characters (like beauty), movements,
visesas and universals—that is, all other characters. But we know
that the philosophical language of the West is not yet accustomed
to such strenuous exercises in punctilious precision, for which they
would rather leave ordinary language and resort to algebraic sym-
bolism. It is very encouraging, however, that the Harvard San-
skritists like Ingalls and Potter, well-versed also in Western Philo-
sophy, have been mastering the intricacies of the Navya-Nyiya
and trying to absorb them into Western thought.



The Business of Philosophy
by

KALIDAS BHATTACHARYYA,
Professor, Sanskrit College, Calcutta.

1

That sense and imagination are two (it may be, among other)
avenues to reality is unquestionable at least at the start of philo-
sophy. By ‘imagination’ is meant what is often called association,
that attitude of the mind which, not being explicitly logical, antici-
pates a real—past, present (though distant) or future —when
something is presented to the sense. Whether this imagination is
implicitly logical and, if so, what the implicitness means will be
seen later.

There is a third attitude of the mind called thought or reason
— the explicitly logical attitude; and the question is whether it is
a method of knowledge and, if so, to what extent. By ‘knowledge’
is meant the awareness of the real.

According to some, thought is only a way of interpretation
(expression), having as such nothing to do with reality, its good-
ness consisting only in neatness, clarity, economy, etc. Some others
treat it as not entirely without metaphysical import, but as only a
substitute formula, a convenient short-cut to reality where the
actual living process is elaborate and complicated imaginration.
Still others treat it as not by itself giving anything real, but capa-
ble of doing so in collaboration with sense-given data which are

real. There is a fourth group of thinkers according to whom
thought runs counter to reality.

Now, philosophy, whether different or not from sciences, cannot
do without thought. Even intuitionists, mystics and irrationalists
have to seek revourse to thought at least in exposition. To deter-
mine the exact function of thought .is, therefore, a primary problem
for philosophy.

Not that this cannot be determined. It cannot be said that this
determination being itself a business of thought, epistemology is
mpossible. Epistemology has, as a matter of fact, been possible,
and there is also an elaborate science called Logic. If these two
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disciplines have been possible we have to admit that pure thought
is self-evident, in the sense that another thought is not required to
probe it. It is not, however, impossible that the mysteries of
thought are unravelled in some super-thought attitude. But of
that later.

Thought may be understood as either subjective thinking with
its different modes or the system of objective idealities. In either
case we have to recognise grades, for (i) not all details and inter-
relations are discovered all at once and (ii) definite groups of
details and interrelations are revealed at definite stages.?

(The above is true whichever way thought is understood —
whether as a method of interpretation or as a substitute formula
or a genuine spiritual or semi-spiritual process and as such reveal-
ing realities or not.)

We have said that philosophy cannot do without thought. This
does not immediately mean that thought, whether as subjective
thinking or as objective idealities, enters into the constitution of
reality or forms a part of it. The truth or otherwise of this doctrine
has to be found, we cannot start with it. In spite of what others
have said, it is not impossible, at least at the start, that reality is
thought-less. Reality may well be known in terms of sense and
imagination only, sense offering data and imagination connecting
these.

1I

Thought is not a mere way of interpretation. X can be called
mere interpretation if corresponding to it there is no X in the
world of reals. But at least not all techniques of interpretation in
philosophy are of this type. By ‘technique of interpretation (in
philosophy)’ we mean pure words —words other than ‘red’,
‘green’, ‘sweet’, etc. which obviously are (conventional) names of
actual reds, greens, etc. Words which are not such names are the
techniques in question. It has been claimed that these techniques
do not represent exact realities corresponding to them, they are
only (conventional) formulae for representing a host of sense-
given reals.

1. That thought itself is a grade removed'from empirical reals follows, as
we shall see, from the fact that (i) it is autonomous and (ii) yet constitutes the
latter. Autonomous A as constituting B cannot be on a par with that B.
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But are all techniques of this type? Contrast three sentences
— ‘This is blue’, ‘This blue exists’ and ‘I am disgusted with the
avorld’. There may not be any difficulty with regard to primary
sentences like the first. But what about the word ‘exists’ in secon-
dary sentences like the second? It is not true that they are only
repetitions of corresponding primary ones, for they are not used
that way. Predication of existence is most often significant. Nor
is the significance merely subjective. Modality may have consi-
derable subjective import, but this is not the whole story. In
modal awareness existence and like categorial features are asserted
as objective in their distinctness. Modal assertions are really the
beginning of the discovery of objective idealities. Yet the subjec-
tive side is not to be underestimated. The subjective side is there
only because ideal objectivities do yet, in an important sense, as
we shall see later, hang on to the subjective distinguishment.

If existence and like categories stand as objective entities in
sentences like ‘This blue exists’, the world as a whole stands simi-
larly distinguished in sentences like ‘I am disgusted with the
world’. The world as a whole, i.e,, the infinite entirety, is a genuine
objective ideality, no mere name. Relative entireties like ‘all men’,
‘all dogs’, ete., as objective entities are evident in general sentences
like ‘All men are mortal’, and also in negative sentences like ‘This
is no man’. In neither case is the ‘all’ wholly reducible to the
detailed particulars. The particulars being infinite in number can
only be colligated through the genuine ‘all’. Suck ‘all’, no doubt,
is also subjective, but that is because it, though objective, yet hangs
on to the subjective distinguishment of it. Relative ‘all’s, again,
are not reducible without remainder to negations. They may be
translated in the language of negation, but translation is only a
second-hand representation. What, now, is true of relative ‘all’ is
true all the more of the absolute ‘all’, the world. Negative lan-
guage is here absurd, there is nothing with which the world as a
whole can be contrasted.

Existence, other categorial features and the infinite entirety
are thus no mere techniques of interpretation. These at least are
metaphysical entities, and similarly a host of other so-called tech-
niques.. Some of the expressions used in philosophy are, no doubt,
mere linguistic devices, but this ought not to be generalised, spe-

cially when most of the expressions used in common sense are
genuine.

It is true that all expressions whatsoever are in an important
sense conventional and, therefore, technical. But this is not the
P 3
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p.Oint here. ‘Red’, ‘green’, etc,, are no doubt conventional expres-
sions; but they represent realities. The question is whether the
expressions branded as mere techniques are all to be tabooed. We

have shown that not all are so, and we claim that most of them
are genuine.

This would follow from an analysis of the expressions like

3 y .
red’, ‘green’, ‘sweet’, ete. It is true that these words mean certain ~

definite realities because of their association with them. But that
they should mean some entities is no business of empirical asso-
ciation. Reference to objects-in-general is an intrinsic function of
words. Such objects-in-general are divisible apriori into certain
classes, studied in the Logic of Term. Particular words like posi-
tivity, negativity, generality, singularity, etc., representing these
classes are, therefore, significant. These words are no mere tech-
niques of interpretation, They possess genuine semantic import.

A whole sentence also has similarly a semantic import, both
empirical and apriori. But the semantic side is possible here
through the syntactical relations of the terms. The syntax-words,
like the terms, have also semantic import—they refer to pure rela-
tions, studied in the Logic of Proposition. The relation between
syntactical and semantic imports is too intricate to be studied in
t%le present essay. It is enough that we show that there are objec-
tive idealities represented by most of the expressions which the
thinkers under consideration propose to ban as unmetaphysical.

One more point against the verbalisation of pure philosophy.
If fche words that represent the sense-given are significant, equally
so must be those which represent their associational connections.
The reals include not merely sense-data but also their system as
apprehended in imagination. Were it not so reality would have
been reduced to the present and past data only, and those even as
wholly discrete and unconnected. Such a view stands self-con-
demned. If discretes alone be real, each discrete would be abso-

iutci and we should have had no right even to speak of two dis-
retes.

II1

S? far against those who treat thought as only a2 way of inter-
pretation. Tho§e who. regard it as only a working substitute for
elaborate and increasingly complicated processes of imagination
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fare no better ultimately. They do not indeed treat the real world
as a conglomeration of insulated sense-data. But they are in the
same predicament with the first group of thinkers so far as they
hold that thought has no metaphysical import.

The third group of philosophers who hold that thought by itself
gives nothing real, but does that in collaboration with sense-given
data are substantially right. But the point requires clarification.

Does thought as such point to anything at all, though that may
not be a reality? Or does it point to nothing whatsoever? The
second alternative is untenable, for then no inference would lead
to a new reality and judgement would be scarcely distinguishable
from non-judgemental perception except as a way of interpreting
the same content. It cannot also be said that thought represent-
ing, in collaboration with sense-data, a reality is an ultimate fact
the why and the how of which need not trouble us. For, we might
ask — Does it in that collaboration represent those very sense-data
or something else? If the former, there is no improvement on the
first view dismissed before. If, however, it does represent some-
thing else thought must have a business, and that has to be speci-
fied. If the business is not pointing to anything (though not real),
what may it be? As a matter of fact, many of those who hold that
thought in that collaboration yielding a new reality is an ultimate
fact pay scant attention to thought and are satisfied with the mere
passage through imagination from one reality to another. They
either do not notice or deliberately ignore the logical side. But
that there is thought is evident from the fact that there are intelli-
gible sciences like Formal Logic and Pure Mathematics, and our
task is just to find out the business of this thought.

There might be a view, in this connexion, that thought is nei-
ther a linguistic device nor a short-cut substitute for imagination,
but only the awareness of inductive generalities. The view, how-
ever, would be no improvement. An inductive generality is nei-
ther a sense-datum nor apprehended through imagination. Not the
former, because, as already shown, all ‘all’'s — relative or absolute
— are (objective) idealities and as such unamenable to sense-intui-
tion. Nor the latter, because imagination passes from one parti-
cular to another. Some believe that sense can apprehend idealities.
But that is because according to them idealities as such are bodily
present in particular reals. We shall show later that this their idea
is wrong.
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Thought as such, then, does point to something. But it is not
real, it is only an objective ideality.? It is not real, because nothing
that is distinguishable in itself and yet real can constitute another
reality. Real wood constitutes a chair, but that wood is never
distinguishable in itself; it is always a wooden thing—a log or
plank — which is equally constituted by wood. Real threads,
again, constitute a real cloth. They, however, constitute it so far
only as they are parts of the cloth which is the whole; as separated
from the cloth they are no parts, because there is then no cloth
as the whole. They are then only threads —as absolute as the
cloth was. A real quality, again, constitutes a real substance, but
no quality is distinguishable in itself, except in name. Idealities,
however, even as idealities, constitute reals. Hence they them-
selves cannot be real. That the empirical particulars are real is
beyond doubt, because we start with this notion, and till it is sub-
lated there is no question of denying or even doubting it.

But does an ideality constitute the corresponding real? Have
we not already maintained that no ideality is bodily present in the

real? We reply — both are true, only there should be proper clari-
fication.

When thought discovers an ideality the question may be asked
—Was it there before that discovery? Before the discovery there
was only the real. Hence the question may be re-stated as—Was
it present in the real? We cannot answer either way. For if it
was not there we have to say that thought created it for the first
time, but this is not what we feel. Nor can we say that it was there,
because had it been already present there is no reason why it could
not then be discovered. There was no defect on my part, nor was
there any intermediate obstruction. It cannot be said that on my
part there was a defect in as much as I did not then think—just as
when I do not perceive, a real thing is not revealed; so when I do

not think the ideality is not discovered. This cannot be said for
the following reason:

My .perceiving capacity being all right, when the object appears
(supposing there is no obstructing medium), it is revealed. So if
my thinking capacity were all right and if the ideality were pre-

2. The first group of thinkers should not here object that as these are
mere 1dez}11txes, ‘n.ot real, the words representing them are non-significant.
Their notion of ‘significance’ is unduly restricted, These words are certainly

not tautologies. Moreover, we shall show later that objective idealities have
a necessary demand on reality.
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sent, it too ought to have been revealed. As a matter of fact, how-
ever, it was not revealed. Where was the defect then? It will not
do to answer that the thinking capacity was not all right, that it
was in a latent form and that I had not the proper make-up for
making this capacity patent, just as a man not up to the mark has
the appreciative (aesthetic) capacity in a latent form. That this
cannot be said is evident from the fact that it involves illegitimate
double latency. Capacity by itself is already a latent phenomenon,
and it would be meaningless to regard this latent phenomenon as
having been further latent.

It would be useless, again, to urge that there is no capacity—
whether of perceiving or thinking—and that the appropriate ob-
ject being present perception or thought occurs. This cannot be
said, because as a matter of fact idealities, by supposition, were
present even before discovery and yet they were not discovered.
Nor can it be said that the failure to discover was due to a subjec-
tive defect, viz., that the man was not up to the mark. What does
this ‘being up to the mark’ mean, unless it be rousing up a sleeping
capacity, which, we have just seen, is absurd? It may, of course,
be said that the man by culture attains such a make-up of the mind
that the idealities reveal themselves by grace. There is nothing
against such revelation by grace. But it is useless to speak of the
vague make-up, unless it be an ad-hoc hypothesis just to account
for the fact that the idealities are only sometimes revealed and
sometimes not. It would be more candid to admit that on account
of the difficulties mentioned we cannot assert that the idealities
were present before their discovery, just as we cannot deny that.
So far as we cannot assert, the idealities were mnot bodily
present in particular realities; and so far as we cannot deny
they were present. This account is not anomalous if we
put it in another language. We may say that idealities as
such, ie., as idealities, were not bodily present in those reals,
they were present there—we might even say ‘bodily’—in another
form, i.e., as undistinguishably fused with the reals. It is thought
that distinguishes and posits them in their proper form, as ideali-
ties3 ‘Undistinguishably fused’ means that at that stage they did
not retain their pristine identity in tact. It cannot be said that even
as idealities they were present there, though hidden from our view.
That would unnecessarily bring back the question of defect due to

8. That idealities are not real follows also from this consideration. A
real is that which existed before it was discovered. But idealities cannot be
szid to have so existed.
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which it was hidden. There would be further complication as to
whether the defect was in the subject or constituted by an obstruct-
ing medium. It may no doubt be urged against us—Why were they
not discovered if there was no defect? Our reply is that if every
cause of non-discovery (supposing the object is present) be called
a defect, we have to seek one here; but our central point is that it
is to be traced in the object itself. The object, in other words, was
not as it ought to have been. The ideality was not there as ideality.
It was there as a generic shape or schema.

The net conclusion is that thought as such points to something
which is not yet real—the ontic ideality that as essence constitutes
the existent particular, constitution meaning that even as autono-
mous it is also present in the particular real, though not as ideality,
but as undistinguishably fused. It would be too much to claim that
even as ideality it is bodily present there, and too little to say that
only its reflexion as separate from it is present in the particular
real.

The view, therefore, that thought as such gives no reality but
does that in collaboration with real sense-data is only half correct.
When all this is said it is clear also that the view of the fourth group
of thinkers—the anti-intellectualists—is untenable. There is no
ultimate conflict between idealities and reals. Any question of
conflict arises only when it is not noticed that even in the world
of reals there are representatives of idealities—representatives,
however, which are not wholly other than the originals. The repre-
sentation here is self-representation, not deputing another. At
every department of the real world—scientific, historical, social,
political, ete.,—there is some such appropriate self-representation.

v

Now that anti-metaphysical views are disposed of we may ven-
ture to offer an outline of metaphysics, an account of the world
revealed by thought. This world consists not merely of pure logi-
cal entities that are referred to by pure language—the entities, as
we have noted, discussed in the Formal Logic of Term and Proposi-
tion, it is peopled by other entities also, viz., space, time, number
and material idealities, and also by categories which are but concre-
tions of logical entities in relation to space and time.

To explain. That corresponding to semantic and syntactical
sides of language there are logical entities we have already seen.
Those, therefore, who believe that there are only logical relations,
i.e., propositions (with dead symbols as terms), no logical entities,
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are mistaken. Those, again, who propose replacing logical entities
by mathematical ones are doubly mistaken, first in denying the
ff)rmer and secondly in misreading the status of the latter. Space
time and number alone are mathematical entities, and they arc-,:
never so elevated as the logical. They should be followed in all
their genuine intricacy and complex construction by reflective ima-
gination. They are classed with idealities only because imagina-
tion is a hybrid that partakes of the nature of both thought and
sense-intuition.  Self-conscious imagination is a bed-fellow of
thought. But the same imagination as blind associational passage
is the handmaid of sense-intuition. The relation between blind
and self-conscious imagination is not like that between undistin-
guished and distinguished ideality, for while the undistinguished
ideality is and yet is not the distinguished, the reflective and the
unreflective imaginations are absolutely identical. Space, time and
number as distinguished (reflectively apprehended as a\;tonomous
entities) are present in the world of reals not in another form
even though fused with real particulars as their extension present:
ness, togetherness, etc. Material idealities (universals) ax,xd logical
entities and relations, on the other hand, are in particular reals as
only their generic images or thinly pictorial schemata.

Mathematical entities are to be followed by reflective i i-
n-atxon. This truth is missed equally by those w)l,zo make un:ll:tahglo-
rised generalisation of mathematics through a false freedom of
thought as by those who, unable to follow the ever-increasing com-
plexity of imagination beyond a certain limit, too easily employ
the language of thought, forgetting all the while that thought in

this sphere is legitimate so far only as it is a short-cut to elaborate
imaginal passage.

As for categories, they as necessarily applicative are but logi-
f:al gntities selecting for their media of application the ima inal
idealities of space and time. Without such media which zau'eg the
contents of the hybrid imagination they could not apply to the reals

Material ideality is an enormously difficult topic. No
are the *;.xx.xiversals cow, dog, etc., such idealities, tolfchis clasts IE:lr:z
also entities like this shade of blue. What do not belong to this
class are the pseudo-universals like house and colour. This shade
of blue is an ideality in the sense that it is predicable in the same
sense of all such particular realities. An ambiguity has here to be
cl.eared away. Those who admit its ideality have often in their
mind that blue-in-general is no genuine ideality but a mere name
and to be replaced by all the shades of blue which are genuine
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idealities. But this is a wrong idea. It would have been correct
if the different shades of blue were not intelligible as also in a
continuous gradation from the lowest shade to the highest. The
different shades are all felt as shades of blue. Blue-in-general is
therefore a genuine ideality. Colour-in-general; however, is no
such ideality, because different colours are not shades of colour-in-
general, nor all in any genuine manner in continuous gradation, If
the spectral gradation or the physical theory of colouris allowed,
spectral colours alone would come under a genuine ideality, but not
white, black and grey and mixtures of these with the spectral
colours. These latter, however, are all colours, unless the word

‘colour’ is used in a restricted sense. It follows that colour-in-gene-
ral is no ideality.

If, now, blue and a definite shade of blue are both genuine idea-
lities, there is no distinction in status between this blue and this
shade of blue. Hence by this X, where X stands for blue or shade
of blue, we mean something else. The novelty meant is all con-
stituted by the adjective this. °This’ is no doubt an ideality, but it
is at the same time a reality also, in the sense that it constitutes the
uniqueness of that reality and as such belongs to the world of reals.
It should be noted in this connexion that there is no ‘this’ as other
than the particular reality in question, so that the very particular
reality X is, even as such a particular, an ideality also. This is the
farthest conceivable extension of the realm of idealities, beyond
qven infima species, to the very particulars., Those who deny the
ideality of uniqueness, admitting at the same time a special status
of it as distinct from the real which is unique, have done that arbi-
trarily. In fact, in this particular the ideal and the real worlds coin-

cide! It is useless to postulate a special relation between the two,
and too easy to mystify it.

Logical idealities and the material ones like blue and a specific

shade of blue come to be related to this real shade through the

ideal ‘this shade of blue’, this last being
ideal and the real world. As in the obj
all idealities—logical, categorial, mathematical and material—are
co-ordinate and equally original, though in no way prejudicing
their hierarchy. One to be subsumed under another does not neces-
sarily mean that the latter is deducible from the former.

an inhabitant equally of the
ective ideal world, however,

4. We have seen that imagination is also another bridge,
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A special difficulty regarding material idealities is that thc.ey
are discovered in what is ordinarily called empirical thoug.h.t. This,
however, is no difficulty in the province of objective id.ealtttes. I.&ny
question of empirical thought or material ideality be.mg <.ieduc%b1e
from (i.e., a modification of) pure thought or pure 1dfea11ty arises
only at a higher level of reflection to be discussed in the next
section.’

\'

The possibility of this higher reflection f‘ollowl,vs fr.o¥n an m'xglor-
tant character, as yet unnoticed, of objective idealities. le :
self-complete objective status of their own they ye.t bt;ar ac oio
relation to the apprehending subject—they necessarl}y angdon
the subject. They cannot be spoken of ex.cept as as dtsc?ov.ere , T}li
statement about them is about them-.tas-dlscovered. This is r:gtj;s the
petty ego-centricity scoffed at by realists. th:xt we meian.lsb P
When a table is spoken of as brown we say ‘The tab e is rown’,
not “The table as perceived is brown’; but such unqualified sf;t;-
ment is impossible with regard to idealities. We have tf’ s;y. oi
ideality as discovered is such and such’. The table percen:z is ni *
necessarily the table-as-perceived, because we are sure a;t even
before it was perceived it was there. Bu't we }mve already ;ee »
there is no such assurance with rega.rd to ul_ea.htxes; rather ﬁed ea
lities they were not. Their idealityhood is only as reve or
distinguished.

Combine this character of idealities .wit.h their neverths!e:
undeniable objectivity, and the exagt. relation they bear to su 3;;3.
tivity will come to light. The ideahhefs, t.hough necessa.nlf : ;: de-
covered, claim also an independent objective status, for w Jo also
speak of them as objectively independent. The apparent clash b
tween this genuine objectivity and the depe.nc?ence on sxtlllinec;fwtlhtz
has to be removed. One way of remov'mg it is t'o hc?ld da:h
idealities are definite idealities as only bemg dxst.u?gmshed, en a;
independent they cannot be such definite idealities, and as ks:c
must be indefinite, indefinite in the sense that we cannc?t :uw
their ‘what’ so far as they are independent. I.‘Iot merely thelrhsta. s:

as neither reality nor unreality, but also theu_' contents are t usd1.n
definite. But this is a cheap solution. Nothing can be easily dis-

5. There will be no space in this essay for deducing the empirical or tl:e
mafzx:ial from the pure. In the next section we shall only offer a'general out-

line of the subjective sphere.
P 4
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solved into ‘that’ and ‘what’, as though these as metaphysically
separate happen to be together. The ‘what’ of an empirical parti-
cular, once distinguished, is just the ideality which, we have seen,
cannot as such be bodily present in the particular, and the mere
‘what’ of an ideality is evidently a false abstraction. Status and
content are indissolubly one. From this point of view, the objective
independence of idealities cannot but be understood as demanding
reality as distinguished from being real. The idealities, we have
seen, are neither real nor unreal. But this is no status at all, being
entirely privative. Subsistence is only an empty positive name for
this privation, no more than a working symbol. So the exact status
of idealities is yet a question. The only conceivable answer is that
it is a demand to reality. This demand, though falling short of
reality, is yet a positive status. This means that though the empiri-
cal particulars were started with as realities (existents) theirs is
not the only reality. Idealities also demand a type of reality. That
demand they can fulfil, if at all, not necessarily by descending to
the level of empirical particulars, but even as remaining above

these.

This demand, however, can be materialised in one way only.
If idealities, as we have seen, are necessarily related to subjectivity
there is no question of getting rid of this relation, which means that
they by themselves can never be real, unless there were a con-
ceiy—able way of our self-annihilation. Hence the only way of mate-
rialising the claim is by concentrating on subjectivity and under-
standing the idealities as in some way based on it, without, however,
déenying their "genuine objectivity. Only the ‘reality they claim is
to be understood as that of subjectivity.-

But is subjectivity by itself real? Does it not also, as ideality,
only demand reality? By ‘subjectivity’ here is meant pure con-
sciousness, because that alone is above the level of empirical reals,
not determinate mental states and processes. Pure consciousness,
we hold, is intrinsically real for the following reason:—

That is real which is felt as having existed even before it was
discovered. Pure consciousness is so felt, it being impossible that
it did not exist before now. I may not be always conscious of my-
self, but now that I am conscious of myself I am absolutely sure that
I existed even before now. Historical birth and death do not stand
in the way of my eternal existence. My non-existence at any time
is inconceivable once I catch myself, and historical birth and death

are not concerned with myself as pure consciousness, but only
with myself as embodied.
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Pure consciousness is thus intrinsically real, although as pure
it is above empirical reals. It cannot be said that as so above it
cannot but be an ideality which is neither real nor unreal. Were
it so, it must have, as already seen, hung on to the distinguishing
subjectivity. But pure consciousness cannot be distinguished by
another consciousness. Pure consciousness is self-apprehended.
Arguments for this self-apprehension (self-luminosity) are well
known.

Above the level of objective idealities, then, there is pure sub-
jectivity which is intrinsically real, and the reality that is demanded
by objective idealities is in the end the intrinsic reality of subjec-
tivity.

Idealities thus depending on subjectivity for their reality, which
indeed they borrow from it, is not their so-called tertiariness. Those
who hold that they are tertiary will not be content with what much
we have said. They would go beyond it. They would hold that
even as idealities these are as much constituted by subjectivity as
they stand by themselves. This, however, is too much. They de-
pend on subjectivity for their reality only.

Idealities necessarily demand reality, and it is this very demand
that constitutes their ideality. From this point of view any ideality
is a value, an ought-to-be. It not yet is, it only demands to be. It
is unnecessary, therefore, to distinguish between ideality and value.
Ought-to-be is not necessarily in the context of doing; what is in
that context is ought-to-do which is not subsumed under ought-to-
be. While the reality that is claimed in ought-to-do is that of empi-
ricals, the moral value being realised in the world of empiricals,
the claimed reality in ought-to-be is above the empirical level.
This second reality is ultimately that of pure subjectivity.

The distinguishment of pure subjectivity is thus at a grade
higher than that at which objective idealities are distinguished.
Whether there may be a grade higher still where this subjectivity,
now at the relatively lower grade felt as still individual, will he
distinguished as absolute is a very relevant problem for meta-
physics But there is no space in this essay for that discussion. The
analysis of the absolute ‘all’. discussed earlier. would. if at all, lead
to that highest standpoint.



Meaning and Truth
by
G. R. MaLkanm

Meaning and truth appear to be related concepts. Truth refers
to our knowledge of reality, and meaning refers to the language
in which we express this knowledge. We have meaning when
we have significant propositions which refer to reality. The pro-
position is supposed to represent the truth about things, and this
representation gives it what meaning it has. The proposition is
thus to be distinguished from the things on the one hand and from
our awareness of the things on the other. It is midway between
them, and constitutes what we may call the content of knowledge
or that which we know about reality.

This way of putting things, although quite natural, raises a
problem. If the proposition or the content of knowledge is to be
distinguished from reality, we cannot be said to know reality in
a literal sense. Reality is not the same thing as the content of
knowledge. How can we be said to know the truth? This doubt
about the truth of the proposition also affects its meaning. If the
meaning of the proposition has a neécessary reference to reality,
what sort of reference is this? It cannot be a reference to an
unknown reality. An unknown reality cannot be the meaning of
a proposition. If it were, anything might be the meaning of any
proposition. There will certainly be no one definite known mean-
ing. If it is a reference to a known reality, that is ruled out by
our analysis; for reality is not literally known. The proposition
alone is known; and the proposition is to be distinguished from
the reality. Thus the problem about truth is also a problem about
meaning. If we do not have the truth, we do not have the mean-
ing; or contrariwise, if we have an illusion of truth, we have an
illusion of meaning.

Let us suppose that the proposition pictures things, so that the
picture is not a stranger to reality. It is a picture of reality, or
let us say a mental picture of reality. But is this anything more
than a mere dogma? In the absence of an original knowledge of
reality, we cannot know the truth of the picture. The proposition
is the lingual expression of what we know; and what we know
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is only a mental picture. The picture mediates. We know the
mediator, but not that which it is supposed to mediate. In any
case, our organism can only picture reality in accordance with its
own laws, and there is no way of establishing any correspondence
or identity of form between the picture and the reality. Kant

would have to be answered before we can take the picture for the
reality.

Some philosophers speak naively and crudely when they say,
the meaning of a proposition is the way it can be verified. They
simply do not question the process of verification. They think
that there is a definite situation which gives meaning to a definite
proposition, and this situation can always be truly known. If we
were accordingly to analyse their theory of truth, it would come
to the following propositions: (1) I believe there is reality which
is the cause of my perception. (2) I believe that the percept more
or less corresponds to or pictures the cause. (3) I believe that
other men perceive in the same way as I do. (4) I believe that
the proposition which expresses my knowledge of reality has a
universal meaning or the same meaning for all.

None of these beliefs is self-evidently true or can be proved
to be true. We can question each one of them. The cause of my
perception need not be outside my perception. If it is outside my
perception, it can never be known. What can never be known is
as good as nothing to us. .It can never be established as the
cause. A causal connection can only be proved between terms
that fall within our experience. If the cause falls within our
perception, it is just what is perceived or the percept. The percept,
constituting the very content of knowledge and so a part of it,
cannot be proved to have the necessary being-in-itself or reality-
in-itself or prior being that alone can cause the perception to oc-
cur. It is what is said to be internal to knowledge. In fact, what
I know is mine and is determined by conditions which are peculiar
to me. I cannot therefore establish any correspondence between
what I know and reality which is in itself. The third proposition
is equally doubtful. There is no evidence that others perceive
exactly what I perceive. We certainly cannot compare percep-
tions. Lastly, how do I know that the propositions which I use
have the same meaning for all? It is quite possible that I mean
one thing and you mean a different thing by the same proposition,
unless we are able to devise a satisfactory method of agreement.

It might here be said that we can prove definitely that certain
propositions used by us have the same meaning for all. Proposi-
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tions which do not involve any behaviour-pattern cannot be tested
as to their meaning by any objective reference. Such propositions
which make no difference to anybody’'s behaviour may even be
taken to have no agreed meaning, and in that sense no meaning
at all. But the same cannot be said about the other variety of
propositions, namely, those which involve a behaviour-pattern as.
part of their meaning. We can here observe the behaviour of
others in relation to certain propositional forms. A proposition
then means for me a certain kind of behaviour that I associate
with it. If we carried this argument a little further, we should
come to the conclusion that only propositions which refer to some
kind of activity have a meaning. Accomplished things (siddha-
vastdl or bhiita-vastu) can never constitute the meaning of a pro-
position. Or what is the same thing, a signifi®ant proposition does
not say what is, but what is to be done. Even accepting all this,
there is a difficulty. To observe the behaviour-patterns, we have
to rely once again on perceptual knowledge. The meaning of the
proposition is therefore ultimately dependent upon the truth of
this knowledge, which we have questioned. The objective refer-
ence it contains cannot be justified as reference to reality as such.
In other words, we cannot go beyond the proposition and what we
know in it. Solipsism here becomes complete.

It is well-known that Logical Positivists give a new turn to
the whole problem of truth and meaning. They have no use for
sﬁper-sensible reality or even for physical reality. They confine
themselves to knowledge that can be expressed in propositions.
For them the important question is not what reality is in itself or
what is truth in any ultimate sense. The important thing is T.he
language in which we express our knowledge, and the r.neanmg
which we attach to it. The fact of language is the only thing that
is ultimate; and the philosopher is primarily concerned with the
meaning or otherwise of language. Philosophical problems are,
as it is said, lingual puzzles. The question of meaning is easily
answered. A proposition is meaningful, if it can be analysed into
other propositions, the truth of which can be determined in sense-
experience. Physical things are logiecal construction.s. Tht.e terms
signifying them can be analysed into terms denoting objects of
direct sense-experience. Ultimately therefore we have not to de.jal
with any kind of reality at all, but only with language and its
meaning. That language is meaningful which can be verified
through sense-experience.

This method of approach clearly disposes of all metaphysics
or ontology. What about epistemology? Evidently that too must
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go. It can be no concern of a positivist philosopher to ask the
question, what knowledge is true to reality. If something is sen-
sibly experienced, the matter ends there. Nobody doubts that the
object of sense-experience is just as it is experienced. You have
merely to reduce the proportions of the object to just what is
actually experienced. The question whether the object which is
experienced has a being independent of the experience of it is quite
meaningless. It can never be answered through any kind of

sense-experience. But then what meaning can we give to truth?

It is not knowing reality as it is in itself. A statement is true if
there is a validating sense-experience. It is false, if it conflicts
with another statement which is so validated.

One can hold a.view like this. But one can no longer speak
of objective reality or of knowing that reality. One can only speak
of one’s own mental history and of the way one uses language to
communicate to others what occurs in that history. Objective
reference means objective being; and the knowledge of this being
is a far cry from the personal history of the positivist philosopher.
If the positivist philosopher is quite consistent with himself, he
will have to be a solipsist, and all problems about truth and reality
will be outside his sphere and quite meaningless to him. But they
will not be meaningless to another species of philosophers. We
can leave the positivist free to carry on his own verbal game of
analysis to his own satisfaction, for he has no part in the more
human game of search after the truth.

Coming back to the problem of truth, can we not bridge the
gulf between reality and what we know about it and express in a
proposition? It is argued that reality need not be alien to thought.
Plato saw the importance of the concept in knowledge, and so he
equated it with reality. But that is an extreme view. We dis-
tinguish the concept from reality. The concept is a function of
our intellect, reality is not. Reality is always more than the con-
cept, and goes beyond it. We refer the concept to reality, and it
describes reality to us. But the description is not the same thing
as reality. As a matter of fact, in any perceptual knowledge, we
know more than what we can express or describe in terms of our
ideas. This “more” is the indeterminate. The indeterminate sets
a limit to all our thinking. It is the reality that escapes thought
and refuses to be informed or determined by it. Accordingly, no
real relation can be proved to exist between the indeterminate and
our descriptive formulae or the propositional form of knowledge.
When therefore the proposition seeks to describe reality, the
description is always illegitimate and irrational. The indetermi-
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nate will always remain the indeterminate, and nothing that we
could thinkingly know would bridge the gulf between knowledge
and reality. All knowledge in the propositional form is an illegi-
timate marriage between the concept and reality.

This view is clearly opposed to common-sense, according to
which all propositional knowledge is more or }ess true and is quite
literally grounded in the real. It is accordingly argued that
nothing is absolutely indeterminate, that the purely indeterminate
is the purely nothing, that all that appears indeterminate to us

* has faint determinations, that these faint determinations are what

thought develops in a judgment, and that therefore judgmental
knowledge, although partial, is more or less true. The logical
position however is not changed by such evasions and half-truths.
Whether our determinations are faint or clear, they are determi-
nations of thought having reference to an indeterminate ground.
If this ground is as good as nothing, then all the determinations
are the determinations of nothing. The marriage of the determi-
nations to non-being is certainly not more rational than their mar-
riage to reality that is essentially indeterminate. The indetermi-
nate is simply inescapable in any analysis of knowledge of reality.
Kant was obliged to accept it as the unknowable thing-in-itself.
Hegel of-course denied it; but then what was his substitute for it?
Nothing but the abstractions of reason or the so-called ideas of
reason. That can decieve nobody.

Advaitla Vedanta justifies Kant, and also goes beyond him.
The thing-in-itself or the indeterminate is inescapable. But why
is it the unknowable? Is it not known for what it is, i.e.,, as the
indeterminate or as incapable of being determined by thought and
in that sense unknowable? The indeterminate is the pure being
or sat of Vedanta. The knowledge of sat is always true and self-
evidently true. We are never in error here. In fact, this know-
ledge supports error itself. Error lies in attributing to being what
does not belong to it. Vedanta developes this knowledge of being
into the knowledge of Ultimate Reality or the Absolute. Sat is
Brahman, and Brahman is dtman. This knowledge is conveyed
through propositions. There are propositions which describe
Brahman, and there are propositions which point to the unity of
Brahman and the true Self (&tman). But none of these proposi-
tions is literally true. They have only a symbolic meaning. They
point to the truth, which is essentially inexpressible and unspeak-
able. In the end, truth goes beyond all meaning.

P 5
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Propositions have meanings, quite legitimate meanings, and
we can learn those meanings through experience. But all our
meanings are based upon a distorted view of reality, i.e., upon
false knowledge. This knowledge is necessary in order to have
a problem of truth at all. Truth is not a natural gift to us in
our human condition. It has got to be achieved through a sifting
process. What is natural to us is error, and error is never pure,
—it is always mixed with truth. To get at the truth, all we have
to do is to negate the error. There is no original and first-hand
intuition of truth which does not presuppose the context of error
and the necessity of negating the error. All our meanings are
based upon error. They do not therefore coincide with truth. We
have meanings first, and truth afterwards. For truth is beyond
all meaning. We go from the common meaning to the uncommon
truth. Meaning is the way to truth. We all agree in our mean-
ings. But can we quite so easily agree in what has no meaning,
but which yet can be seen as the Truth?

On the Logic of Unde¢idability
by

Dr. C. T. K. CHARI
Madras Christian College

Recently! I have proposed some tentative analogies between
the seeming restrictions imposed on the law of excluded middle
or tertium mon datur in the dialectic of Occidental and Oriental
mysticism and the limitations attached to the law in the Brouwe-
rian calculus and modern multi-valued logic. In this paper I shall
first make a few remarks about the technical independence of
“disjunction” and “negation” in Brouwer’s calculus. I shall then
draw attention to the possible wider significance, especially for
mystical dialectic, of the “undecidability theorems” of modern
logic.

1)

Boole made the profound discovery that the algebra of propo-
sitions is eSsentially the algebra of classes; they can be treated as
different models of the same deductive science. An algebra of
classes corresponds to a logic of propositions in the same sense
that Boolean algebra corresponds to a two-valued logic. Classical
Boolean logi¢ of propositions deals only with “truth” and “falsity”.
One may contemplate non-Boolean functions of elements in a
Boolean algebra or non-Boolean extensions of Boolean algebra.
Intuitionists like Brouwer, however, object to any Boolean pro-
positional logic which is not categorical. They have argued that
the naive application of the law of excluded middle | “p or non-p” |
to existential propositions involving infinite classes would lead to
contradictions.

In the propositional calculus of the Principia Mathematica and
allied systems, the equivalence of the law of excluded middle and
the law of contradiction is a technical consequence of the inter-
dependence of the logical constants “and”, “not”, “or”. The non-
independence may be explained in words thus: “p and q are both

1. Philosophy East and West, Vol. I, No. 4 (January, 1954), pp. 321-325;
335-336.
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true if and only if it is false that either p is false or q is false”.
The calculus leads to the equivalence of not-not-p and p. In the
intuitionistic calculus, four symbols are introduced for conjunc-
tion (“and”), disjunction (“or”), negation (“not”’), and implication
(“if-then”). These symbols, say, A, /, 71, D, are logically inde-
pendent of one another; for instance, a D b (“a implies b”) is not
the same as "1 a \V b (“not-a or b”) where a and b are proposi-
tions. The law of contradiction is embodied in the formula of
intuitionistic logic ™1 (a A 7] a), Not (a and not-a). Although
the formula a D 7] 7] a (“a implies not-not-a”) occurs in the cal-
culus, 7] 71 a D a (“not-not-a implies a”) does not occur; nor the
classical a A 77a (“a or not-a”). Since the formula ™} 7}a D a (“not-
not-a implies a” is logically derivable from a A "7 a, “a or not-a”,
it can be shown that the law of excluded middle is equivalent to
the formula 7] 71 a D a (“not-not-a implies a”). Curiously enough,
the formula 7] 7] (a \/. 71 a), not-not (a or not-a), which has
been interpreted as the “falsity of the falsity of the law of excluded
middle” (or, as Dr. Vaidyanathaswamy, former professor of
mathematics at the University of Madras, put it, “the absurdity
of the absurdity of the law of excluded middle”), is derivable in
intuitionism. I have explained elsewhere? that if something “fails
to be true” in this calculus, it is not necessarily “false”; for “fal-

sity” is here interpreted positively, as the capacity to imply a
contradiction.

Kolmogoroff has provided a suggestive interpretation of the
intuitionistic calculus by regarding it not as a “propositional cal-
culus” but as a “solution calculus”. Symbols like a and b are said
to denote .problems awaiting solution. a D b (“a implies b”)
means, for instance, the problem of determining the solution of b
assuming that the solution of a has been given; a A b (“a and b”)
indicates the possibility of -solving both the problems a and b;
a Vb (“a or b”) signifies solving at least one of the problems;
"1 a, “not-a”, signifies obtaining a contradiction given the solution
of a. Kolmogoroff has shown that the “solution calculus” is sym-
bolically equivalent to Heyting’s intuitionistic calculus. In the
“solution calculus”, the law of excluded middle, a \/ 71 a (“a or
not-a”), does not oecur; since it would mean our establishing for
all problems a either that a method of solving a is available or that
the assumption of a method of solving a entails a contradiction.

2. Philosophy East and West, op. cit, pp. 821-323. Intuitionist logic
replaces the classical "]7aDa by "laD (adb)
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Brouwer, in fact, explicitly pointed out that the assumption of the
unrestricted validity of the tertium mon datur is tantamount to
the assumption that any and every problem is solvable3

(2)

An outstanding problem of contemporary metamathematics is
the “decision-problem” (Entscheidungsproblem) of determining
whether a “decision-procedure” for a given formalized theory T
exists, i.e., whether a method can be prescribed by which we can
decide, in each particular case, if a given statement, formulated in
the symbolism of T, can be proved by the devices available in T
or, more generally, can be regarded as valid in it. The arithmeti-
zation of metamathematics has become a potent tool of modern
metamathematical investigations.

Kurt Godel’s original establishment of the impossibility of an
intrinsie gr&of of freedom from contradiction of cardinal arithmetic
was the impressive demonstration that every consistent formalized
system of mathematics, rich enough to contain recursive arithme-
tic, necessarily contains undecidable statements; that is, state-
ments which can be neither proved nor disproved with the proof-
resources of the system. A sentence, of course, may be unde-
cidable in a formalized system T and yet decidable in
some richer system T4 A consistency proof by methods
which transcend the limits of the system is possible. Gentzen,
for instance, utilized transfinite induction for ordinals up
to ¢, the first ordinal to satisfy w* =g, as a minimum deviation
from finite proof-process, to establish freedom from contradic-
tion of classical arithmetic. It has been shown that ¢, is the least
initial ordinal for which transfinite induction is needed to prove
that a descending sequence of ordinals is finite.

Godel’s theorem, and the fine generalizations of it by Church
and Barkley Rosser, demonstrate eonclusively that mathematical
induction and the rule of substituting for free variables do not
suffice to express the intuitive notion of “any number” by a vari-
able in a formal system. Recent workS on the necessary and suffi-

3. For a useful, technical exposition of intuitionist mathemfatics, see
Raymond L. Wilder, Introduction (t:oh tl}:{e Foundations of Mathematics (John
Wde4y ans:es?::, ig:t:niorlz,ll?::z{mm, ‘Scntenccs undecidable in Formalized
Arith;rt eti.c' (Nor u,-Hollgnd Publishing Company, Amste.rdam, 1952).

5 See S. C. Kleene, Introduction to Metamathematics (Noordhoff, Gro-
ningen: North-Holland Publishing Company, Amsterdam, 1952),
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cient conditions of a Godel theorem has shown that the incom-
pleteness discovered by Godel is not just an accidental feature of
a particular formal system. We may follow Godel in utilizing the
numeralwise expressibility of recursive functions. A function

@ (X3, Xa,...., X;) may be described as general recursive if there
is a finite set of equations from which, for any set of numerals
E Eoennns , E,, an equation of the form ¢ (&), &a...... , B =1

is derivable for a certain unique %, using only the operation of
substituting numerals for variables and equals for equals. Primi-
tive recursive functions, and every extension of them, such as mul-
tiple recursion, are general recursive. The thesis of Church and
Kleene that every effectively calculable function (effectively deci-
dable predicate) must be general recursive can be argued on the
ground that no example can be constructed which contradicts the
thesis and also on the ground that no alternative definition (Tur-
ing’s computability, Church’s lambda-definability, Post’s normal
systems) which has been proposed leads to a wider class of func-
tions than the general recursive. The attempted construction by
Ackermann and Peter of a function of transfinite ordinal © which
is general recursive but not multiply recursive for n seems to
suggest that the class of general recursive functions transcends
the class of multiply recursive functions.

The philosophical importance of Gédel’'s work on the undeci-
dability of the sentence in T expressing the consistency of T may
be reinforced by some considerations relating to the famous Skolem-
Lowenheim theorem which asserts that every consistent system
has a model in the domain of natural numbers. This theorem
seems to lead to the paradoxical result that a formalization of set-
theory in the predicate calculus (any predicate which is satisfiable
in a non-empty domain is also satisfiable in the domain of natural
numbers) admits a denumérable model; in other words, the pri-
mitive notions can be interpreted on the assumption that there
are only enumerably many sets although a theorem of the set-
theory asserts that there is a non-enumerable infinity of sets.
Kleene himself has interpreted the paradox in the form of an in-
completeness theorem which asserts that the class of pairs which
correlates the sets of the set-theory with the natural numbers is
not definable within the formalization of the theory.

Nearly two decades ago, Church and Barkley Rosser con-
tended that Peano’s arithmetic, and any consistent theory which
is an extension of it, is undecidable. Jagkowski by a somewhat
involved method, and Grzegorczyk by a simpler method, have
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attempted to establish undecidability for the elementary theory of
closure algebras. Recently Tarski has argued that, if the elemen-
tary theory of groups is regarded as an axiomatic theory with a
standard formalization, involving the binary operation symbol, and
a set of three axioms, then the theory is undecidable.f Barkley
Rosser’” has summed up the philosophical issues about Godel’s
theorem by declaring that, howevermuch we may discountenance
the belief that present-day mathematics actually contains contra-
dictions, we can “offer no reason why it should not be the case.”

Paul Rosenbloom8 has explained the significance of the modern
“undecidability theorems” for the general syntax of language. A
“canonical language” is a language with a finite alphabet in which
the rules of word and sentence formation are constructive, i.e, in
which we can determine, in a finite number of steps, whether a
given chain constitutes a valid proof. By eschewing the special
features of particular languages, we can obtain and state results
which apply to canonical languages in general. The class includes
practically all languages which have proved useful in logic and
mathematics. The theorems of Gédel, Church and Barkley Rosser
in effect tell us that there are certain problems which cannot be
solved by the constructive methods available in the canonical lan-
guages. If these are the only methods on which human thought
can depend, there are intrinsic and irrevocable limitations to what
it can accomplish. The only precise and adequate languages known
to us are incomplete; they cannot demonstrate their own adequacy
and consistency by using theé constructive methods formulated in
them.

©))

The recognition of the essential incompleteness of definite
languages provides new perspectives for the dialectic of mysticism.
One ground on which mysticism has been often repudiated is that
its language is not propositional in any recognized sense; the mystic
resorts to no constructive methods of proof. According to A. J.
Ayer, the mystic, in stating his experience, does not “produce any

6. A. Tarski, in collaboration with A. Mostowski and R. M. Robinson,

Undecidable Theories (North-Holland Publishing Campany, Amsterdam, 1953),
Ch. Il

7. Logic for Mathematicians (McGraw-Hill Book Company, New
1953), p- m .

8. The Elements of tical Logic (Dover Publicat
1850), especially pp. 162 ff. 5 v

9 T T
&‘2 (\\40 ,49 7
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intelligible propositions at all”. He speaks of a “mystery which
transcends the human understanding”. “But to say that some-
thing transcends the human understanding is to say that it is un-
intelligible, cannot be ‘significantly described, cannot be defined
in terms which are intelligible to the reason.”. I suggest that
Ayer here assumes that problems are either solvable in principle;
or, if they are not, they are provably unsolvable by the methods
available in the propositional languages (logics) which have been
useful in ordinary discourse and in scientific research. The as-
sumptions are hardly justified. Just as ordinary human thinking
about one’s own methods of reasoning is the capacity of using a
syntax-language for reasoning about an object-language (Rosen-
bloom has sketched, pace Wiener, a “proof” of the “theorem” that
the human brain can tackle some problems which no rnachine,
however ingeniously contrived, can), so mystical experience may
well be the profound realization that the consistency-proofs of all
human languages (scientific and philosophical) are embedded in
a framework which is not constructively given as a whole. One
may demur to the far too ready attempts to read a metaphysical
significance into modern logic and yet agree with L. O. Katsoff
that “the Gddel theorem tells us that there can never be a com-
plete and final theory of reality”, i.e., a complete and final theory
constructed by human thought relying on its own tools.

I may be permitted to offer a few comments on what one of
the greatest authorities on mysticism, N. O, Lossky,! regards as a
veritable “chasm between mathematical and traditional logic”.
Professor Lossky finds that the modern rejection of “synthetic
propositions” leads to self-stultification. “Those who reduce
mathematics, logic and deductive inference to tautologies extremely
impoverish the subjective reason; as to objective reason, they
either deny it altogether, or, F least, assert that it is not given
in experience”. Professor Lossky has honoured me with his
friendship and I should be the last to suggest that so distinguished
a savant could have wilfully misunderstood the modern temper.
Undoubtedly, the breach between the old and the new exists. But,
as I remarked once, the fault of modern logic is’ not its preciosity

9. A Philosophy of Mathematics (The Iowa State College Press, Ames,
USA, 1948) p. 1%.

10. Analytw and Synthetic Propositions and Mathematical Logic (Inter-
national Universities Press, New York, 1953), p. 16. I am grateful to Professor

Lossky for sending me a COInphmentary copy of this booklet which he has
written in his ripe, old age.
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and virtuosity but rather its limiting itself to narrow ranges of
experience: sensory verification, scientific and mathematical vali-
dation. There is nothing in the logic itself which prohibits the
recognition of the higher ranges. To say that a mark like “p”
is a symbol which does not represent anything, and therefore does
not represent a proposition, but which we can, if we choose, inter-
pret as a proposition, is apt to give offence to those trained in the
methods of an older logic. I would say, nevertheless, that the
postulationist divorce of symbolic language from its interpretation
in an ordinary syntax-language provides for a greater generality
of treatment. In the first place, the possibility of interpreting
symbolic formulae in terms of other than propositions emerges.
Secondly, there is the frank recognition of alternative systems,

" which, interpreted in an ordinary syntax-language, would yield

non-Aristotelian modes of argument. It seems to me that modern
logic is here far superior to traditional and idealistic logic. And,
on Professor Lossky’s own showing, it can be claimed that the
modern gain in generality is extremely worth-while. He objects
to the view that the law “S is either P or non-P” is a mere tauto-
logy. He insists that the law is rather a synthetic proposition
giving us information about reality. “The law of excluded middle
states a very important property of every definite limited object.”11
Earlier in the same paragraph, however, he states the imperious
issues about mysticism. “A metalogical principle like the ‘Super-
One’ of Plotinus and Dionysius Areopagita is not subject to the
law of excluded middle.” He hastens to add that the law is not
“violated” in this domain, but just has nothing to do with it. I
should judge that Professor Lossky is belittling the very serious
departure from all definite syntax-languages prescribed by mysti-
cism. The “undecidability theorems” of modern logic perhaps
provide the opportunity for a truee betweerf modern logic and
mysticism. The discovery of the intrinsic limitations of discursive -
intelligence is not only ancient; it is also modern.

What is true of mystical intuition would also apply, though
with some reservations, to the higher ranges of poetry. The Abbé
Henri Brémond has said: “In literary criticism a moment comes
when reasoning must cease and contemplative recognition take
over, It is the duty of reason both to retard this moment of its
inactivity and silence as much as it can and to decide at the right
moment to judge no more,...... We, the Pedants, the weighers of

11, Lossky, op. cit., p. 8.
P.6
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syllables and dissectors of images, find our glory equally in our
resistance prolonged to the utmost, and in our final submission to
this mystery.”2 On the approach to mystical dialectic I am recom-
mending, human intelligence must not be gagged; the “undecid-
ables” of reality reveal themselves in the truest perspective only
after the most strenuous exercise of the intelligence. The unplumb-
ed depths of being can be adequately recognized only after we have
fashioned the plumbing rods of scientific and philosophical dis-
course,

12. H. Brémond’s Les deur musiques de la Prose (Paris, 1927), cited by
Pepita Haezrahi, The Contemplative Activity, (George Allen & Unwin, Lon-
don, 1954), p. &,

A Positivist Approach to Religion

by
G. N. MATHRANI

Introductory

Section I

Positivism and particularly Logical Positivism of Cambridge’
School of Philosophy is essentially a method of approach and not
a dogma or a set of beliefs about Reality. As a method it can be
applied to any of the problems relating to the Life and the Universe.

Positivism, as & method of thinking, claims to be empirical
and analytical in character. Its empirical charactor has developed
from the British Empiricist theory of Ideas and knowledge. Ac-
cording to Empiricist philosophy, ideas are derived from impres-
sions, that is, sense experience and introspection. Accordingly, the
Positivist theory of meaning presupposes that all our ideas and
beliefs are derived from experience, but the two schools differ re-
garding the manner of derivation. According to the Empiricist
theory and particularly Hume’s theory, ideas are copies of im-
pressions, whereas the popular view in the Positivist circles is that
ideas are logical constructions. All significant ideas should be
shown to be logical constructions and no idea is a mere copy.
Even idea of a particular object cannot be identified with any one
or a collection of mental pictures of that object.

* ‘Idea X is a logical construction’ implies that a proposition
containing X can be adequately translated away into one or more
propositions not containing X, but containing terms denoting ob-
jects of experience. For example, Idea ‘nation’ would be a logical
construetion if any proposition about ‘nation’ could be adequately
translated away into propositions about the nationals. Idea ‘self’
would be a logical construction if any proposition about ‘self’ could
be adequately translated away into propositions about behaviour
and mental states.

The analytical character of Positivism cannot be separated
from its empirical nature. Positivist thinking is at once empirical
and analytic. If its empirical character is due to the influence of
natural sciences, its analytical character may be due to the
influence of mathematics. There is one difference between the
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form of mathematical analysis and the positivist analysis. In
mathematics, by the method of analysis, mathematical propositions
are traced to certain basic axioms, definitions and postulates.
These axioms, definitions and postulates in mathematics presuppose
certain innate ideas and beliefs. In the positivist analysis attempt
is made to bring out the empirical origin of the philosophical con-
cepts and beliefs. Concepts and beliefs which cannot be traced
to empirical experience are rejected.

The purpose of the present paper is not to justify Positivism,
but to apply the Positivist method of analysis to the problem of
‘Religion. However, one main argument in support of the Positivist
theory of meaning may be stated here. It is said that the fact
that meaning is derived from experience is evident from the way
children learn to speak. Wittgenstein mentions that children first
learn to speak through the help of ostensive experience, direct or
indirect. The first words they learn are the noun words, then
some verbs and then a few adjectives. At the second stage, the
child learns through description. The third level of learning is
learning through definitions, and the fourth level of learning is
learning through verbal paraphrasing. At the basis of all these
levels of learning is ostensive experience.

Section 11 :

Two Aspects of Religion: Religion is essentially -a set of

beliefs and a way to realise God.
" Religion as a set of beliefs: Most of the religions of the world
are embodied in some scriptural texts. The religlous scriptures
contain not only beliefs about God, soul, the world of here and
hereafter and other problems; but also they  eontain ‘'moral com-
mands, mythological stories and rules regarding sidhana. The
Buddhist scriptures comparatively are free from theology and
mythology. The Buddhist scriptures mostly state the moral ideals
and the rules for seeking those ideals.

(i) Religious propositions are meaningless. From Positivist
point -of view, religious beliefs would not be considered meaning-
less if they could be shown to be logical constructions, i.e. if they
could be shown to have been derived from ostensive experience.
The positivist claims that many of the religious concepts cannot
be shown to be logical constructions. According to the admission
of religious believers, God and soul are trans-empirical and trans-
temporal; whereas common-level experience is temporal and em-
pirical. The two are fundamentally different in kind, and as such
one cannot be shown to be a logical construction out of the other.
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It is, therefore, alleged that for the common believer, the religious
beliefs are much too obscure and transcendental to convey any
definite thought. In other words, religious propositions are
l_nean(lilil)glesg;augwus propositions are poetic. Sometimes in the
positivist circles, it is mentioned that. religious propositions are
forms of poetic expression. This point of view may hfxve been
suggested to them by the poetic character of religious literature.
Most of the religious texts are poetic compositions; and even when
the religious text is apparently a prose presentation, the frequ.ent
use of the various figures of speech suggests that the motive behind
may have been poetic and not scientific.

The point of view mentioned in the above passage is based on
the positivist theory of the dual function of language.! To describe
facts and to express attitudes and emotions is said to be the dual
function of language. Each of these two functions requires a
suitable form of expression. Poetic and literary forms of expres-
sion are generally suited for the expressive function' of the
language. Even if the descriptive element be pres_ent in some
poetfy, it would not be prominent. Even w1'1en it wrould be
apparent, it would be subservient to the expressive function. The
descriptive function cannot be adequately carried out through
Poetr'l’}l,l.e latest view? regarding the language functions is slightly
different from the one just mentioned. According to the latest
view, in every language three forms of expression have developefl;
of course, not all of them have developed to. the same emt in
each language. The three forms of expression present in each
language are: (i) poetic and literary, (ii) scientific, .(m) formal
ahd symbolic. Through the first, attitudes a.nd. emotxons‘are ex-
pressed; through the second, facts and their inter-relations are
described. With the help of the third, verbal and conceptual

is i ied out.

anahfr’ixzt:-sy,c?lrrnama and other forms of literaturv.e, such as novels
and stories, constitute the largest part of‘ htet:ature in any
language. This type of literature is ase‘ntxa!ly expressive’ in
character. Positive sciences (natural and. social) are pnmar.xly
descriptive in character. Mathematics, logic and othfer normative
sciences are formal and anmalytic in character.. Philosophy and
Religion, at their best, are mixtures of expressive and symbolic
languages.?

1,2, 3. Read Chapter Il in the author’s book ‘Wittgensteinian Philosopby.’
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Religious texts, being poetic compositions, cannot be considered
as embodiment of knowledge relating to any factual order. - The
view that religious propositions are a form of Poetry is different
from the earlier view, wherein it was mentioned that religious pro-
positions lack meaning. This view does not condemn religious pro-
positions as meaningless, it only interprets the significance of reli-
gious propositions in terms of poetic and aesthetic values and not
in terms of intellectual or scientific communication.

That religious propositions are a form of Poetry is also evident
from the method of uttering religious propositions. Very often
religious texts are sung out and not read out. Whereas science is
read and not sung. The motive of singing and rhythmical recitation
is to produce effect (to induce certain emotions) and not to con-
vey thought and information. This may be the idea embodied in
the theory of ‘Matrabidl’ mentioned in some Upanishads.

That religious propositions are not primarily forms of intellec-
tual cognition is also suggested by the fact that in every community
prayers are taught to children at very early age. At that tender
age religion is no more than a form of vocal and motor activity. It
remains a vocal and motor activity even at the adult stage. Some-
times this vocal and motor activity is accompanied by some vaguely
felt and unanalysed emotions. But the intellectual part of the
prayer remains obscure till the end.

Besides the above two interpretations, there may be a third one
which is that religious propositions at the initial stage in religious
life are intellectually obscure and emotionally ineffective. When
properly and periodically repeated, they become emotionally sig-
nificant and dynamic. The repeated experience of the emotional
effects of religious propositions tends to silence the mental agita-
tions of the seeker; and in that state of growing silence the seeker
undergoes an inner transformation which is considered to be an
indication of moral progress.

Thus, we have three views regarding the positivist interpreta-
tion of Religious beliefs: (1) that religious beliefs carry no meaning,
because they are not logical constructions from common-level ex-
perience: (2) that the religious beliefs and propositions are forms
of poetry and express (also tend to induce) certain attitudes rather
than communicate facts about Reality: (3) that religious proposi-
tions when properly recited and contemplated on lead to mental
silence and moral transformation.

Section III

Religion as a Sadhana: Religion as a sadhana is 'a systematic
effort to know God and to become godlike. The religious seeker
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generally believes that to know God and to be godlike go together.
In other words, the belief is that he who knows God becomes godly
in his nature and he who is godly attains the knowledge of God.

The proposition ‘the religious seeker becomes godly’ means
that ‘he undergoes unconscious inner transformation and in due
course he acquires in some measure the moral perfections and vir-
tues associated with the divine life.’

The concept relating to ‘the attainment of the knowledge of
God’ requires analysis. Psychologically, knowledge is a mental
state. Logically, knowledge is a judgment. Knowledge as a mental
state presupposes some introspective awareness (at least of implicit
character) of the distinction between the subject and the object of
knowledge. In the absence of this relational awareness, the sub-
ject will not even seek any knowledge. Knowledge as a judgment
implies logical distinctions between subject and predicate or be-
tweem: other related concepts that constitute the judgment. In
logic no experience is recognised as a case of explicit knowledge
unless it can be described in terms of propositional language.

In either sense of the term ‘knowledge’, the term ‘knowledge’
cannot be applied to what the religious man calls knowledge of
God. The alleged knowledge of God is attained when the mind
ceases to function, when the mind enters its causal state, or to use
the words of Ramana Maharshi, ‘when the mind cremates itself.’

~Itis also claimed that in that state of silence all distinctions vanish.

Experience which does not involve any awareness of the logical
and psychological distinctions may be a source of delightful emo-
tions, but it cannot be a state of knowledge or awareness. Such an
experience cannot be described or even named, because descrip-
tion presupposes distinctions. The above. analysis would suggest
that the mystic experience must be primarily of the nature of un-
analysed feeling and not of conscious cognition.

That mystic experience is not a form of knowledge is confirmed
by such facts as that what is common between the mystics of dif-
ferent lands and periods is their holiness and not their metaphysical
and theological wisdom. Their wisdom is more or less a repetition
of the traditional beliefs they imbibed from their cultural environ-
ment before taking to the mystic way. Their holy life gives a special
prestige to their utterances which in themselves are very often
repetitions of the traditional beliefs. Sometimes even palpably
false beliefs gain prestige, if they are uttered by a holy man of
recognised merit. ~



260 THE PHILOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY

The suspicion that the mystic experience must be of the nature
of feeling and not of cognition is also strengthened by the fact that
most of the mystics are highly imaginative and deeply emotional.
Besides, in most of the systems of sadhana a deliberate effort is
made to stop reflective thinking and encourage imagination of a pre-
seribed pattern which is given different names in different religious
cults. The Hindu Yogi calls it meditation, some call it contempla-
tion. The various forms of worship, prayer, meditation, contem-
plation and other mystical methods are all mental processes invol-
ving play of imagination and emotions; whereas reflective thinking
is left out from all the forms of mystical methods. Imagination and
emotion can never lead to the attainment of knowledge.

Even the forms of sadhana which are not based on imagination
and emotions, but which are based on thoughtful contemplation,
cannot lead to knowledge. In the latter forms of sadhana the seeker
starts with a firm faith in the truths on which he seeks to contem-
plate. It is claimed that by contemplation, faith develops intq*}tnov'v-
ledge. The psychological factor that plays an important part in
contemplative methods is Auto-suggestion. In view of this evi-

dence, mystic experiences of the contemplative mystics also can-
not be characterised as knowledge.

There have been some mystics whose contemplations were not

based on faith, for instance, Lord Buddha in the ancient times and
Ramana Maharishi in the modern times.

A survey of different forms of sadhana would -indicate that

every sadhana is essentially an attempt to silence the restlessness

of the mind. The methods of sadhana are different. Through those
different methods, each seeker strives to attain the state of silence.
The Bhakta seeks silence by self-surrender, the Karma Yogi by
unselfish service, the Rajayogi by pranayama and psychic control,
the Jiidnayogi by one-pointed contemplation.

Ramana says “All scriptures without any exception proclaim
that for attaining Salvation mind should be subdued. For the sub-
sidence of mind there is no other means more effective and adequate
than Self-enquiry.”

In the state of silence their auto-suggestions derived from their

initial faith appear as direct perceptions of the ultimate Reality.
Buddha attained silence, but did not claim to receive any revela-

tions about Reality. The simple explanation is that his silence was

not preceded by any faith in beliefs which he did not know to be;
true; therefore in the state of silence there were no auto-suggestions

to appear as revelations.
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Ramana however claims to have attained the mystic know-
ledge of Reality; but in his mystic utterances he repeats the words
of the scriptures which he was in the habit of reading or hearing
during the course of his sadhana. Whereas Buddha had completely
rejected the Shastric truths and thereby he had thrown off all the

suggestions that might have sunk into his Unconscious during thg
course of his early education.

Ramana’s method of contemplation does not presuppose any
faith in Shastric truths, but Ramana himself was full of faith in
Shastric truths, Therefore'it is quite possible that Ramana’s mystic
knowledge born of mystic silence was a reaffirmation of the beliefs

embedded in his Unconscious, rather than knowledge derived from
higher sources.

The divergent and differential metaphysical wisdom of the
mystics of different countries and religions can be more adequately
explaied in terms of their differential Unconscious rather than in
terms of the identical Divine source of Knowledge. Their meta-
physical wisdom is not the same, because their religious beliefs em-
bedded in their Unconscious and imbibed from their religious con-
tacts are not the same. If we postulate that the source of their meta-
physical wisdom is their mystic experience of the Divine, it will be
difficult to give satisfactory explanation of the differential character
of the metaphysical wisdom of the different mystics. Moreover,
where a naturalistic explanation is available, a supra-naturalistic
explanation should be considered as gratuitous and superfluous.

The present writer, however, believes that the active deter-
minant of the inner moral transformation and the consequent at-

tainment of Holiness (which is a composite of the major moral per-
fections) on the part of the mystic cannot be merely due to the
operations of the Unconscious. Since the moral transformation and
the consequent attainment of moral perfections is the common
characteristic of the mystic way of life, there must be a common
determinant operating. Perhaps the common determinant of their

1.nora1 transformation is the mystic experience of the Divine which
in some sense embodies all the mora]

perfections that flow down
48 it were, in the lives of the mystics, :

6 it v lives At the pre-mystic level of
expen'ence, the Divine is a concealed presence; at the mystic level,
the Divine becomes a felt Presence; but at no level of experience
dces the Divine become a Known

Presence.
It is not that the mystic makes a i i
pseudo claim for his mystic
Knowledge of the Divine and His mysteries. In the actual act of
P17
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the mystic experience, the mystic is in the direct presence of the
Divine, but the mystic's awareness of the Divine is only awareness
of the bare presence of the Divine, that is, the Divine becomes only
a felt presence and not a Known Presence. When the mystic des-
cends a little towards the level of subject-object consciousness, still
retaining the joy and ecstasy of his mystic experience, he sometimes
begins to utter the words of wisdom about the mysteries of life and
the universe. The mystic, by implication, claims that his words of
wisdom are based on his mystic communion with the Divine. The
mystic is not wrong. In a sense his mystic utterances are derived
from his transmental level of consciousness. But it should be
specifically noted that his mystic utterances are the intellectualised
formulations of experiences which in themselves are formless and
contentless. Just as our perceptual experiences and judgments are
the intellectualised formulations of sense data which in themselves
are ‘blooming buzzing confusion, similarly it may very well be said
that the mystics’ utterances about the mysteries of life are the in-
tellectualised formulations of mystic experiences which id"them-
selves are contentless and formless, which are more feeling than cog-
‘nition, and the cognition in them is only awareness of the bare pre-
sence of the Divine. Just as the previous associations and memories
and the innate categories of Thought give shape and form to the
formless sense experience, similarly the unconscious religious be-
liefs and ideas conserved in the mental structure of the mystic
operate to convert the formless and contentless mystic experiences
into' ‘the apparently intellectualised formulations iuttered by the
mystic in his semi-trance state or in the state of divine recollection.

Just as the poet in his inspired and ecstatic moods enjoys the
beauty of Nature without understanding the objective facts about
Nature, similarly the mystic in his trans-mental state of conscious-
ness enjoys the Presence of the Divine without knowing the
mysterious nature of the Divine.

It is therefore clear that the present writer, in this paper, does
pot dispute the validity (subjective and objective) of the mystics’

experiences. He, however, does not subscribe to the traditional
interpretations of such experiences.

Thus the conclusion of this paper is that through religious
sadhana a seeker can attain moral transformation, but not enlighten-
ment. He can become godly, but can never know God. What is
given to the world as revelations from God are no more than auto-
suggestions voicing themselves in the state of silence.

The Point of Departure of Metaphysics
by

R. V. DE Swmer, S. J., Pu.D.
De Nobili College, Poona
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being’ indicates the formal object of this science, i.e., the cognitive
aspect under which it grasps and studies its material object; differ-
ent sciences, indeed, may have the same material object; but all
sciences are specified by their formal objects. In the phrase, ‘as
being’, ‘being’ does not mean reality itself but its apprehension by
the intellect, abstraction being made of its apprehension by the
senses. Hence the phrase, ‘being as being’, means reality in so far
as it is intelligible, i.e., in so far as it can be the object of a judge-
ment, since judgement is the proper act of the intellect as such;
the term ‘judgement’, indeed, denotes any intellectual act, what-
-ever be its external expression, which posits truth, ie., which as-
serts the mind’s actual conformity with reality.

3. It follows from the explained definition that among all
purely rational sciences Metaphysics is first, since to all other such
sciences reality is knowable under a limited aspect only, on account
of their intrinsic dependence on the senses, whereas the formal ob-
ject of Metaphysics is most universal, its dependence on the senses
being extrinsic only. But such a primacy entails obligations. Being
the first, Metaphysics cannot, like the inferior sciences, receive its
object and principles from a higher science; on the contrary, it must,
at the very outset, seize its own object and justify not only its own
principles but the principles of science as such. Indeed, if the prin-
ciples of science as such, which no science inferior to Metaphysics
can entirely justify, were not proved in the first place, all human
sciences would rest ultimately upon a mere assumption of the vali-
dity of science as such and be open to the radical criticism of the
Sceptics. Hence the discovery of an adequate point of departure

is absolutely essential for this first science if we wish its validity
not to remain eternally hypothetical.

4. From what has been said it is plain that, in order to be

adequate, the point of departure of Metaphysics ought to be able
to meet the following expectations: .

.a—to provide the metaphysician with his material object or
subject-matter: reality, namely, at least some existent thing and,
virtually, everything;

b—to provide him with his formal object: the idea of being,

which is the cognitive aspect under which he considers his material
object in this science;

c—to provide as valid not only that notion of being but also
the other absolutely first notions connected with it, such as the
notions of self (at least as denoting an absolute centre of reference
of activity), activity and relationship;
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d—to impls; in the undeniable fact of its own e:.:istence th.e im-
mediate evidence of the validity of the first pnnc}ples of science.
Any science consists of a certain nurpber of deﬁm.te assertmns. or
categorical “propositions, which are fﬂther affirmative or nega.twe,
and which reasoning links together in such a way as to' co_nsutute
an organic body of knowledge. Hence the first principles of
science are:

1) ‘The principle of the affirmative propositions, a.lso' called
principle of the objectivity of human knowledge, or prmﬁlple of .
identity. It can be enunciated in various ways, namely, . not all
affirmative propositions are untrue”, “judgement as such, i.e., that
mental operation which consists in asserting, by means of the f:o-
pula, the reality of a mental synthesis (S-P) of a subject (which
stands for an existing thing) and a predicate (which stands for an
idea), is valid, i.e., is the operation by which truth can be obtained,”
“the operation symbolized by ‘being is being’, (ie., being as a real
thing is being as an idea,) is of itself true (i.e,, if.it happens®o be
untrue, it is so for other reasons than because it is such an opera-
tion)”, ete.

(2) The principle of the negative propositions or principle of
non-contradiction, also expressed in various ways, namely, “any
proposition which negatives either partially (and then it is a con-
trary proposition) or entirely (and then it is a contradictory pro-
position) a true proposition (that true propositions exist is the im-
port of the first principle) is itself untrue”, “there exist such pairs
of propositions that if one of them is true, the other is false”, “the
same cannot be both affirmed and denied about the same object at
the same time and in the same respect”, etc.

(3) The principle of the syllogisms or principle of the univer-
sal propositions: “not all universal propositions are untrue, and, if
a universal proposition (i.e., a proposition of which both S and P
ave distributive terms) is true, then all particular propositions im-
plied in it are true”, or “if it is true that p is q, and » is a particular
case of p, then n is ¢ (affirmative syllogism in barbara or darii);
and if n is not q, then it is neither a particular case of p (negative
syllogism in camestres or baroco)”, ete. -

e—to be such that simple but complete reflection upon it be
sufficient to permit the metaphysician to grasp evidentially the exis-
tential or mental realities enumerated in a, b, ¢, d, excluding there-
fore any new experience (otherwise this new experience should
be a constituent part of that point of departure) and any form
of real reasoning (since the validity of reasoning is precisely to be
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made evident by that reflection). In order to be complete, such a
reflection ought to bear not only upon the explicit terms or form
of that which is selected as the right point of departure, but upon
its very reality or nature and upon the necessary or q priori con-
ditions of possibility of that reality. And the whole task of the
metaphysician should consist in pursuing this reflection to the whole
extent which that point of departure is capable of.

f—To be such that every man endowed with reflective power
can take hold of it with absolute or metaphysical certainty. A fact
or a proposition is metaphysically true when its very (explicit)
negation asserts it (implicitly). If the point of departure of Meta-
physics is thus entirely beyond the reach of any objection whatso-
ever and if Metaphysics consists in revealing whatever this begin-
ning involves, it is easy to see that the absolute certainty of the
point of departure can propagate itself throughout a whole body of
propogitions obtained from it by reflection and organically con-
nected by reasohing (after the validity of reasoning has been
ascertained at the very outset of this science).

5. The limits of this paper prevent me from treating exten-
sively point c¢ of paragraph 1, namely, investigating the adequacy
to the above-defined requirements of all possible points of depar-
ture of Metaphysics. But we can proceed rapidly by way of eli-
mination: a—The metaphysician cannot start straightaway from
existent reality because, though absolutely first, existence is never
given apart from the conscious experience in which it is grasped;
hence in the order of knowledge this experience is first.

b—If the seed of Metaphysics has to be a conscious experience,
it cannot be a purely intellectual, absolutely immediate and exhaus-
tive grasping of reality, because, at least in this life, which is the
setling of our metaphysical science, we have no such perfect onto-
logical intuition. To the objection that some men have pretended
or pretend now that they enjoy in this life an intuition of that
quality, the answer is, first, that there is no total agreement be-
tween the recorded intuitions of those men, (which is against the
principle of non-contradiction which our point of departure will
prove apodictically), and their claim should therefore be tested by
means of a criterion prior to, and more certain than, those intui-
tions; second, that, supposing I am ready to believe in the legitimacy
of any of the latter, my belief must be enlightened, that is to say,
rational, hence it depends upon a rational ascertainment of its
credibility and, thus not being first, it cannot be the origin and
root of my science of being as being, '
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c—The experience of remembering, conceived either in the
manner of Plato or of the believers in samsira, has no more claim
to the title of point of departure of Metaphysics, because it has no
apodictic evidence and is but the outcome of theorizing based upon
insufficient analysis of the facts of human experience; at any rate,
it is not incontrovertible as the point of departure of Metaphysics
should be.

d—Pure sense experience is also to be rejected because we have
no such experience; any human experience, indeed, is accompanied
by intellectual awareness; hence, sense experience as such is
always for us an abstraction already and therefore never first.
Besides, as such, it contains nothing properly intellectual and can
never provide us with our first notions and principles.

e—Similarly any intellectual abstraction, such as a mere con-
cept (i.e., not actually predicated of anything) or even the mental
operation called simple apprehension, which consists in the first
apprehension of a concept (i.e., of a meaning), is also insufficient
to our purpose because it can never be first, but always presupposes
the complexity of a sensitivo-intellectual experience of reality, on
the basis of which it is constituted through an abstraction which
leaves out the existential element of that experience, i.e., the very
element which we are in need of,

6. There remains therefore only one kind of experience which
can serve as the point of departure of Metaphysics, namely, my
(i.e., proper to each one) sensitivo-intellectual experience of rea-
lity. Such an experience can be either volitional or cognitive, but
even when it is volitional it implies cognition. Hence, without ex-
cluding volitional experience as such, we can, at the outset of Meta-
physics, poncéntrate upon that experience as cognitive only, ie,
as judgement. Whatever be its external or internal expression, any
judgement, i.e., any assertion (even a false one) of the reality of a
certain concrete synthesis of S and P provides as such all the
requisites of Metaphysics. The nature of that S and P is indif-
ferent, but there must be such a synthesis; besides, the copula ‘is’
must function existentially, i.e., as an assertion of truth, i.e., of the
conformity of this mental synthesis to some reality. This is the
form of judgement as such and it requires but a little reflection
to perceive that it is actual in every proposition which presents
itself as an assertion of truth, whether this claim is legitimate or
not, and whatever the terms of that proposition may be. Any of my
existential assertions, or even any proposition which I understand
to be such an assertion in the opinion of scmebody else can serve
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s the experience from which Metaphysics can start. Metaphysics
)egins at the very moment when, through reflection, I perceive that
xperience as a particular instance of existential assertion or judge-
nent as such.

7. If it can be shown irrefutably that every instance of the
above-defined experience possesses all the requisites set forth in
para 4, it will be undeniable that metaphysicians have in it the
adequate point of departure of their science. This is shown not
by recourse to any form of deductive reasoning, but by appeal to
reflection, as follows:

a—No man, not utterly deprived of the use of his intellect,
can deny sincerely that he has the experience of affirming some
truth, for if he consents to reflect just a little and become aware of
what a denial is, he cannot help seeing that his very action belies
his words and is totally useless as an objection. Thus the exis-
tence of the experience which we have singled out as the adequate
point of departure of Metaphysics becomes as immediately evident
to him as to myself and is to be held as metaphysically certain by
everyone (requisite f).

b—Once 1 know that I cannot reject the experience of assert-
ing truth, it becomes immediately evident to me that “not all asser-
tions are untrue”, for the opposite would nullify that exprience by
making it meaningless, but in order to do that it should itself be
meaningful and, being itself an assertion intemded to be true, it
would posit implicitly, by the very fact of its own existence, the
principle which it rejects explicitly. Hence the principle of iden-
tity or principle of the objectivity of human knowledge is such that
its very denial is impossible, since it can only be a denial in words,
while as a real mental operation it would posit our very principle
as the necessary condition of its own possibility. Thus metaphysi-
cal certainty extends to this first principle (requisite d. 1).

c—I have an immediate evidence of what “to deny” means and
if anyone pretends that he has not the same evidence, I have only
to ask him whether he means what he says. If he answers, “no”,
-he agrees ipso facto that he has it and, besides, he cancels his objec-
tion; if he answers, “yes”, he agrees that he knows his own state-
ment as being a denial of mine; thus, in both cases, he agrees with
me against his own explicit objection. Since everyone therefore
knows the meaning of negation, everyone understands that the
meaning of contradictory propositions consists in this, that the first
says, “it is true that a certain S is now a certain P”, whereas the
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second says, “it is not true that that S is now that P”, in other
words, that they are opposed as truth and untruth. Hence if any-

- body acknowledges one of them as true, he acknowledges that the

other one is untrue. But we have seen (in b) that it is meta-
physically certain that some assertions are true. Therefore, in such
cases, the operation which consists in setting forth their contra-
dictories is no longer hypothetical but refers to reality and such
contradictories appear immediately as objective untruths. If in-
spite of this evidence someone wishes to reject the validity of the
principle of non-contradiction, he will not be able to do it other-
wise than by denying my own contention, and such behaviour
implies as the necessary condition of its own meaning the validity
of the principle which it rejects explicitly. Thus this principle also
is beyond the reach of any possible objection and therefore meta-
physically certain (requisite d. 2).

d—Even if the experience from which I started (in a) was a
particular proposition, (but it could have been a universal one,
since it can be any of my assertions whatsoever,) I have already,
through my abstracting reflection, derived from it two universal
propositions, namely, (in b) that of itself any assertion is true, and
(in c) that any proposition which contradicts a true assertion is un-
true, and I have also realized the immediate evidence of their meta-
physical certainty. Now the principle of the (deductive) syllogism
implies that I know the meaning of “universal” (“all”) or “distri-
butive” (“every”, “any”) and perceive the validity of that notion.
In particular it implies that I know the meaning of a universal
major premise, of which both S and P are distributive terms, and
of a particular minor premise, of which P is a distributive term
while its S is a particular term. Against the second part of that evi-
dence the opponent would have to say that his own position, name-
ly, that there is no proposition whose P is a distributive term, is
true and that it is therefore true that my opposition is an error,
but thus he would admit that his objection distributes the term
“true” to two particular subjects and thus posits implicitly my own
position. Against the first part of my evidence he would say that
no proposition has a distributive term as its subject or that all pro-
positions whose S is universal are untrue or something similar, and
thus again he would posit implicitly what he denies explicitly.

~ But since it is true that some universal propositions are true and

that everybody has an immediate evidence of the meaning of “uni-
versal”, it is also immediately evident that the particular proposi-
tion whose P is the same as the P of a universal true proposition

and S is an actual instance of its S, is also true (conclusion of a
P 8
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positive syllogism in the 1st figure), and that the proposition whose
P is the same as the S of that universal proposition and S is not
an actual instance of its P, is untrue or has to be negatived to be
true (conclusion of a negative syllogism in the 2nd figure). Any
one who, in spite of this evidence, would oppose any syllogism
would have to argue that “no syllogism is valid, but a particular
set of propositions is a syllogism, therefore it is invalid”; in other
words, he would himself make a syllogism (in celarent) and thus
grant implicitly the validity of the syllogism which he rejects

explicitly. Thus the metaphysical certainty of this principle is also
evident (requisite d. 3).

e—Any affirmative judgement asserts the reality or existence
of its subject according to the measure indicated by the synthesis
of its S and P (ie. hypothetically, or universally but logically
only, or actually and then either universally or particularly). But
we know (from b) that not all-affirmative judgements are untrue
which is the same as saying that the existence asserted by some
judgements is true, in other words, that judgement as such posits
the material object of Metaphysics, namely, existent being (requi-
site a). In a remarkable passage of his Bhagavadgiti-bhigya,
Sankara has shown that existence is posited by judgement as:-sueh
and “is perceived even in the absence of one of the two (i.e,
either of S or P), as in the case of a mirage, etc., (when we say:)
this is water” (2.16). On the other hand, Descartes missed exis-
tence in its universality. and found only the particular existence of
his self as res cogitans (thinking substance) because his point of
departure was the particular import of a reflex judgement (ergo
cogito) and therefore already an abstraction, not a primitive expe-
rience. On the contrary, the point of departure proposed in these
pages precedes all abstraction and is thus really first and pregnant
with all the richness of Metaphysics. It is not a “cogito” but a
“judico”, an “I assert that this S is P” and therefore, in the lan-
guage of Husser], it implies the “cogitatum”. Indeed, were it not

an experience of reality, it could not be the point of departure of
the science of being.

f—Reflection upon any judgement discovers judgement as such
and can therefore consider the general formality implicit in any
judgement and express it in a universal term: being. The mean-
ing of this idea is directly experienced in the experience of judge-
ment as such which is implicit in any judgement. It is therefore
primitive and cannot be defined by means of more primitive con-
cepts. But we can give of it a quasi-definition by reference to the

THE POINT OF DEPARTURE OF METAPHYSICS 271

operation of judgement and say that the idea of being is the idea
of “something existing in its own way”: “existing” refers to the
truth-function of the copula, “something” refers to the subject
(that term which stands for reality as it is in itself), “in its own
way” refers to the predicate as attributed to the subject, ie., for
the mental synthesis S-P which stands for reality as it is in the
mind, and the whole phrase is a unit of meaning because it refers
to the whole judgement as a synthesis. Being thus the exact
expression of what judgemert as such posits, the idea of being is
implicit in any judgement and immediately present to that reflec-
tion which in each judgement considers the nature of judgement
as such (requisite b). ~ ‘

g—In the validity of judgement as such the validity of other
ideas besides the idea of being is also perceived. Indeed, I imme-
diately perceive any of my judgements as mine, ie., as dependent
upon a certain centre of reference with which I identify myself,
and as a certain kind of activity, since it is a mental operation, and
as a relationship, namely, the particular relationship of conformity
of my mind with reality, since any judgement is an assertion of
truth. Thus the validity of four at least of the notions necessary
for the development of Metaphysies is implied in the perception of

the validity of judgement as such in any particular assertion
(requisite c).

h—Finally the very fact of the above reflective analysis proves
that reflection alone can discover with evidence in any experience
of existential assertion all the objects, principles and notions
required at the departure of Metaphysics (requisite e). As has
been seen, this reflection should bear not upon the particular terms
of that experience (these indeed provide the objects of the other
sciences), but upon the existence and nature of that experience,
ie., upon that judgement not as that but as judgement. By push-
ing that reflection to its utmost limits and using reasoning (now
proved to be valid) to connect all its findings, it is possible to deve-
lop a system of Metaphysics each element of which enjoys the
metaphysical certainty of its point of departure. But just as motion
is proved by walking, this last contention also is not expected to
carry full conviction until it is proved by actual realization.



Did the Buddha Deny the Self ?

by
K. VENKATARAMANAN

A fresh approach to this important problem has become possi-
ble through the availability of a small text in the Chinese collec-
tion of the Buddhist Tripitaka. It is a text belonging to the
Sammitiya School of Buddhist thought. It is called the “Sammitiya
Nikaya Sastra” in the Chinese collection. But at the end of the
text we have its name recorded as the “Asraya Prajfiapti Sastra”,
which must have been the original title of the text! This is the
only text available to us now of this very important School of
Buddhist thought which had a wide influence and a long history.
We have been familiar with the name Simmitiyas and we also
know that they along with the Vitsiputriyas maintained a certain
view about personality which differed from other more prevalent
traditions, by the adherents of which they were branded, on ac-
count of this difference in view, as “heretics within the fold”.2
The Sammitiyas had a complete collection of Tripitaka in
Apabhrams$as3 v

In maintaining that the Buddha did not deny the self, they
were not alone. We have evidences to say that there must have
been a tradition within the fold of Buddhist thought which affirm-
ed the existence of self* stood for the meaningfulness of the sense

1. Taisho. No. 1649; Bagchi—Le Canon Boudhique en Chine .
English translation of the text with Introduction an?i Notes has ix:eﬁ :::;.)at:; .
by the writer of this article and published in Visva-Bharati Annals, Vol. V.
Pp. 155-243, under the title, Simmitiya Nikiya Sastra. T

For t.he:unn.e Asraya Prajiiapti Sagtra see at the end of the text, on p. 211.
Asraya-prajfiapti means conditioned cognition or cognized as conditioned
The text is essentially an attempt to settle the view that the individual is
airaya-prajiiapta, conditionally cognized and cognized as conditional. The
conditioned self is the principal theme of our text. This is to be distinguished
from the Unconditioned Self which we find mentioned in the text but not
developed.

2. Cp. Bodhicaryavatara Panjika, IX 60,

3. Cp. Dr. P. C. Bagchi: “On the Original Buddhism, Its Canon and Lan-
guage”, in Sino-Indian Studies, Calcutta, Vol. II, p. 108,

4. Sammitiya Nikaya Sastra, p. 214, n. 11.
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of unity and freedom which is the heart of personality, and fought
against the total reduction of personality to its constituent ele-
ments as well as against the affirmation of the individual self as a
simple, eternal, soul-substance. The Simmitiyas maintain that the
self is neither a mere name for a collocation of many separate ele-
ments nor is it a simple eternal substance. Self is an organism,
an organismic whole which is &sraya prajiiapta, i.e., conditionally
cognized and conditionally existent. (Hence the title of our text).
Reduction of personality to a combination of discrete elements
would give us a mechanistic view of personality, and an imagina-
tion that self is a simple eternal substance which is yet associated
with the rounds of birth and death would give us a completely
static view of self. Both commit the error of ignoring the sense
of unity and creative freedom which is the very essence of
personality, By ignoring freedom they tend to ignore moral agency
and moral responsibility. Tending to the view that deeds do not
make a difference and effort is a misnomer, they cut at the very
root of individual initiative which is the essence of moral worth.
So, rejecting these as inadequate, not only as theories of self but
even as interpretations of the teachings of the Buddha, the
Sammitiyas say: “Totally to deny the existence of self would be

to commit a heresy. But if we say the self is (conditionally)
existent, that would be the right view.”s

It is significant to note that the opening paragraph of the text
deals with the moral agency and moral responsibility of the indi-
vidual. “One does one’s own deeds.” The deeds of everyone being
done by himself, their results are received by the doer and there
is no confusion in the receiving of the results. “The results of
one’s deeds do not go to another” “In order to bring one’s deeds
to manifestation, one proceeds to take another birth”. “One pro-
- ceeds towards the path of work for manifestation.”® Again, later,

we have, “Deeds are done in the world by men; these deeds are
their treasures, seized by themselves and followed by themselves.”

Again, “Good and bad both are feeds done by men who follow
and seize and expel the course of Karma.”

The text mentions seven different views on the nature of self:
that the self is totally non-existent, that it is impossible to say
whether the self is existent or non-existent, that the self is actually

5. Ibid., p. 176.
¢. Ibid, p. 165
7. Ibid, pp. 185, 186,
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existent, that the self is the same as the constituent elements, that
the self is different from them, that the self is impermanent, and
that the self is eternal. All these are views within the fold of
Buddhist thought itself and each of these draws its support from
the very words of the Buddha?

The Sammitiyas steer clear their way through these conflicting
views and maintain that neither an absolute existence nor an
absolute non-existence would be the right view in regard to the
individual self. “The self exists, but conditionally, this is the right
view.”® Again, an assertion of absolute difference or of absolute
identity would land us in difficulties. Absolute difference between
the self and the skandhas (or the constituent elements, ie., the
bodily and mental events, which constitute personality) would
make the person completely unrelated to the latter, and absolute
identity between them would again make the self as impermanent
as the skandhas. Moreover, in the case of absolute identity, the
skandhas and the self would not be designated differently at all.
To contend that ‘self’ is a mere name with nothing corresponding
to it is to ignore the meaningfulness of the term and the essential
relation between the term and its import, That it is unspeakable
whether the self is existent or non-existent (in absolute terms)
does not mean that the self is not speakable even as conditionally
existent.

That the self exists does not mean, again, that it is an eternal
substance, nor does the denial of self mean its total non-existence.
“The Buddha said that the person exists as conditionally cognized.
Therefore that which the Buddha here refers to (when He speaks
of the self as existent) is only the objective counterpart (dSraya)
of the cognition (of self, viz., the organismic whole of personality
analysable into and speakable as constituted of the five skandhas).
He does not refer here to any eternal self as substance.” But if
the self were absolutely non-existent, then there would be neither
the doer nor the deed nor any result thereof. On the contrary if
there is the person, if there is the self, there would not be the
errors mentioned above. “Therefore the self truly is.”1?

The Sammitiyas make a distinction between atmadrsti and
mithyadrsti. The one they consider to be correct and the other,

8. Ibid., pp. 166-73.
9. Ibid., pp. 176, 77.
10. Ibid., p. 178,
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wrong. “Now if we say that the self is describable in terms of
(absolute) existence or (absolute) non-existence that would re-
sult in the wrong views of eternalism and negativism. And th.e
Buddha would not permit us to rely on these two views, And if
we say that the self is (absolutely) non-existent, we woulc.l be
violating its unspeakability (in absolute terms.) So this is not right.
Totally to deny the existence of self would be to‘comxmt a heresy.
But if we say that the self is (conditionally) existent, tha.t woul.d
be the right view. Therefore it can be said t?xat the self is. It is
said in the Sitra, ‘To say that the self is not would be a

mithyadrsti, while, to say that the self is would be an atmadrsti’.”"1!

The distinction between the dtmadysti and mithyadrsti as borne
out here is that while the one asserts a conditional exist?z.me of
self, the other totally denies the existence of self.‘ In addition to
this distinction between these two views, there is another. t}];n
regard to the relation between the self and Fhe skandbas, . cae1
extremists would maintain either that the self is totally- 1dex.1f:1
with the skandhas or totally different from them. The Sammltntr;s
reject both these extremes and say: “T?.ke for examp%)ee, : ;
relation between ritpa and the receiver of riipa. 1t cannot be sai
that the receiver of rupa is (absolutely) dxﬁerent_ from ;ﬁp{ or
that rapa is entirely different from the receiver O mpar
On the basis of ripa is derived the _name, the receli:r
of ripa. If one says that ‘this is rupa and this is itself the rec;m "
of ripa,’ this way of his establishing ripa would be callec_l &tma retl.
But if one says that ‘riipa is the self’ then one;,ltzarrs (in amm}mg
that) the five skandhas are themselves the sel_f. .The. Simx;n;x:.:
continue, “If one says that the receiver of ripa is dﬁ?re;liﬁ o
riipa, that would again be the wrong view that the self is difter
from the skandhas.”13

The Sammitiyas thus distinguish between “this is rﬁga and
this itself is the receiver of riipa” and “ripa is the self.” The
point of distinction which they mean to make between t}.xe two
seems to be that while in the one case riipa and the receiver 9f
riipa are divisions within the concrete personality which is their
basic unity, designated here by the ‘this’, a totality analysal?le as
ripa and the receiver of riipa, in the other case the total.lty 1.;
reduced to one of the terms of abstraction. Thus the point o

11. Ibid., p. 176.
12. Ibid., pp. 182-83,
13. Ibid., p. 183.
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distinction between the two is the one between what we may call
the concrete view and the abstract view. While in the concrete
view, the organismic unity of the self is never missed, this is just
the thing we miss in the abstract view. In its extreme form, the
abstract view would split the organism into minute divisions, re-
duce it to a mere collocation of many simple atomic units, and
then imagine that self is a mere name, and the simple atomic units
are real and ultimate. Or, it would take the self as wholly different
from and independent of the constituent elements, and imagine
that the self remains unaffected while they arise and perish. In
either case, the abstract view holds to difference as absolute, and
fails to do justice to the organic relation between the self and its
constituents. So, the Sdmmitiyas say, “The receiver of riipa exists
only as mutually dependent on rupa, that is all. He is not men-
tioned as a separate reality. But if one’s statement that ripa and
the receiver of riipa depend on each other leads one to heresy and
if, by this heresy, one says that there is no self at all, then the
errors mentioned above would be his. Therefore these are the
three errors (i.e., the errors of absolute identity and absolute
difference between the self and the skandhas, and the error of an
unconditional denial of self). And therefore absolute difference

is a heresy. Therefore not to take the lead of absolute difference
is not to follow heresy.”14

How is the person said to exist? The object of the idea of
self is a mind-body organism, a self-conscious personality whose
existence can be denoted differently through different aspects. The
Buddha said that there are three kinds of persons (or strictly
three ways of denoting personality). They are: denoting through
the objective basis (asraya, of the notion of personality), denoting
through transition (sankrama) and denoting through extinction
(nirodha). What is meant by reference through the objective
basis? The Buddha told Papaka: “On whatever aggregation a
thing depends for its being spoken, from that the thing derives its
name. This is reference through objective basis. Take for exam-
ple, fire; (it derives its name from the fuel on which it depends) 15
How about reference through transition? “Just when certain be-
ings are crossing over to another existence, precisely then, does
the Buddha call them, ‘beings in transition’.” Beings in transition
are denoted through past or present or future transition. The
Buddha’s statement, “In my past life I had already been the highest

14. Ibid, p, 183,
15. Ibid, p. 182,

P9
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of kings,” is to denote through past transition. “Ajita, when you
will become the Buddha, you will be called Maitreya.” This is
to denote through future transition. “One who ‘is the master of
great wealth commands a lot of riches, so much, at his wish.” This
is to denote through present tramsition. The Buddha has thus
spoken of three ways of referring to beings through their move-
ments in the three times!® How about reference through extinc-
tion? The saying, “at the time of the extinction of the past body”
is denoting through extinction. Again, when the Buddha said, “the
five skandhas of a bhiksu whose #sravas have come to an end
become extinct before long,” he meant the reference. through
extinction.l?” From the standpoint of reference through the objec-
tive basis and reference through transition, it is said that there is
the person who leaves the present five skandhas and takes up the
five skandhas of the intermediary state (i.e., the passage-state that
lies between death and rebirth). From the standpoint of reference
through extinction, the Buddha has said, “there is never more
the state of receiving the skandhas.”18

The self which is the complex of skandhas is the conditioned
self. It is the organismic unity of the ever-perishing skandhas. It
is a dynamic unity, its very essence consisting in its continuous
and constant reconstituting of itself through the ever-fresh systems
of events which it gives rise to in its very urge to bring to light
all that lies dormant in it. This is the conditioned finite object-
self, The three modes of reference are the three ways of denoting
the individual through the complex of skandhas which constitute
individuality, While the reference through objective basis is a
general reference, references through transition and extinction are
references to the individual through the specific states of transition
and extinction of the complex of skandhas. What is in transition
is the self which is the complex of bodily and mental events, and
what becomes extinct is also the self which is the complex of
bodily and mental events. The extinction is either final as in the
case of the wise who realize Nirvana, or it is only a phase in the
transition between one span of life and another, as in the case
of the ordinary people when they die.

Now this last statement is to make a distinction between the
conditioned self which becomes extinct when the forces that

constitute it become extinct with the realization of Nirvana, and

16. 1bid., pp. 183-84.
17. Ibid., p. 184.
18. Ibid., p. 184,
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the unconditioned self which does not become extinct with the
extinction of the conditioned. The forces that constitute the
conditioned self, the self which is a dynamic unity revolving in the
cycle of birth and death, are ultimately forces of ignorance and
craving. Ignorance covers the real nature of self and the unreal
is mistaken as the real, the conditioned is mistaken as the un-
conditioned. But the sense of the truly unconditioned is never
wholly removed. Under the imagination of one’s nature as condi-
tioned, the sense of the truly unconditioned takes the form of
trsna. Impelled by trsna, the self-conscious individual seeks for
self-expression and self-realization. The rounds of birth and death

- are the endless repetitions of seizing and abandoning, which result

from the initial confusion, the basic error, of misplaced absolute-
ness, the mistaking of the conditioned for the unconditioned. It
is, in other words, by ignorance about one’s real nature that one
is ‘bound’. The only binding there is, is the false sense of self-
hood, the seizing of the not-self as self. Really there is no binding,.
This is the ultimate truth.

From the standpoint of this ultimate truth, the self-conscious
organism, the dynamic unity of the skandhas, is still a not-self.
For, while the conditioned self, which is the self-conscious orga-
nism, has only a derived existence and is revolving in the cycle of
birth and death, the true, unconditioned self is not so. The condi-
tioned self, in being not only subject to pain but actually constitut-
ed of pain, can itself be called pain. There is no pain other than
the divided existence. This self can again be called citta or vijiiana,
which we can express as “the self-conscious seed of personal life”,1®
in reference to its passing from one span of life to another, its
essential nature consisting in a ‘seeking to become’. This self is
truly a name for the organismic unity of the skandhas and does
not.stand for the True Self. “It is a name based on the (complex
of) impure skandhas.” “Being shrouded in ignorance, people
speak of the complex of the five skandhas as their own self. Even
as the new-born babe calls others’ mothers its own, just so are
the five skandhas spoken of by the ignorant as their own selt.”
“The Buddha said, the birth of duhkha is the only birth and tl;e
extinction of duhkha is the only extinction. We cannot speak of
birth and death as the characters of self.”™ For the Uncondition-
ed Self, which is the True Self, is an Undivided Being. “When
the Buddha says that ‘T’ and mine cannot be found in reality, He'

19. M': P 222, n, M.
20. Ibid, p. 174,
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refers to the usual objects of ‘I’ and ‘mine’ which are not self-
contained. No real essence can be found in these”2 In the case
of this Unconditioned Self what the Buddha denies is conditioned-
ness. “That which is made known by others is not the self-known
and that which is self-known is not made known by others. There-
fore what the Buddha really dismisses is the other-illuminedness
of the self (-luminous). He did not deny the self.”2

Even in the case of the conditioned self what the Buddha
denied was its independent reality or self-containedness and not
its existence itself. “It cannot be believed that the unreal and
the non-existent are equally non-existent. Therefore, of the self,
non-existence is denied and existence is affirmed. The self itself is
not denied.”2 “Although of this conditioned self, permanence and

impermanence cannot be spoken, still that the self exists can be
said.”24

“If one sees rightly, one will have no doubt that the person
turns in the cycle of birth and death, bound by the bond of the
craving for existence.”? This is what the Buddha wanted to show
when He said that “man seizes trsna as his second and dwells for
long in birth and death and when trsna becomes extinct, there is
never more this turning in the wheel of birth and death”.28 “As
the duhkha is destroyed and the stream of asrayas is put an end
to, one reaches the Nirvana with residues. Then his body still
continues to be, and at that time one is said to cross over to that
shore and abide there. Only at the time of realizing the residue-
less Nirvana does one realize the immovable joy.”?? “But the view
that the person as such is eternal, (that the self which is subject
to birth and death is as such eternal) should be banished.”?

Did the Buddha deny the Self? The answer of the Sammitiya
to this very important question would be: )

The Buddha did not deny the self itself. In the case of the
conditioned self, what the Buddha denied was unconditionedness,
and in the case of the Unconditioned Self, what the Buddha denied
was conditionedness. The Buddha did not deny the self itself.

Ibid,, p. 175.
Ibid.
Ibid,
Ibid.
Ibid., p. 179,
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