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Necessity and J udgment
, N

Dr. P. S. Sastrr, M.A,, M.LrtT,, PH.D.
University of Saugor, Saugor (M.P.)

1. The pragmatist account of the nature of thought is mis-
leading and one-sided. Thinking, says the pragmatist, “is instru-
mental to a control of the environment, a control effected through
acts which would not be undertaken without the prior resolution
of a complex situation into assured elements and an accompanying
projection of possibilities.... Thought ...... is a name for the
events and acts which make up the process of analytical inspec-
tion and projected invention and testing”.! What some of the actual
and real existences do, is called thinking. This logical activity is
then a continual development of the biological activities.2 Thought
arises from the whole situation, from the complex relationship be-
tween man and his environment. Hence thought does not operate
with the ‘given’3 We select and test the data; and the relevant
data of any thinking or enquiry is never ‘given’, but ‘taken’* And
all the logical forms of thought are evolved as being instrumental
to the control of environment. In this system thinking is an acti-
vity of an organism arising as a response to the interaction with
the enviroriment, and functioning as an instrument to contr] the
environment.. The occurrence of the sense-data is not the basis |
¢f the processes of thinking; but we have to obtain, select and test
the observational data which are employed in all inquiry. The

Dewey: Essays in Experimental Logic, 30-31.
Dewey: Logic, The Theory of Inquiry, 25.
Ibid,, 428.

See Dewey: The Quest for Certainty, Chapter 7,
Dewey: Logic, 4, :

o
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logical forms of thought are evolved in the course of the natural
history of thinking,

Can thinking be a mere adaptation or reaction to the environ-
ment? It is true that thought has always an objective reference.
In referring to the objects, it renders them significant or meaning-
ful. We cannot say that the objects in themselves are meaningless
and that thought invests them with meanings. As such thought
cannot be a mere function of a subjective mind. Further, our
actions are actuated by ideas; and ideas arise from contact with
objective reality. According to Dewey, however, the source of
ideas cannot be objective reality; and thought has no direct refer-
ence to that reality. All that is taken to exist must then be said
to be constituted and determined in the processes of thought. But

when our ideas have nothing to do with reality,

our thought is
barren.

If objective reality does not give rise to our ideas, where-
from do they come? How can they arise from the mere mind?
Undeterred by these questions, Dewey would like to take the objec-
tive world to be a dream projected by the mind of every individual.

Thinking is taken to be a res

ponse given to a specific stimulus.6
It is an intra-

organic event arising from the extra-organic stimuli.?
When incompatible factors appear within the empirical situations
thought is said to arise.® Thinking is “an effort to get out of somé
trouble.”® Ignoring the social matrix of thinki
sizes its biological matrix;!® and he considers thinking to be merely
a means of elaborating a pattern of behavio

’ ur. This is thought
mechanised. This machanised entity obeys t

a he reflex arc or the
conditioned reflex; and yet unlike the nervous system, it can think.

This is a strange paradox. If all thought is directed to some

activity or other, we have to reject that thought which does not
lead to any activity in the pr In other words, the
]

agmatic sense.
pragmatist has to reject the aesthetic, religious and other such
experiences as meaningless.

~ Knowing, says Dewey, *
but of a participator inside t
ing with this faith he take

is not the act of an outside spectator
he natural and social scene.”1t Start-

s the essential character of knowledge

Dewey: Essays, 93.

Ibid., 221, 227.

Ibid., 10-11.

9. Ibid., 23, 73,

10. Dewey: Logic, 25

11, The Quest for Certainty, 188,

Ll I

ng, Dewey empha-"
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’

: »
it is a “consequence of directed operations.

This is a faulty doctrine. The operations of km?wingf cl:annnot
and do not create the object of knowledge; and the object of know-

¢ i ations”. Dewey
‘ledge cannot be the “consequence of directed operati

confuses the object which le knowba.mdt ou}rﬁ:}clcti):n;c u(;f gz ;::tff:i
ccount we give reveals an object W :
Ec})lrfstiuction. The physical object is not the same asdsthls:e ts}}l:::ﬁg
the two must agree with one another. .In other wor al, v:te oy
not reduce the objectivity of the object into our menteds at:n i
test our ideas in one way. This should nqt be confus ‘:1’11 i
we test after this. We test whether our idea agrees with realiy.

1t is after this that the idea may lead to some activity; and at the

end of the activity we may reject or strengthep ourdnntmla:iii:.
But in no case is the object a consequence' of directe .(:iperof thé
This attribute can to a certain extent be glve,n to n(;ﬁr'l e:etween
object and never to the object itse‘1f. pewey s €O sx;)nhis e
the object and our idea of the ob]ect.ls at the root o
interpretation of the knowledge-situation.

According to Dewey, propositions can be ne‘:nher true ::}ll .
false because they are only “means”, and because .m?arﬁl asa:t ¥
are neither true nor false”.!? On the othfar.h:j\nd, 1.t 1sd teaft o
assertion that is true or false. - It is true, if it is arrive ali fos: 2
competent inquiry and if it enables us to achieve the goa ' 3 o -
inquiry. But what is meant when.wfa sas‘r‘ that ?’ proposi 1;mwe
only a “means”? If it means that it is a "means” to an act, :
have to reject many statements such as the descn};tlveb.smt
the narrative. But if it means that it-deﬁ'nes. a rea ;u r]tic ,
then in so far as it agrees with ;e'al.lty .1t is tru.e. d% ::
the truth or the falsehood of a propf)smon is determine . v t;‘
meaning ‘which always refers to reality. And Dewey mahes .?
objective world evaporate altogether. He does not doubt t e exiis1
tence of this world, but our customary knowledge ofs this \';vorh..
Our knowledge is not an operational cons?quenc.e.1 .It Is his
logical inquiry that transforms the indeterminate situation into a

- determinate one, and therefore into a unified whole. We have to

convert a thing-in-itself into a thing-for-us; and this conversion

12. Logie, 287.
13, See Essays, 302; Logic, 159,
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involves a series of changes effected by us. When an object is
known, a new object is created. An existentially indeterminate
Kantian thing-in-itself acquires certain determinations. The real
world then is unknowable. And yet Dewey claims to know it.
To say that'a thing-in-itself can become a thing-for-us is to say
that it is not at all a thing-in-itself. When we understand it as
determinate, we are not adding anything to it. We are only un-

derstanding it better and interpreting it more accurately in the
light of the reality to which it belongs.

2. The pragmatist and the positivist refuse to give an intel-
lectual and intelligible account of reality. Any attempt to under-
stand the objective world intellectually is ‘a red

rag to the positi-
vist. He condemns as metaphysical any attemp

’ t at-a conceptual
representation of the nature of the real world, Yet, he has “en-
tities”, under which term he includes individuals, properties, re-
lations and propositions!4 The ultimate components of the world

are here taken to be things, properties and relations; these are
combined to form ‘atomic facts’;

world is.the totality of atomic facts. Each atomic fact is a com-
pound of ‘simple objects’ which form the substance of the world.
This is pure metaphysics in spite of the positivist’s attempt to
repudiate all metaphysics. ’

and Wittgenstein argued that the

Carnap’s semantical system op language has signs to desig-
nate individuals, and other signs to designate the properties and
rslations of individuals. These signs enable us to form atomic
sentences which may be grouped into sets called ‘state-descrip-
tions’. Each such state-description “gives a complete description
of a possible state of the universe of individuals with respect to
all properties and relations expressed by the predicates of the
system. " Thus the state-description represents Leibnitz’s possible
world's or Wittgenstein’s possible states of affairs.” The state-
description which contains all true atomic sentences is the only
one state-description which describe,
verse. And “a sentence of any for if i
in the true state-description.” Further, “a sentence islfl:;c ?011(11S
true if it holds in all state-descriptions”. This is similar to Leilgor(:iatz’};
conception that a necessary truth must hold in all possible worlds”
Rejecting necessity, its it at last. v

m is true if and only

the positivist adm

14. See Introduction to Semantics, 6.
15. See Meaning and Necessity, 9-10,

s the actual state of the uni--

5
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3. Starting with a cor_nplete rejection off xr}x‘e‘capf;;ls'rlic:;1 ;1::;
positivist has come to a metaphysical ac(foun:1 o t a(; ewtaken nd ot
the relation of thought to things. Material twlgg: o eon.
logical canstructions out. of sense—contents.. tha e
struction? . Ayer writes: “We may explam. e ;1 o
constructions by saying that the inf‘mduCt_I:}? t; ] l;s::lus A
denote logical cons.tr.uctions is ahdezlleq; ezltlsl o ihese S s .
?Omphcat‘—fd ll)rogsrsllt;:nfsdjx"iz tz logical construction is denczted
lt:l : :elatl;::; 3;u'zsd olr)lce it is denoted, it ceases to be a constrlx.xct;oi
F3171rat]ney;j[1 a p’roposition about an object is.takep to }zle tcor]::: lstifn ;1;
while its analysis into elementary sensatlops.l.s .sa;1 :1 e g
and intelligible. But we cannot, on._the ?osm;us Znsa{i_on, e
intelligence or thought into the consxderatlon.ot fl '511?1 > aft;ar rion
yet the physical object is said to become intellig
analysis.

Ayer emphasises the value of the deﬁnitions in usfe. It is t}i;s
rocess of defining that makes us say tha}t a table, for exa;{mgw:
?s a logical construction. Such definitions do pot add to 0\11; n "
ledge; .but they clarify our understanding by ulinra.\:: mg the
i . . ls

i iti ling of such complexities
logical complexities. The revea ; of.
ongly way of solving the philosophical prob-len’ls.. For exa}r:lplleé
take the problem of perception. Ayer’s ‘solutlo.n.ls that we ts ou.r1
f?nd out the nature of the physical thing by1 giving atdei?::; 1:;10:1 j
ivi for translating senten
d by “giving an actual rule . latin
:s:n:?erialy thing” in the light of this definition. We th\;s 1get é
series of linguistic statements expressing ;‘lgat som'eﬁ symbo :riz;::
i i icular manner. is specific way
definable in use in a particu : specife y arises
t has to fall within the sp.
because every factual statemen .
some special science or other; and phx.losophg cm:mottAo t}?eerlelfsoel;
say anything about the way a symbol is used or 1sf o
Philosophy cannot do this because the r;:‘oplosxtlons otopWhic}lphe
ce “i ifying the language '
are not factual. Hence "In speci ‘ iage 1o which Be
i i iti the philosopher is simply _
intends his definitions to apply, op e
i ich his definitions are deduced;
ing the conventions from wh;ch . ; a
thi validity of the definitions depends solely on their compatibility
with these conventions.”!?

Here we have the clearest statement of the role played by
convention in Ayer’s logic. There are words in every language,

16, Language, Truth and Logic, 73.
17, Ibid, 87.



126 THE PHILOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY

and each word has a conventional application to a specific object.
There is nothing to relate a word to an object except this conven-
tion. And the word is strictly controlled by a certain science
which specialises in conventionalising certain words or symbols.
If these conventions arz to be explained, we have to go to the
respective sciences; for, without defining the terms to be employed,
no scientific argument can proceed further. In such a case it is
not philosophy that can explain.these symbols. As a result there
can be no philosophy and no problems which a non-existent philo-
sophy can discuss. And when the propositions of philosophy have

no factual content, its solutions, if at all they exist, will have no
value or significance.

Let us examine the positivist’s contention. Physical objects
are logical constructions out of sense-data. Sense-data, said
Russell, are objects of acquaintance. They are the objects of
‘sensing’, of ‘direct apprehensior’, of ‘direct awareness’. We have
here a series of vague terms and the meanings of these terms are
highly obscure. They all suggest that sense-data are objects of
knowledge, if positivism admits that they are objects of knowledge.
Otherwise it is very difficult to account for the terms the positivist
employs. Since positivism cannot speak of the existence of the
objects of knowledge, we have to conclude that these terms are

meaningless. They have no objective or factual reference. They

cannot have any status. Sense-data involve knowing. The posi-
tivist attempts to know that something or other is the case in a
given situation; and he conveniently forgets that the verb ‘to
know’ is transitive. He forgets its transitive reference to an object
and emphasizes the subjective sensations and the like. I am aware

of something; I am conscious of something. This something is the
object.

But ‘being aware of’ is not a name of any object. When I '

perform an empirical analysis of my sensations, it is true that I
do not get any referent for this name. But I do know that

‘being
aware of’ stands for my act of experiencing. Since it is my acbt
of experience, it is meaningless to say that “I do not know what

it would be like to come upon an act of awareness.”

of” refers to the unity of the experiencing self wit

. h the experi-
enced object. Awareness is a state of the experienct 3

- g ! ng self. I
is not an object which I can clutch with my fingers. It alwa :
refers to the object; and the sense-data constitute at least 31"t
of the object in so far as T am a 2 P

. ' ware of my sensations t!
object that gives rise to these sensations, The sense-data a:;i 0}11:!

LT3 Y]
Being aware
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jects of an act like awareness. Ayer therefore errs when he ob-
serves: “If sense-data were defined as the objects of such acts,
then there can be no sense-data.”®

This contention of Ayer is faulty. For example, I look at an
object, say, a tomato. Here I can doubt a good deal. But I cannot
doubt the objective existence of some irreducible thing. As Prof.
Price observes, I cannot doubt that “there exists a red patch of a
round and somewhat bulgy shape, standing out from a background
of other colour-patches, and having a certain visual depth, .and
that this whole field of colour is directly present to my conscious-
ness”. This entity is called a sense-datum by Prof. Price; and

whatever name we may give to it, its objective existence is beyond
doubt.

But Ayer thinks that there is room for doubt. When he doubts
the existence of the bulgy patch, he assures us that he should not
be taken to mean that he doubts “if this patch exists”. Either the
words ‘existence’ and ‘exists’ are used in two contradictory senses,
or Prof. Ayer is speaking a language which we cannot understand.
He restricts the word ‘exist’ to the sense-data, and he rejects all
reférence of this predicate to physical objects. How can the
existing sense-data abstain from any reference to the existence of
the object from which they are presumed to emanate? We have
to say that either there can be sense-data without any object, or
there must be both. Ayer seems to hold to the former. Yet he
considers the sense-datum to be a constituent of.a sense-field. The
visual sense-field is that which every-one sees at any given moment;
and the visual sense-datum is said to be a constituent of a visual
sense-field. How can we reduce what every one sees directly with
his own eyes to a series of sensations? Ayer has no right to say
that there is something which every one sees. He can only refer
to what every one feels as sensation in his physiological frame. His
language betrays the hollowness and inconsistency of his doctrine.

We ‘sense’ an object. This sensing means that the object is

“sensibly present, that the object appears. If the object does not

exist objectively, how can it be sensed, and how can it appear?
The sense-datum always refers to appearances, and the appearances
must be those of an entity which must exist. A non-existent entity
cannot have any appearances. In the very act of sensing we are
directly aware of the objective existence of the real physical object.
And with the help of our sensations and feelings we only come to

18. On ‘Phenomenalism’ (Arist. Soc. 1946-47).
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understand it and interpret it cdrrectly. Take the example given
by Ayer. “When I say that I am now perceiving a

match-box,
part of what I am saying is that I am sensing se

nse-data of
a certain kind.” There is an objective existent which is more
than that grasped by my act of sensing,

says Ayer, “is that further sense-
in the appropriate conditions, b

“This something more”,
data of the appropriate sort would,

e obtainable.” However much we
may sense in this manner, there would remain something that can-
not be sensed; and this irreducible element is, on the positivist’s
premises, unknown also. When an element or an aspect is une
krown, we cannot determi

ne the conditions that would be appro-
priate to this unknown element.

As such we have no right to say
that sense-data of the appropriate sort would be obtained. We do
not even know whether that unknown element really involves any
sense-data. '

A. J. Ayer observes that philosophy cannot “afford us know-
ledge of a reality transcending the world of scien

sense”.!® A proposition is said to have meaning when it is ang-
lytic, that is, when “its validity depends solely on the definition of
the symbols it contains.” It has also a meaning if it expresses a

fact or a hypothesis that can be verified in experience.
fiability is in terms of the sense-contents. Hence empirical state-

ments are those that can “be translated into propositions about

sense-contents,”® and these are analytic statements about symbols
used in empirical statements.

Thus’ philosophy deals with words
and consists of “definitions or the formal consequences of defini-
tions,”?! and it clarifies our empirical knowledge by analysing or
translating it “into propositions abeut sense-contents.” The words
we employ can have a meaning only when they can be translated
into the language of the sense-contents, But sense-contents do
not “exist”; they only “occur”. They are “a part of sense-experi-
ence”2 All that exists is merely a logical construction out of
sense-contents.

ce and common-

This veri-

But why should we reduce the existent object to a sense-
content? No sense-content can exhaust the meaning of a thing
that exists. The alleged sense-content can at best fathom ope
aspect of the thing. To reduce a thing to a sense-content is to

19. Language, Truth and Logic, 33.
20, Ibid., 59. )

21, Ibid., 57.

22. Ibid., 122‘31
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ivi j is never a
deny it its legitimate objectivity. Further, thteh ob]:a)::,: ljur ver a
logical construction out of sense-content.:s. At te n;io n, o
1 cgl e of the object may be such a logical cons rut(:i o .t And 2ty
ici knowledge reveals that reality is a whole ;ndicﬁin can be
z rehended’ through the principle of non-con arience'. Sense-
cf))fl)tents however, occur as part of the sense—e);;;i e a,n and this
, i f some senti .
ience must be the experience 9 . Se o
el}:.flexrfnt::ase we have pure subjective ;deallsmf M:;'elc)):e:,l osgicalI
; i lysis, refuse .
i ust, on an ultimate analysis, : : !
I'nmdtr?:(‘:t(i):)ier 'rl?hat ,which makes out things to be 1og1ca1. ::ox::gfut‘:s
:‘orxlfs is the mind; and the mind cannot make oqt that 1ti ;n oL i
al(io ical construction, The positivist’s theory of constr;uc o
breagk at some point or other. He cannot speak of materi g
at ‘all since nothing can be said about them. A\%’

;¢ eak about material things is, for ‘each of us:
a wa?ycffrsi)aeiiin: zbsor;t sense-conbent”sz,s v eachhof usr ::sr-:z:;u(‘;?e
‘ ial things®ut of sense-contents. .All such exp -
méter.la} t gW do not construct material things any more than
R ns:-contents. We become aware of them, of.the o‘n;a1
Y;ie (3.10 }(:ut;: eother. We cannot even equate a mater.ial thn;4g 'v'?;e
3:chle‘zosfnse-con’cents that would occur vx.rhen lt. is fexpgriizgﬁiL)WIedge
sense-contents are our reactit:fxsnto ;‘ %1::.!; }:le\:lni,u 2nconstmction has
o theeteh:;:i%nhlsre(ﬁiiyc;oz;sigl;; ls(:) far as it agrees, thought and things
:zl;as%rbe taken to be intimately\bound up.

But Ayer proceeds in a peculiar way in l.nis aflalysis of 1tlhe per;
‘ception of the match-box. ' This perception is said to be the sam

hat this
. as a set of statements about sense-data; and the statement that t

match-box exists is taken to be the same as a seif oi s‘t:tertnezz
.data. Thus “the statements about phys:’ca o) .]et.: sthis
abouthsenseeducible to statements about sense-data. . It is in
2:::1; :}\;vatr the physical objects are taken to ‘bet l.oglca‘lreszgs:)r;c;
Ations. The ‘meaning of a very simple statemen s cos. el By .
series of statements which record our sense-experiences; e
can be understood only by understanding z.m
ZZEQSSzteg;ﬁnents to which it has to be reduced. In t:us kvlv;ir;
till we know an infinite number of statements., we f:;nf;ox Jnow
the meaning or. truth of the statement that this match-bo .

53, Ibid., 63.
24. Ibid., 140'1'
P‘ 2
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Instead of gaining anything we lose the relevant sentence in this
positivist maze,

4. The sense-data relevant to the existence of the match-box
may be absent; and even then the match-box can exist, This leads
Ayer to hold that some of the statements about physical objects
are hypothetical. This means that if certain specific conditions are
fulfilled, certain sense-data would occur. But it isepretty dfficult
to determine the conditions, since the conditions can be given only
if they are known to have an invariable relation to the sense-data
and to the object as well. And any such invariable relation is
taboo to the logical positivist. Moreover cond
to the known; and the empiricist’
the object to be unknown. And
analysed!

itions always refer
s doctrine of the sense-data takes
yet this unknown object can be
Does the scientist analyse any unknown substance?

A statement about a physical object can be true and meaning-
ful, if it can be translated into a series of statements about sense-
data. But do we really have complete and true translations? We
can never get a statement about a physical object verified com-
pletely. Every statement about a physical object is capable of
being translated into an infinite number of statements about sense-
data; and we can never give an infinite number of statements.
Each statement deseribes a single piece of evidence; and to make
the evidence adequate we have to give an infinite number of state-
ments about the physical object. And to prove the existence of
the object too, we need an infinit

e number of sense-experiences.
Even then our statement that the object exists will itself have to

refer to the sense-experience. No statemént can refer to the ob-

_ject In positivism, Then any statement is intransitive; and re-
duced to grammatical terms we hay

e to reject all transitive verbs
and accusative cases,

This is the tragedy of the empiricist’
reduction,

Previous experience cannot help the present experience as
long as we argue within the folds of positivism. It is difficult to

possible to give a complete list of the
this Ayer would argue that “

indefinite at the level of sense

-data,”25 Every statement has thus

25. See Arist. Soc., 1946-47.

' 1
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i o its own level; and what
two leves < ezftr?::e l;no?vr.le \I;Zezsantnot know it sin‘ce.it cdnnot
o meansf W&to the object. When its direct reference is only tlc;
Qrect r?ie: there is no meaning in saying that it has t?vo lfei;tiete
e Seflse- aea’ It is always indefinite. From such an 1.1:dfe mite
ofatz);icr?: cw;: can gather nothing. Nor can we reduce it in
:eries of intelligible propositions.

i ical object,

thing about the physica :

we ever know any i ’ oct

i > ccc:nt the positivist's analysis? It is o.nly the :ensor}‘ly Sizal

g “::Z a:whiclz)h is direct that can prove the e).ustence o d:t_ :’), y el

S‘]ect This evidence is obtained by “se.nsmg. sciagse;lt abo.ut e

. :) ;itioxi that is taken to tell us something sign ca{) o e

zzjtra);c must be translated into the sense-dat‘cun:hzo;:)al\1 ysical' object

i i ior to -

says Ayer, is logically pr ‘ pblect

;roca::l:ry’Weyhave tt; translate the latter into th.e ‘f‘?rr;;e;ig and

aer;gwegal"e not better off. As Ayer himse‘l’t: obser]\;:ansl.t o

y enalist claims that categorical prop051.t1‘ons abo b Bhysicel e

o e reducible to hypothetical propos1t10ns<.a ut s e

2’11?;12155 arsitivist reduction interprets all categorical propositi >

h € fﬁatical. Here we have the surest abuse of graril}rlna::'c :lnpro-

cgrl;omonsensé as well. While we always flind aﬂfxypsc:: ieiﬁﬁc mo_,

i tegorical in the .

ition attempting to become ca . pro-

Szgﬁ;(;n the positivist pleads for the reve.rse, and at thuee esa:::;e e

he clai,ms a scientific status to his theories. Whenf:zto : o eting
i i re ipso

ical with the hypothetical, we a . :

Catef: ni:ith quantity. This in itself is a return .to the :iifaiec?(c:

i‘ll'zclhyis at the very outset rejected by positivism, since all dialecti

is based on the principle of necessity.

Recognising the prirciple of necessity, we consf;uc:;) :gfex:;rlg;
j 1d of experience i
We arrange and adjust the wor f oper in obedience %0
icti pposition is no e
inci of non-contradiction. ere n is
t}tle (ilizqc-lpiir can it conmstruct a world. In asserting 11:5(1 li\:::
ihr:ught ’transcends supposition by func:;mmng f:eelype:ﬁng >
i i find necessity o

tively. In this construction we ' : o
Stnrgctgojgh the law of non-contradiction which alone is thc}a1 pn;t
ai le of logical stability. In constructing the w'orld we ﬁng1 t o.ugn
(f:ulx)'xctioning as organic and concrete. Starting .w1th the glven,
thought develops itself in and through the prln?mle of'tnon_-rnd
tradiction and becomes as consciousness one‘wlth reality.



132 THE PHILOSOPHICAL, QUARTERLY

as such it reveals the necessity governing the members within
reality. Things, therefore, do not lie outside of thought. Thought
cannot grasp anything which exists outside of itself; and since we

do understand the universe, we have to recognise that thought
includes in itself the whole universe. ’

6. “All philosophy”, says Wittgenstein, “is critique of lan-
guage.”® This philosophy is the same as a linguistic enquiry, a
logic of science, the syntax of the language of science.® Wittgen-
stein’s analysis of language “is concerned with the conditions
which would have to be fulfilled by a logically perfect language.”?8

Yet Wittgenstein observes that “all propositions of our colloguial
language, are actually,

order;”3® and that “
structed.”3t

just as they are, logically completely in
every possible proposition is legitimately con-
Inspite of Russell’s -opposition to Wittgenstein, there
is for both no knowledge outside of the sciences.

To know any-
thing about anything,

we have to depend on some science or other;
otherwise we are sure to be cheated. Sense-observation alone

gives positive science yet the positivist holds that sight as such
can give us no purely empirical science. ‘

Logical positivism is a union of the old empiricism with the
modern logistic. It classifies all propositions into the necessary
and the factual. The necessary proposition says nothing about
the world of fact32 Most empirical propositions, on analysis, come
to have no ‘factual content’ and therefore no meaning. A propo-

sition has meaning if it can conceivably be verified in terms of
Sense-experience. It may not be verified in practice; but it should
be verifiable in principl

e, if it were to be significant®® If we can
conceive no sense experience w

hich can refute it or support it,
then it is meaningless;

and if it appears to be: meaningful, it is
not certain. Since meaning and verification are denied to a neces-
sary proposition, and since verification involve,

it is held that the sense-contents are never connected necessarily,
Statements about the sense-contents are tgk :

- . en to be either ex-
pressions of the meanings of words, or reports of mere empirical
conjunctions. A proposition like ‘man is mortal’ is an imperfect

S sense-experience,

27. Troactus Logico-Philosophicus, 4.0031.
28. See Carnap: Lo

gical Syntax of Language, 279-281,
29. Russell’s Introduction to Tractus, 7.
30. Tractus, 5553,

31. Ibid., 5.5733.

32. See Ayer: Language, Truth and Logi
33. Ibid, 21, ogic, 104,

NECESSITY AND JUDGMENT - -." 133

induction which has a mere probability and no necessity. Th;e1
m 0
empiricist would therefore argue that the truths. oft loféi ?:in
mathematics have no factual content; e;ndt he; begtnr;:,'C cc:m bept ain
ich i ual conte
: osition which is empty of all Factu:
hog 352;‘3{) and surprising”.3* To put it dlfferent.ly, af r;ecessarzr
;Irloposition is either a tautology or a mere converétm;ncz)w ::gxr;allgu;
1t does not state a fact, but that whic(l; we il:;;s irsl'g e e;{plaining
i ; in a )
‘P implies Q' is a mere reminder; an sing . -
f ijv!:apolnly%ut it in a different form. That which is contamedrlctf
id;e meaning of our terms is explicitly stated as }:a necels(slarsfr ; ©
i i the world o .
iti h it is not an assertion about ‘
PO o Tl i e use language. “The sole
it is an illustration of the way w gual B
:rsulrtdl of their necessity” is a linguistic convention; and yet “any
Ty 9
denial of them would be self-stultifying.”*

7. This theory is based on the ar.xalysis o‘f Tlecszsﬁgsr galv::n:z
the symbolic logic of Russell and W1ttgen.st}¢:m,t aamy " 8 conee:
quence it rejects intensional meaning withou e

This theory makes out that a statement o .
ar.g‘m.lent-_ a disjunctive statement of fact, and that. a statemen
f))}lcfi?;:;llsimplication is the same statement genel.rahsedwhfﬁt ‘;r;
implication we do not think in terms of e;:‘cens;on.or When we
say that man is mortal, we mean that the ¢ ara((:i er:th e
being human is intimately and uniquely cor_mer:'ted wi 2 r: i
The conjimction between man and mo?'tah.ty ;T .1t1.e e

tion of content; and this connection 15.1 egitim

o by tensional logic. And when a denial of the necessary
el '5 Xnelilsslself-s’cultifying, the necessity here cannot be a.mere
Eneistic vention. A proposition becomes self-cont.rad.xctory
lmg%mlfzs(e:orf any grammatical principle, but because. of its m;oxtl-
n.O': o with fact. This always has a reference to' fact.; and to
;se:;czf a necessity which does not take facts or things into »con-
sideration is no necessity at all.

8. The task of Philosophy, says Bussell, 'fs ‘to subjecs::dﬂtl:
propo.sitions to a ‘logical analysis’. 'flus fnig:lzefs:zgf: ed to
i i ich refers to -

their exact meaning whic : ‘
re;ei a proposition is made. The basis of all l.mowledge 1; ';}::i
"Zdlividual percept; and “no method exists by whuil:;weBcinife_the
lwith data which are public to many observers. u

34. Ibid., 91-2.
35. Ibid,, 105.
96, Ibid., 114.
37. Human Knowledge, 22,
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meaning of a proposition is based only on my individual percept,
and if it has nothing to do with the public data, how can we have
the social knowledge of the world which is not private to myself?
If the words used by me are true of my sense-data alone, I cannot
construct the material world out of my sense-data.

In Russell’s view, sense-data are ‘mental events’ and we only
infer ‘phystcal events’.3® But he forgets that even inference works
- through a strict logical necessity which in this context would

render the relation of words, their meanings and their referents
internal. Russell’s insistence on the private sense-data points out
that our knowledge of the physical world is based on certain
‘postulates’ which themselves are not based on experience? & 40
Then even the propositions which express this knowledge are not
based on experience, and so become meaningless. The sense-data
no longer become the ‘elements’ of the world; and the objects or
events of the world acquire an unknowable status which defeats
the very function of language and logic. This position makes out
that reason is the faculty that uses language for making contin-
gent propositions, which are verifiable in future sense-perception.

This logic of private sense-data holds to the solipsistic sensa-
tionalism and rejects reason from its domain. Once the function
of reason is put at a minimum, we can never speak about the truth
of even a verified proposition. The formal logician cannot arrive
at correspondence in the absence of reason. And yet he con-
siders that reason introduces order and simplicity into our lan-
guage. What is the basis of this operation of reason? If reason
too is nothing but a formal linguistic principle, even our analysis
would lack all factual reference. If sense-data are admitted to be

strictly private, there is no method whereby we can arrive at the
meaning or truth of our own statements.

Logical positivism is a theory of sense-contents.
tially subjectivistic and solipsistie.
side the ‘given experience’; and the world of persons and things
cannot be other than the world of pe \

rceptions and sense-data. All
this is contrary to experience and to common-sense,

It is essen-
There can be no reality out-

9. The modern anal

ysis of language attempts to discover
what can be ‘said’

and what cannot be ‘said’; and it endeavours

38, Ibid., 265,
39 & 40. Ibid., 527,

NECESSITY AND JUDGMENT 135

4 H
to regulate our thoughts after a consideration of the ‘logical syn’i?;:s
of the language in which we express our thoughts. In a way bis
methodology was initiated by Kant who' w.anted to exa‘xslmekcrw-
cally the way we think. While Kant hmltce.d‘al’l possible b no f
ledge to the realm of ‘phenomena’, the p051t1v1st examina :ion tc;I
the logic of language is a substitute f?r .the.Kantxan k'cranslccz.\in enthe
deduction of the categories. The limitations of nowle fget, e
powerlessness of reason, and the Protagorga.n.relatwlty o fult
are some of the outstanding results of .pos1tw1.sm. ThesTe realu S
make a rational understanding of objective reality very difficult.

Our knowledge is confined to the special sciences. Bezrotx}lld
them we cannot go. We cannot even correlate the findings g ) e
various sciences since this correlation 'foo needs the sense-datum
language which cannot be strictly carn.ed out. We have fto s:ir-,
on the basis of this formalism, that nothm.g can be knowrrxr hti)r :i:oc-
tain. Positivism is committed to the relativity of tx:utb. s d .
trine may have an element of value only when 1'.c is rec%gmlsci
that the relativity presupposes and is grounded in an a solute
truth. But the formalist cannot accept any such thing.

10. The synthetic proposition owes its validity and .'meanmg
to a unity. Can we conceive the subject of the synthetic grc?‘::lc?-
sition without any reference to the predicate? Can we ever 3- tl:
in any valid proposition? Consider, for.example, . the pre 1tc;:abe
‘animality’. This animality that characterises an animal .can{li: '
the same as the animality of man. Moreover, the anima ty o
one man cannot be the same as that of any ot?ler. T.he predlgate,
in other words, is necessarily related to the subject which is a gw;n
whole of content. The predicate is not ‘She c'lass to. which ; et
subject belongs. The property of a subject is s_pegﬁ‘c 1tio tt}:;\
subject; and the thought of the subject necessarlly.lmp e.sh e
predicate concerned. We cannot think of the subject without

. referring to the predicate, because when we have the subject, we

have also the predicate. What remains for us to d.o is to makelit
explicit, to bring it to consciousness, and to relate 1t.to tht.e who ]:.
When we deny the predicate, we also deny .the sub]e.ct,.smce the
predicate is necessarily related to the subject. This is so, not
because we have an analytic propositio.n, but because every 'p-ro-
position is grounded in a whole or a um\fersa'l. Every proposx.tm}a
is a statement about a given datum which is a .whole; aEnd. it hxs
bound to lead us to reality, The predicate \.vhlcl} qualifies t e
real can be denied only when the real itself is .re.]ected. P(;)Slltl;;
vism rejects necessity because instead of recognising the subjec
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to be the universal, it takes the predicate to be the universal. The
predicate can be a universal in formal logic where it is always
abstract and therefore unreal. ' '

11. The mathematical logician considers that the field of logic
is confined to extensions rather than to intensions.! In an exten-
sional logic prime importance is given to property or quality, and
not to essence. As such this logic takes the theory of classes to
be of vital importance. But it is a theory of the abstract universal.
A class is held to be “a symbolic or linguistic convenience” 2
though it is also “an incomplete symbol”.43 Tt is a manifold :)r
aggregate, not a qualitative unit. It is “all the objects satisfying
some propositional function.”® As regards qualities, the class
consists of the instances of that quality. But, thoug’h we have
classes of relations, the class here consists of the couples, triads
and the like because a relation has no instances. Relation unites
couples, triads and the like5 ‘Then the relation of ‘husband of’

would, in a purely monogamous country, “have as its extension
all the pairs of husbands and wives” %

We have the class ‘man’, and its defining function ‘x is human’.
The two cannotbe equated4” The class ‘man’ is the ‘same as

“x (9'x)”; that is, it is the same as x’s for which the fu

. ) nction @
is true.®* In the absence of the x’s, there can be no such class.

But this conclusion is not accepted. On the other hand, these logi-
cians talk of the class of the present inhabitants of the moon.49 the
class of the Chinese Popes,® the class of knighted scavenger’s and
tht.e class of squared circles5! These classes may not have’ any
existing members, The Principia Mathematica’s disavowal of any
assumption that classes exists? ig plain; and all these logicians do
rfacognise that without intension there can be no class. Yet exten-
sion is necessary to a class. Particulars or instances are essential

41. See Principia Mathematica, 1, 22.
42, Ibid, I 72.

43. Ibid, 1. 81.

44. Ibid., I 23,

45. Ibid., 1, 200,

. Eaton: General Logic, 256 note.

41. Ibid., 414.

48, Ibid., 411,

- 49. Ibid., 421.

_ 50. Stebbing: A Modern Introduct: ogi
A uction to Logic, 148,
52, Principia Mathematica, I, 72,
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for a universal, though they cannot be reduced to a universa}.
This is the pure abstract universal which needs multiple parti-
culars and which cannot satisfactorily be related to particulars.

The theory of the abstract universal has strange corollaries.
In mathematical logic we hear that the same class is d.etermined
by different propositional functions: “The range of possible d.eter-
minations of two variables may be the same.”’ Thus a self-iden-
tical thing may be a member of many different universals.>* And
Stebbing observes: “the class men is determined both by the def‘"m-
ing property rational animal, and by the defining property, bfamg
two-legged and featherless. ‘It is’, as Mr. Russell points out, this
fact that a defining characteristic is never unique which makes
classes useful’,”® :

But in all such cases do we have two universals? And are
their particulars the same? We have two universals in a way;
but their particulars accompany each other. Further, a universal
like ‘the present inhabitants on the moon’ is non-existent. Even
if it is conceivable, this concept is a mere day-dream. A universal
that can be arrived at without needing any particular can never
be called a universal. - Mere extension too cannot be the criterion
for a class. Otherwise we cannot have a universal like ‘moon’.
Moreover, how can different propositional functions determine the
same class? According to the theory of the abstract universal,
one class. can have only one propositional function. The idea of
a rational animal necessarily involves the fact of being two-legged
and featherless. If the universal, for example animality, is not
unique, how can it claim to be a universal?

Even when we arrive at the concept of the abstract universal,
do we take merely numbers into consideration? And can a parti-
cular member be related to another without being mediated by
a meaning which is alleged to be common to both? Without con-
sidering the meaning or the intension we cannot arrive at the
idea of a class. Once we recognise the value and significance of
meaning, we are committed to the rejection of the abstract uni-
versal and of all that it implies. This in its turn leads us to the
acceptance of the principle of necessity which alone can offer the
clue to an understanding of reality.

53, Ibid., 1. 5.
54, Eaton, 418.
55. Stebbing, 148. cf. Russell: Introduction to Mathematical Philosophy,
14,
p! 3
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12. Proceeding from the theory of the abstract universal,
empiricism makes out all logical laws to be the expressions of
fixed associations. Positivism takes them to be tautologies; and
modern positivism parades under the name of logical empiricism,
restricting the scope of philosophy to the interpretation and clari-
fication of the results of science. This scientific knowledge is fur-
ther restricted to sense data, their orders, correlations, and struc-
tures. Human knowledge thus gets limited to the correlation of
the observational data. But we are not told why one method of

scientific observation is to be preferred as against any other. There
Is no justification offered for the scientific methods,

Consequently,
positivism introduces all kinds of -postulates,

and trades on ele-
.ments, sense-data or atoms of experience, structures and inferred

entities whose nature is unknown. And science itself becomes
nothing but a mere correlation of sense-data, since science cannot
enable us to understand the objective world as long as its pro-
cedure is confined to quantities and measurements. Modern
science deviates from quality into quantity, and from there it finds

no way out. It is only when the relation of quality to quantity
is clearly grasped that we can und

erstand the development and
evolution of quantity into the real

. universal. A failure to under-
stand this evolution makes one stop with the-abstract identity as

revealed in the concept of the abstract universal. This in its

turn makes formal logic accept pure external relations in the
framework of associationism.

The empiricist refuses to r
sity is taken to be either indiv
as has been shown by
of things.

ecognise logical necessity. All neces-
idual or racial habit. But necessity,
Idealist Logic, is inherent in the very nature
There can be no correlation between the frequency of
experience and the apparent necessity, Moreover

_ » our conception
pi niecessity presupposes the uniformity of nature.5
o

i 4 The rejection
necessity would render the widest generalization to be the least
certain. The formal lo

. 56. See Joseph, 4214

§7. Statement and Inference,

. 417, 619-620, of, Bosanquet: Implication,
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The empiricist argues that laws or principlei a:ie Setzjgi
f experience. But in speaking thus, he refers. only to- o
r(;n:zxperience, forgetting that without the crlt.erlon of .geigxsl azmd
;;inciple, experience ‘cannot first be sortec.it1tr:1('j:)m ev?:;mczxpeﬁ-
illusory.”® Our knowledge, however, does. no ome from exper”
ence; it arises through experiengeimf‘::gg;nci nl et of export
but the vlih'lde toof :)1?:' llzjﬁhsfa::lonsciousness that which is‘ implicit
"mce 'wet' rlniality This reality comes alive in our consciousness.
XSO?E}CI 1:;2 flo not. derive the principles from experience; we only
comse to know about them through experience.

We cannot argue that the principles are .de'nvablle fro;xixfeei;
perience, since experience means to the posxtwlx(s: ofn‘ihz o
pure and abstract sensations. Px:of. Cohen spe; :,- dir-lg fiigoes
mental paralogism of empiricistic systen§. - ce ding to 1S
there can be no rational structure of thmgs ecau e ot bt
discover any such through sensation.? But- w?ﬁcanno Lorget

ere sensation which is devoid of any .Slgm cance O Whe_n
?srrr:on-existent. The meaning is implicit mh.the tseiz:nsahc:;n.exmbits
we make a statement about an ob]ect,. this sta emer:) g
necessity; and this necessity is groundfad in tl.le n_ature 2 uniy:

j ents deal with the given object which is suggestive
Sx'cg:tigr:hole. In the absence c3f ' tl}is refe?egce, tl'f is]uadgdrir;eer;
is incomplete. The necfessity imp;;?t 1: :}l:: ;zm g:x:g s et

ence of this reference. is i :

er;;q:roposition is relative to a .systern or a uﬁlty. thl'(;e :thelxtr;
exhibits the necessity of connectlor.x.between the v;; OMited g
elements. That is why the proposition can gever : te mited .
the given in perception. We have to go whex:ever i ,::a pes 1 ;
and it carries us to reality. As such every ]ut.lgme}r: fad 2
necessity based on reality. If it is to hold of reality, t! ef]u g:: ot
mﬁst be based on actuality. Wherever we .have a r(;l ere: e
actuality we no doubt take the sense-experlfence as t.e s %th e
point of our judgment. But the sense-exper.lence carries fw1 ‘

a meaning which is vitally united to the object .ur.ader relerenc .
The meaning of the object or the factual conten.t is mtegrfa dto an};
judgment; and whenever we have that meaning, our judgmen

expresses a necessity which must agree with the necessity re-

corded by the object in the scheme of things.

58. Lewis: Mind and the World Order, 28,
59, Cohen: Reason and Nature, 197,
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13. Analytic propositions are declared to be tautologous. It
is highly doubtful whether we can speak of propositions being
analytic and synthetic, However, let us consider the status of the
a priori propositions. They are said to be axiomatic and necessary.
If a priori propositions are analytic and therefore tautologous,
they cannot tell us anything about matters of fact. They are said
to remind us of the ‘rules’ ‘governing’ our usage of words like
‘all’, ‘or’ and ‘not’. These rules in their turn must be purely con-
ventional. When these ‘rules’ are said to govern our usage, we
do not know what this ‘governing’ actually means. Ayer refers

elsewhere to the ‘rules’ that “govern our expectation of future
experience”® and to the ‘convention’ that “governs our usage of
the words ‘if’ and ‘all’ 761

The axioms of geometry do tell us something about certain
possible facts. Otherwise they will be devoid of any content and
therefore of any value. Since we cannot condemn geometry as a
fiction, we cannot take its axioms to be mere linguistic conven-
tions. Moreover, the a priori proposition is in reality grounded in

fact. Its necessity arises from the fact; and this in its turn gives
it a uniform application in a set of cases. An a priori that can
arise before any possible experience is at b

/ est a hypothesis; and
even a hypothesis can thrive only when it is grounded on a specific
set of facts.

A general vagueness haunts Ayer’s use of the word ‘records’
Analytic propositions, we are told, ‘record’
use words in a particular manner; and an
tion is said to ‘record a possible or actual
two uses carry two different senses. One records a determina-
* tion, and another a possible observation. But the observation in
its turn presupposes a determination to observe. A mere ohser-
vation that does not come from any determination is an impossi-
bility. The moment we recognise that there is a determination,
we are admitting the need for an assertion of*a fact in and through
our consciousness. It is this assertion of consciousness that is
described as judgment. In other words, the difference between
an analytic proposition and an experiential one cannot lie in the
'f)ct of assertion which ig common to both. Both have their hasis
In a necessity that is felt in the act of experience. It is only with

our determination to
experiential proposi-
observation’$2 These

60. Language, Truth and Logic, 139,
61. Ibid., 105.

62. Ibid. 26,
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- . a
reference to the speaker that a commonly a.ccept.edla priori has a
relative priority.. But in essence they are identical.

Both these propositions record the assertior; (;f con:‘;:)iousrles;
¢ ” t be divorced from the ac
fact the word “records” canno : | :
ir:cperience. No statement can record anything that is notto 2;;’;1;
out by experience. When Ayer uses this word, he iﬁemesx > thinls
that the analytic proposition bears no iferencehto u ;0 Siti}()m ence
i tatement, Any such p
that must be prior to the s - 1 s
iti sition must be relevan
ality a supposition. Even a suppo : : he
;Ei:venydata. It must have its contact with experience at some p;l::g
i tact does not warrant a convin
or other. And when this con . cine
assertion, it results in a supposition which can.become ;m :{se;r;en‘
Hence Ayer’s distinction between the analyfxc and the exp
tial propositions is based on a faulty analysis.

. e s A
We are told that an a priori proposition is a tautology

- metaphysical ‘proposition is neither a tautology nor an empirical

hypothesis,$ and it owes its origin to “a faih‘l:re to under:;clam’inz}:s

kings of language” or to an endeavour .to e>.cpress e 1.t' :
;ﬁ;ible’v, But the function of philosophy is sz.axd t,%i b(;v cr1h ;c:e
analysis of “the way in which we spez?k al?ox.lt things. e ’;his °
“to elicit the consequences of our hngulstfc use.\g;s.' his
the work of philosophic or lix}ljguistic1 . a.r;ai)slr‘szsi i::ih(;:;ar fn(rlee; Tise

it finitions may be explicl : : R
23?;;;;?1%03 in use. The former employ symbols wl;llch sxmliz
substitute one symbol for another.® The lattel:‘ shov; (:w alsted
tence in which a symbol is signiﬁcant%y ust.ed can 3 ;a-ns ;um
into equivalent sentences, Whi(,:,h contain neither the definien
itself, nor any of its synonyms.

An a priori proposition can be a tautology only .whe.n it etx-
presses a bare identity. “A is A” as a mere» propos-ltlon is taut ;1)-
logous, since the predicate does not tel} us anythmg. about ;
subject. But as an affirmation of a reaht.y. by a consc1ou§ness, ¢
is not tautologous. An a priori proposition, howeve?, 1shmor
than an expression of bare identity. It expresses a spec?ﬁc. cl arat:;
teristic operating within a given identity. It' is a pnorl-dlp
sense that it is presupposed in our apprehension. Its validity or

63. Ibid., 31.
64. Ibid., €1,
65. Ibid., 209,
66. Ibid., 66,
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meaning does not depend upon our present experience. Yet our
present experience is not intelligible in the absence of such a pro-
position. In other words, an a priori proposition has a necessity

which embraces many propositions and apprehensions; and
wherever we have the operation of necessity, we cannot speak of
it as tautologous.

Moreover, every necessity is grounded in reality. A proposi-
tion which embodies necessity is relative to, is conditional upon,
reality. As such it has a hypothetical status and yet it has an
existential import. Being conditional upon reality, it refers to
reality. A necessary proposition then cannot be a mere linguistic
statement. It is an affirmation of consciousness ‘and it defines
reality. It is this which makes it factual. And when the posi-
tivists speak of analytic propositions being tautologous and non-

factual, it is evident that they are not speaking of any proposition
whatsoever.

Philosophical analysis is thus factual. It has a necessary re-
ference to the fact which a proposition affirms. This affirmation

may be in a verbal language; but the language must agree with
the state of consciousness which the affirmation is. If we confine

the proposition to mere language, we are ignoring that which the
proposition states. Any analysis must refer to that which it states;
and this. reference is always to the affirmation which is the state
of consciousness. And any definition that may be recorded can
be correct only when it defines an object or a term with reference
to a property which is necessarily related to it. A definition there-

fore is not a simple linguistic or symbolic one. It is as much
grounded in necessity as any definition can be. And no amount
of writing or persuasion can put an end to the operation of neces-
sity which is the central feature of all assertion.

14, In positivism, however, necessary propositions are not
factual statements, They are only linguistic conventions, and

therefore are neither true nor false. Take an object A. We can-

not call it B because there is something in A that does not allow
me to call it B. The convention here is the way in which our
speech conforms to the apprehended

character of the object. By
refusing to call the object B, we assert its character in terms of
A. We mean that the nature of the object cannot admit the
character B; and this is due to the. operation of the law of non-
contradiction. We are, in other wo

rds, asserting a hecessity im-
posed on us by the real world. And every assertion is an asser-
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tion aboﬁt the real world. The laws of logic are valid qf the v;zrli(i
with which thought is intimately bound 1::&;:, and dtsh1:h:r;ound
i tion.8? In other words,
independent of the present asser ords, the Bro
j i ity: and it can be true only when 1
of every judgment is reality; an ' hen its sub-
j i ted by reality. When our judgm:
ject is completely accep . judgment is
i that there is nothing
said to claim to be true, we mean ' I the
i ith its truth. The objectiv
factual world that can interfere wi . . e
raeality is implicitly recognised as accepting and supportllélgt ?::. |
judgment. The denial of such a judgment would be se -‘s u.. i-
} ing, because it would amount to a denial of the factual ob]ectlvtz
v)v’orlc’l It is in this sense that we are forced to employ the la\wlli to
non-contradiction as ultimate when we have to judge ofi real ~tsi;'c.:
A necessary proposition cannot therefore be a mere linguis
convention.

Every judgment presupposes a numbe.:r of conclllxtxox;f :::;zk;
only the objective reality can satisfy. It. is true w. endere(i s
with these conditions. When th«ise ;(;Jildilttl?:lstoal;e c];t::ain d o

icit, it i te and universal. rtain

E:)ﬁgi,tilcfn.lasl. ablgce)}fl;re these conditions are made explicit, 2; is (;(gi:
ditional on the reality which is not yet known' to us. As co -
tional it is relative to reality. It might as§ert 1ts‘e1f t'o ‘betu:mobe
ditional; but it clearly depends on a reality which is '{e Somce
known. This dependence indicates the nature of necessi zf Sin
it is relative to reality it is a necessary consequencé oI I V.
Its necessity is rich with factual content.

The principle of necessity leads us to t.he cont.enti.on_ that every
judgment is based on a systematic c.onflectlon which is a necess%x;y
principle underlying the whole as it is apprehended by :izs. 2
given in perception necessarily involves the self-trans;:lex: te}x;xce Ic;t
the given. It is in experiencing this tx:anscendence t a qui
functions as an analytic and as a synthetic power. In t}us actflw Y,
thought undertakes many experiment§ at various po¥nts. of our
experience. The so-called laws of logic and other prmclple.s arei
only the expressions of these experiments; and they form the mxt;;a
conditions of the connexions recognised and effected by thoug. t.
When thought does not experiment, it means that thcfught abstal.ns
from thinking. Since this is an impossﬂ?lhty, and since necessity
is always implicit in the orderly connectlor-ls of thmfght, we have
to conclude that thought always displays its necessity.

g1, See Joseph, 13; Bradley: Appearance, 152-3.



The Nature of Laws in Physical and Social Sciences
by

Sr1 CHANDRA
‘Lucknow University, Lucknow

The purpose of this paper is to describe that part of the theory
of scientific method which concerns the laws in physical and social
sciences. The concept of law falls under three categories:

(1) Law in natural sciences implies a general formula ex-
pressing a de facto uniformity of nature —‘the formulation of
uniform correlation of certain natural phenomena or events’. The
law here is not outside the events but is exemplified in and through
them. In natural science the term “law” has no import of com-
mand or imperative.

(2) In social sciences (including Sociology, Economics and
Psychology) the term law ‘denotes the formulation of a certain
general tendency rather than a rigid uniformity’. Because of the
highly complex nature of social phenomena and the impossibility
of studying them under rigidly controlled and varied conditions,
the uniformities that are formulated here are, at best, certain ‘gene-
ral tendencies’ which are subject to alteration with changing con-
ditions. It would be erroneous to speak of “iron laws of econo-
mics” or of psychology.

(3) Both necessary and empirical laws differ vitally from
those of normative sciences like logic, ethics and aesthetics. In
these sciences the term ‘“law” stands for descriptions of things as
they ought to be —in the sense of a regulative ideal or norm.

Of late there is a strong tendency to demarcate between the
status of laws in the sphere of natural and social sciences. It is
almost universally claimed that natural sciences have made remark-
able contribution towards the promotion of human welfare, while
social sciences lag behind in this respect. The laws formulated
by the latter are too vague and dubious to afford a sound basis for
" the solution of practical problems. The question, therefore, is rais~
ed: is it not possible for the Social Scientist to apply the method"

PU4
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of physics, and thus arrive at conclusions which would be more
tenable. But what method or methods we are going to employ
depends upon the nature of facts to be explored. For example,
measurement would not be applicable in the same way and sense
in the social sphere as in the case of physical sciences.

There is a group of social scientists, who may be called ‘natu-
ralistic’, who strongly feel that the methods of natural science alone
can do full justice to the rigid demands of scientific research. Pre-
cise and simple laws allowing prediction over wide range of space
and time can be arrived at on the basis of these methods. But
social sciences are comparatively at a disadvantage because of the
nature of facts with which they have to deal and consequently
the less rigorous methods that they have to employ. The subject-
matter (human individual, free will, etc.) of the social scientist
is more complicated. The methods employed are largely less
advanced in-so-far as the social scientist has been prone to mis-
trust abstractions, does not easily replace qualities by quantities,
and consequently his data are not controllable. He is, therefore,
at a phenotypical stage—i.e., describing social experience and
behaviour in the ordinary language of phenomena, The terms like
‘society’, ‘state’, ‘economy’, etc., remain ambiguous. In recent
years there has been a tendency among social scientists (Lewin,
Brown, etc.) to overcome these limitations by adopting field-
theoretical approach and thus reconstruct social science on the
pattern of natural science. Statistica] techniques and measure-

ments are now being largely employed. Functional concepts replace
substantial concepts, functio

. nal analysis is substituted for struc-
tura¥ .analysm and hypothetico-deductive method for primarily
empirical method. Genotypic descriptions replace phenotypic
descriptions. .

But all the criteria of field-theory are not fulfitl

y. Certain writers

. heor have succeeded in using
single criteria, others are still thinking

in terms of class-theory.

naturalists) who mainta;
the Galilean mode of thought is not appropria)te in so;;r;tzgile;l::aet
Some of these maintain that social science employing the speciﬁ(;
methods of introspection and understanding comes to formulate
specific social laws which are sometimes superior to physical laws
because “they flow from sources that lie in ourselves”, (Kaufmann
Mfethgdology of Social Science, p. 143). %t all depends upon whai’i

ed by any socio-.
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and are not in a positio;x to employ the methods of physical science,
no strict laws can be formulated. The reasons are as follows:

1. Experimentation has a very limited scope.

2. Social laws are historical, i.e., they are not valid for all
places and times.

3. Social laws lack objectivity because of the ‘Perspt?ctiYe’,
‘social setting’ and ‘personal eguation’ of the social scientist.

4. Because of the lack of measurable magnitudgs here, social
laws lack mathematical precision.

5. The social scientist is unable to overcome the factor of i1.1-
determinacy introduced by human ‘freedom of will'. If is
felt that decisions of men are largely influenced by irrational
factors that defy calculations,

Because of the above limitations of social science, is it neces-
sary that we should employ the same tools in the §ocia1 sphere
that have proved successful in natural science? Felix I.{a'ufmann
(Methodololgy of Social Science, pp. 145-46) is of the opl.mon“that
by doing so “social inquiry was led astray by false analogies. “The
‘organic’ theory of society is a case in point;. .. .t}}e methods must
rather be defined in terms of its specific traits.” "The fact that a
particular method has been successful in one science is no guaran-
tee that it will be successful in another science. It will always
depend upon the nature of the facts to be explored.

The Nature of_Natwral Laws

Weinberg, in his book ‘An Examination of logical Positivism’ -

summarizes in the following way the view of the Viennese Positi-
vists in regard to the nature of natural law:

“Laws in science are not general empirical propositions capa-
ble of verification. They are schemata or models from which sin-
gular propositions can be constructed. We can verify the singular
propositions derived from laws, but it is meaningless to speak of

the verification of laws themselves because they are not propo-
sitions.”

Here we have a rejection of the usual view that natural laws

are general propositions. But Weinberg gives certain reasons for
rejecting the usual view:

1. On the usual view there is no solution for the logical pro-
blem of induction,
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2. This view requires us to assert propositions which cannot

be given a definite meaning in terms of singular proposi-
tions.

. If it is accepted that there are general facts as well-as indi-
vidual facts it would then be difficult to understand how
there could ever be any relation between them.

. The expression of a general proposition is always an in-
complete expression because general propositions are logi-
cal sums and products with an indefinite number of sum-

mons or factors. For the purposes of clarity let us dilate
upon this point.

A law thus turns out to be a ‘propositional function’ from
which singular propositions are created for the purpose of sube
sequent verification. When, for example, we say ‘matter gravi-
tates’, it does not mean that all matter gravitates, nor does it mean
that some individual matter gravitates. It is not an assertion

at all. The correct verbal expression of ‘Matter gravitates’ would
be “Being matter implies being marked by gravitation” or “If x is
matter, x gravitates.” This propositional function presents to us
a schema from which assertions can be made and subsequently
verified. What we shall verify will be the singular proposition and
not the law. As far as the law is concerned we may say that it

: 113 . .
is “confirmed” in so far as it presents the “correct formula”, and
not because it is verified,

Thus the only feasible meaning that we can assign to general
propositions is that the

y are finite and explicit truth functions

“of specified set of elementary propositions. When, for example,
Wwe assert that ‘All ravens are black’, what the proposition really

implies is, ‘If x is a raven, x is black’ for all values of x, If we

make an attempt (o complete this expression we have to specify

the values which the variable X can assure. Thus the view that

laws are general propositions in the sense of having a predicative
value turns out to be erroneous.

According to this analysis, laws
must be propositional functions,

$imilar position is adopted by Blumberg (article in the
Monist, Oct. 1932) when he says, “Laws in descriptive sciences are
not propositions but models—usually quantitative in form-—for
building propositions.

A law or hypothesis therefore, i -
firmed, “turns out to be the : Ged, 2

d, 4 ; correct formula”, not verified. A
law is said to be useful in so far as it enables us to predict, i.e,, in
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<o far as the propositions constructed upon it as a model turn out

to be true,”

Schlick says practically the same thing but in ; dlffirin;fw:zl
According to him, “Natural laws do not have the fc :\lrla:: ztmct?ons
positions which are true or false: .but rather S1§tt orz;\ ! 1;; fructions
for the formation of such propositions. ...... a'\fl‘led jaws are ot
‘general implications’ because they cannot.be veri a for all s ato;

ther directions, rules of behaviour, for t. e inves g
tgegn?ir;ils'away about in reality, to anticipate certain events.

-There is thus no difference in the vie\,;vpoints (;f Bé\;:lb:;i
and Schlick in regard to the nature of ‘lﬁlvlviK Ft'or B :sn-l“ini e
i Schlick it mea -
law denotes “model”, while for ) :

?:;':1 ”  On the basis of this’ kind of analysis of l.aw it turns out to
be e; ‘structure’ or ‘Schema’ on the basis of which we crez;fe pr:i)-
. ) i
positions and, therefore, it has an ‘mstr.umental wor’ﬁl. (ivt;cz:s -

ing to positivism laws are useful only in so far as they g

to true propositions).

Weinberg's criticism of the doctrine of law as propositional
function may be stated as follows: :

1. Positivists introduced the doctrine of law as prox:)m-
tional function in order to eliminate the_problerr.x of m.duc ion.
But in reality they fail to do so because _the induction pro-
blem reappears in a new guise.-

2. According to Wittgenstein’s logic, laws cannot bg
regarded as general assertions and, tht.arefore, 'cheyha‘createt
them as propositional functions. By doing so they lve. IflO
succeeded in making precise and clear the natyfe of law; .or
the nature of law even in the guise of propositional function
remains ambiguous.

3. The term ‘law’ has been put in science to two radi-
cally distinct uses. “One is the use of law as a struri;u;al
model from which singular propositions are c'onitructe 16701'
the purpose of subsequent experimental testing” (p. ).
There is yet another use of law when, for example, we use:‘ 1‘;
law as the premise to an argument. Thus we often say, f
such and such laws obtain and if such and such data are a”
hand. then event E is probable to such and such a 'degree.
In th’is case laws are in the form of general hypothetical ;;r:&
positions or categorical propositions, It. must be. rf:gal; ‘
as a completed proposition, not as functions (preliminaries)
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of propositions. Thus when a law is used as g premise {o an
argument it cannot be treated as a propositional function.

There is yet another line of argument on the basis of which
we might reject the traditional view that laws are general asser-
tions. Science is not only descriptive but also predictive. Gene-
ral (enumerative) empirical propositions are, at best, descriptive.
In so far as they are true they only report what is known. If laws
possess a purely descriptive function they cannot constitute the
structure of a science. Laws must be of a nature that on their
basis description as well as prediction is possible. This dual func-
tion cannot be performed by general propositions,

Thus “laws are regular invariant formulae épplied to variant
connections and derived from variant data.” (Weinberg, p. 157)
If we accept this view then we cannot treat them as general asser-
‘tions capable of truth or falsehood.

When we are confronted with a set of data there are three
possibilities:

(1) There may obtain an invariant relation among the data,
€.g, very accurate determinations of the direction and accelera-

tion of falling bodies. This kind of relationship may obtain in
very rare cases.

(2) There may obtain an almost invariant relation among
the data, e.g,, the relation of time and displacement of bodies roll-
ing down an inclined plane. Let us clarify what we mean by
“almost invariant”. In this case the invariant relation does not
fit the data exactly. There exists a discrepancy between the values
of empirical magnitudes as calculated and the values as observed.
Adjustments must, therefore, be made in a law so that the calcu-
lated values and the observed values differ by as little as possible,
This means that by a process of abstraction we can ascertain

what precise relation would hold if the observational data were
slightly adjusted.

(3) There may obtain no determi
the data but only a statistical correlation,
height and colour of grain in corn.

nate relationship among
e.g., the relation between

Let us now examine the question as to
‘bilities holds in the sphere of social science. As already indicated
the first possibility is completely eliminated. As far as the second
possibility is concerned, I think that “functional analysis’ is gra.

which of these possi-
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dually finding -a place in social investigations, e.g., thg work of
Kurt Lewin in terms of field-theoretical approach. But in this
connection we have to examine an important question: What is
the justification for effecting a conceptual alteration of the data
so as to formulate an exact law? = The justification is sought to
be provided on the basis of simplicity, and descriptive and pre-
dictive facility of an invariant function or formula. “The neces-
sity of a simple uniform method of description and prediction as
well as the heuristic value of simplicity constitute the justification
of abstraction in the case of natural law.” (Weinberg, p. 138)
That the same advantages accrue in the case of social science is
very doubtful. Let it be understood clearly that conceptional
alteration of the data or abstraction does not mean that we are
falsifying or fictionalizing the data. The law that is thus formu-
lated is not intended to maintain fidelity to the factual but is an
instrument for making representation of facts approximate as
close to the facts as possible. The simple invariant formula has
yet another good point about it. It makes deduction possible.

The third possibility is very common in social science. Con-
sequently, we cannot probably speak of laws in the social sphere
in the same sense in which we employ the term “law” in physical
sciences but only in the sense of statistical generalizations.

Physical laws and Social Laws

Why is it that social science is not so successful as natural
science in making predictions? The objectivistic interpretation is
that there obtains strict determinateness in the physical sphere

. where every minute detail is governed by laws. But, as already

indicated, in the social sphere the factor of ‘free will’ vitiates rigid
determination. From the subjectivistic viewpoint laws dealing
with human behaviour have not yet been made so precise and
rigid because of their complexity. :

One word more about the problem of ‘freedom of will’ in this
context may clarify the issues. The thesis of ‘freedom of will’ is
accepted on the basis of the following argument: If we define
‘will’ as a psychological act that is the cause of an action of the
person willing (cause of an action being understood as a sufficient
condition for the occurrence of this action), it follows from this
definition that the will is ffee in the sense of ‘being efficient’
we do not have synthetic proposition about the wi
analysis of the meaning \ofnzhe ‘will’, Thus our f

y o

N~ T
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dom of the will is partly due to our confounding synthetic with
analytic propositions.

At this stage a reference to the distinction between empirical
and theoretical laws is necessary. In natural science we have
both types of laws, but in social sci

ence there is no marked ten-
dency to establish empirical laws (i.e., synthetic universal pro-

positions falsifiable by one negative instance). We often fail to
distinguish between strict empirical laws and rigid theoretical
laws which are also sometimes called as conventions. Our failure
to do so results in our belief that there are strict empirical laws
in social science. A theoretical law (ie., a ru

le of correlation)
is treated as rigid “when there is no rule of higher order stating
conditions under which it has to be eliminated.” (Kaufmann,
p- 175). But events are unpredictable even in the physical realm.

Modern physics does not attempt to predict or explain everything,

There is no attempt in physics for example today to determine

precisely the movement of every single molecule within a volume
of gas.

The laws of social science are n
genuine because the ver

the possibility of their

ot regarded as strict and
¥ nature of its subject-matter precludeg
having a mathematical form, It is said
that social phenomena are not measurable because they contain
psychical elements which are in the form of intensive qualities and
not extensive quantities (Lundberg, Foundations of Sociology
77-78). In this connection it may be useful to refer to the ques-
tion of measurability of economic values (marginal utilities).
The problem is: How can

prices be derived from economic
values (or marginal utilities?)

tudes and, therefore, b
to measurement. 1t ig

not justified to transform marginal utilities
which are intensive in

character into extensive magnitudes,

This controversy requires closer examination. In order to

ities are susceptible of measurement it is
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wrong to assume that numerical values to be an.'ived atl are con:
tained in the phenomena to be measured. Margmal utilities cand
not be measured directly. But they may be said to be mgi;uzlie
indirectly in the same way as we measure tempergture w1‘ s
help of the thermometer. In this latter case extensz.ve. }r:lagmtu es
(e.g., lengths of mercury column) are correlatedhwnt ttemg)etr;;
ture sensations, and inferences are drawn from the state o
thermometer to our sensations of warmth.

Another point of difference between natural and sociall laws
that is sometimes emphasized is with reference to t}}e role'z f’f ex;
periment. Experiment plays a very negligible part in arnvmgB at
social laws, while natural laws are verified by experiment. Bu
# we examine the matter closely, we do not ﬁnd any clear-.cut
demarcation in this respect. In so many cases 1‘f is als'o possible
for the social scientist to conduct- experiments thh‘somal phet.l.lﬁ-
mena (single persons or groups). Furt}fer, sy:?tematxc observa x.c:n
under the guidance of a theory is p0551b1¢? without the necessity
of artificially reproducing the phenomena in a labor.atory settn.lg};
We also find that the natural scientist frequently dispenses wit
experiment, as in astronomy. However, these remar.ks should no;.'
be taken to mean thaf we are running down the importance o

experimental technique in natural sciences.

There is another point which needs clariﬁcati_on in this con-
nection. It is maintained that the principle of causality, presupposed
in all experiments, does not hold valid in the s'phere. of l?sycholo-
gical and social events. Social phenomena being historical deal
with substantive particulars, and being unique are not repeatabl.e
occurrences. On the other hand, experiment presupposes- repeti-
tion. In this connection, we feel, that Kaufmann is right when he
says that “physical facts too are unique in t.he sense that they ha\tr.e
a particular location in space and time;... -in lookmg” upon a parti-
cular fact as a historical fact, we stress its uniqueness” (pp. 177-7?) .
Ricker, accordingly, grouped geology with histo.l'y, anfi economics
with physics, for physical facts can be treate'd in an mdwxc%uahz;
ing science, and social facts in a generalizing science. The fa}ct is tha
in the historical sciences the emphasis is on single facts, i.e., d.ata-
ble occurrences, while in experimental sciences facts are not view-
ed as ‘individual’ but rather as ‘typical. What we may, howeve'r,
concede is that the generalizing approach is more sucecessful in
natural science than in social science.

Do we thereby mean to suggest that historical science is pure-
ly descriptive and that there are no historical laws? No. The
-PC 5
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correct position appears to be tha

laws to be negatived by a single instance to

possible in the social s h : Predictions aré
phere. The i .
are laws in history is due to rejection of the view that there

phies of history by Hegel, Comte, Marx, Spencer and Spengler.

. I . - .
ol lar;v so:;(liusmr.x We may point out that the comparison of physi-
social laws may be vitiated by erroneous preconcep-

tions concerning the natur
€ of the form i
as necessary or strict laws and con'crasfatl(;‘dPhysma1 o are treated

, this contrast may

be
seen to be of ng fundamental methodological significance

t there are no strict historical

an extreme reaction to the philoso-

Immortality

by P
G. R. MaLkANT

The problem of immortality is generally not considered an
important philosophical problem. Death and what happens after
death do not form part of our present experience. There is no
empirical evidence that there is life after death. Besides, why
should we be concerned about it? An indefinite extension of our
present life has no special worth and may be a positive disvalue.
Why should we not, as a matter of fact, like to be free from the
relentless mill of rebirths, if there is any such thing? The only
important thing is our present life; and a great or immortal expe-
rience here and now will have real worth. We now contend that
the aspiration after immortality contains both these elements,
namely, continued existence in some form after death and also
a great experience here and now if possible. Neither element has
value without the other. :

A question may be asked here, continued existence of what?

‘Shall we say, the continued existence of the individual? But the

individual, argue the Hegelians, is only a psychical centre of expe-
rience, He is not the Ultimate Reality. He cannot be immortal.
The Whole alone is immortal. The Whole, let us say, is the sum-
total of the contributions of the individuals. The individual is
immortal only in this secondary sense. He helps to build up cer-
tain institutions. These survive him. So there is institutional
immortality. But then what is this institutional immortality? The
institutions by themselves are lifeless. They have meaning and worth
only in the lives of individuals. What then is more important?
The individuals or the institutions? Evidently, the former. And
then the institutions are at the mercy of fire, flood and war. They
cannot be immortal. The individual possibly might be. Let us
suppose however that the individual as such is not immortal, but
a kind of absolute experience is immortal. But no experience can
be impersonal. If the person is not immortal, how can the expe-
rience be immortal? And then what is the relation of the indi-
vidual to this kind of impersonal immortality? The individual
cannot possibly be interested in it. He has no problem about the
immortality of anything that transcends him, '
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lived; similarly, immortality has
0}1r noble and virtuous conduct,
gift—it is an achievement,

value if it is achieved through
! It is not our birth-right or a

t is achieved, let us say, throu
. _ . . . ! gh a
iCh}x)'lst like hfe. But how many men can live such a’life? Man
Is y nature imperfect, and will remain so more or less to the end
pr;r?;zi szsi, we carll?ot draw a line where imperfection ends and

egins. Is possible that no man m i i

lon ; ay qualify for im-
1&11(;1;5111:,3};, agd if some do, there might be a very thin lineybetween
o t(})l to' and tho.se who do not, Lastly, it is irrational to
pose ';1 Immortality can be achieved or produced. What is
g ofa zzybe iost. ]\;Vhat is produced can be destroyed. No

act can be timeless or eterna] I ity

. Im
be part of our nature or it is not worth-while mortality must
A . . '

Vidua?hzl:zggilei 111.{(-;' Prof. Stout might here argue that the indi-
natine immortale Immortal. The idea that the individual is by
nat entails a materialistic view of the individual 1
is as though 5 thing is hid Qg S

den in a b
A 0X i :
covers, and it escapes at the O pncased in certain

- view, Something
the so-called organie ying - It is less materialistic than

: flut is there any evj . UII,{ZI:I(: tlollat it survives the body.
ent on moral grounds, Virtye ought ta vanced a
Piness. Tt is not so in t ght to be re

R his life, M
suffers in various ways for his virty,

certain argu-
warded with hap-
ore often the virtuous man

€. This argument has been
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attacked on the ground that it implies. an external view of virtue.
It is like asking a boy to behave well and he will be given sweets.
Virtue ought to be its own reward. Now the whole moral theory
of Kant was very emphatic upon the universality of the moral law
and its extreme opposition to all considerations of self-interest.
But Kant did not think that this purity of the moral law was incom-
patible with the expectation of eventual happiness by the virtu-
ous man. All sane moralists would support him in this. The view
that virtue has no necessary relation to well-being is too narrow
and illogical. Why should any-one practise virtue, if it is conjoin-
ed with suffering here and now, and that is really the end of it all?
Unless virtue is a way to blessedness, no-one can feel the least
obligation to practise it. Even if the moral course is recommended
by our practical reason, this reason can have no claim upon us, if
it does not at the same time serve our true self-interest. The
noblest acts of service and sacrifice are essentially motivated by
a belief in jmmortality. Had Christ, for instance, died completely
and for ever, what would his example have proved to us? Nothing
except that what he was preaching to other human beings was
an invitation to unnecessary suffering. For the end of such a
great life was painful death. It was resurrection or conquest over
death that gave meaning to virtuous suffering. If the end is death,
complete and entire, all the values of life become changed com-
pletely. If there is no hereafter, why not make merry while there
is time by all means open to us? For there are no invisible effects )
of our actions, no dharma and adharma, but only visible effects.
These we can calculate, and decide upon a policy which will be
most efficacious for our happiness here and now. Morality and
religion will be banned from human calculation. What takes their
place is unrestricted search for happiness. This happiness itself
becomes a matter of taste—you take pleasure in one way, say, in
composing poetry, and I take pleasure in another way, say, in in-
dulging my passions. A pig satisfied and Socrates dissatisfied both
take their pleasures in their own way, that is all. The end of both
is the same,—complete death and no scope to pursue real values.
Death levels all things, and turns quality into quantity. There is
nothing truly spiritual about values. There is no such thing as
eternal wvalues. Immortality alone gives meaning to the higher
values of morality and religion. The moral law is not,—do this
or do that, and you will be saved or become immortal. The moral
law rather is,—as you sow, so shall you reap. This is the only law
of justice that explains the differences of our present existence,
gives meaning to duty and responsibility, and makes future exist-
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ence ethically necessary. Without this law, morality makes no
sense.

Some will here argue that the purely moral argument for, im-
mortality is incomplete. There might be continued existence of the
soul after death on moral grounds. But what is the value of such
continued existence which is not accompanied by memory? It is as
good as saying,—some-one is dead here, and another man is born
there. Each life becomes a rounded whole without any relation
to the past. That is no doubt true. But the loss of memory is not
a mere and pure loss. It is also a gain. The individual begins

with a clean slate, unhampered by the unpleasant memories of the

past. He begins his life anew. Death is thus seen to be not a
calamity or an unmixed evil It becomes a saving grace that
releases us from life, when life has lost its zest and become burden-
some. But although the memory is lost, belief in continued exist-
ence makes all the difference to the meaning of life and the way
it is lived. Take away the belief and life is governed by the natu-
ralistic principle,—enjoy the passing moment and don’t worry
about the future. But if the belief is there, the individual knows

himself to be a pilgrim of eternity. Nothing that is done is ever
lost. We are building for the future,

So far we have considered the
proof in the literal sense.,
justice is the governing p
proof will be a theoretical
The hypothetical entity cal
We must substitute for it

ethical proof. But it is not
For what after all is the guarantee that
rinciple of our lives? The only valid
one based upon our present experience.
led a soul has no value for such a proof.
some entity that is directly experienced.
This is the “I”.  Some have argued that the self is not a continu-
ous or permanent entity. It is only the subjective function of “17,
quite momentary in its character. But who knows that I-function
and its momentariness? Only an awareness that is not momen-
tary and that is not itself a subjective function can know it. It
must be a pure intelligence. This intelligence is permanent or

kutastha. 1t is the real self. The soul can only be understood in
this way in our conscious waking life.

accept any experience outside con-
find that there is no evidence of
intelligence we know is the active
hable from the acts and the states
ion intelligently without the body,

scious waking life. Here we
a pure intelligence. The only
intelligence that is indistinguis
of the mind, It cannot funct
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Eurqpean philosophers therefore naturally identify t'?}e1 self ::1121;
the mind, and make no distinction between the two. ehf;iue on
of survival or of immortality of the self thus bg(:;)mes a Il)f i :)soi)uld
cally unimportant question. For how can 'mmu; ev:-ln ;1 c ue
survive in some sense, live and function inte .genths'r w. ex: the
body has dropped away? If it continues to exist, this existenc
will have no value in terms of experience.

Prof. C. D. Broad, in his lecture on “Human _Pers.onali;ycariid
the Possibility of its Survival”, publisbed by Umversn_lrdi o ao;:
fornia Press, says, “....We can concewe.a form .of du sr:lx, 151 t
inconsistent with the known facts of physics, Physmlogslz’; ax:l. po;-
chology, which would make it factually pos'sxble for ed 151;1;l -
tional basis of a human personality to persist ‘aft:e,r the dea Lo
the individual who had possessed that personahty: . §22-23})1'. , I111
what sort of persistence would it be? The 1‘>0551b1h.ty dw 11c -Z
favours more than any other on the hs.lpothe51§ of thlsk. u; 1sfm i
“mere dispositional persistence unassocxatec} with any kin .ot ex-
perience.” (23) But he is of-course sceptical of any persis encc:
whatsoever. He says, “....So it is not clear what cquld be mean
by assigning to an individual, considered as a psychz'cal subject, a
persistent purely mental structure and recurr.ent gonlntrospect?ble
mental processes....... But, on this assumption, it seems obvious
that it is factually impossible for the dispositional basis of a human
personality to exist in the absence:of a living .human bOfly, and
therefore factually impossible that it should continue to exist af.ter
the death and disintegration of ;that particular human body which
was its bearer.” (20-21). :

Once we accept the view that the soul is a conscious acti\.re
mind, we can never prove its survival, We are reduced to certain
guesses only; and one guess is quite as good as any other. There
might be survival, there might not be survival. For Prof. Broad,
there is fear, not hope. All this is changed when we consider the
self not only in waking life, but also in other states. We can then

prove the existence of the self after life and also the value of such
existence,

We have awareness not only. of the world in wakefulness, but
also awareness of certain states of the self. These states belong
to one and the same self. The self that is awake goes to sleep.’
He dreams and also goes into sound slumber. He wakes up, and
claims that he dreamt and also slept soundly. In other words, the
same self continues through all these changing states and also knows
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them. How can the same Self continue in these different states?
Only when it is understood as having a nature of its own which
is different from the conscious waking self and also different from
conscious dreaming self, and shall we not say,—different also from
unconscious sleeping self that knows nothing?

This self-identical Self that persists through the states and also
knows them ‘must be an essentially intelligent Self. Its intelli-
gence or its power to know or to reveal is never annulled in any
of these states, including the state of deep sleep. It cannot be an
intelligent mind; for mind cannot be said to function in deep sleep.
It can only be a pure intelligence or a pure awareness, not func-
tioning as a mind. It is an awareness that is unaffected by the
changing states. It may be called the saksi or the pure witness,

The intelligent self, so understood, may well be there in life
or as long as the states in question continue. But death ends the
states. How can we prove that the self survives bodily death?
Now we shall have to admit that the death of the body is one
thing, and the death of the intelligent self which is of the nature
of pure awareness is another, We can easily conceive the death
of the body, even if we do not know it actually in ourselves. We
see how others die. We have no idea of the death of the intelli-
gent self. If the intelligent self passes away, who can know its
passing away? If any-one does know it, that is the real intelli-
gent self that survives the so-called death and contemplates it.
No-one can therefore assert the death of the real self. It is incon~
ceivable. More than that. It has no meaning. Only something
that is objective can be said to be born; and being born, can also
pass-away. The self is no kind of object. Its birth and its death
have therefore no meaning. It is by its very nature unborn and
deathless. Still it is a negative proof only. We do not know posi-
tively the self as immortal. We only know that it cannot die, con-

sistently with its own nature as pure intelligence and as the ulti-
mate knower.

. We must have positive proof that the self survives death, In
order to have this proof, we must give some intelligible meaning
to death in our present experience. If the self can possibly die,
what do we mean by such death? We can only mean that the self
is involved in a kind of deep and dreamless sleep, with this differ-
ence that sleep, as we know it, is of finite duration, while the
sleep called death is endless. But this accident of duration makes
all the difference to the content and the character of the states in
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guestion. A sleep from which there is no waking woz.ﬂd not ]101.avi
the character of sleep at all. It would not be any kind of' ; ifcd
which could be contemplated. It would not. be% a stat'e which ha

supervened upon the self. It would be indistinguishable fro}rln
pure and stateless intelligence, which is the very nature o.f the
self. If the self is in a kind of sleep from whl.ch.there. is no
waking, the self is not in any sleep of deat%x, but in its own true
nature. There is nothing of death here, if by 'death we mean
some kind of supervening state. Endless sleep is not slc.eep, but
the true nature of the self. Where others see non-being and
nihilism, we see fullness of being and plenitude.

Let us now stick to our original meaning that death is ana-
logous to deep and dreamless sleep and that it has the same
internal structure. We thus study death when we study sleep.
What is fundamental to the objectivity and nature of sleep must
be fundamental to death as well. We now find that sleep must
necessarily lead to wakefulness. It is only as we.wake up that
we know sleep as a state of unconsciousness or of 1gnora.nce. No
wakefulness, no objectivity of sleep as a state supervening upon
the self. Further, we know sleep always as past, never as pre-
sent. We do not know it as something in itself and directly.
We only know it as an interval between the last wakefulness ‘and
the present one. It is a conscious gap between two w§kefulnesses.
We can therefore legitimately say,—if sleep, then prior wakeful-
ness and also post-wakefulness. In other words, ther.e can be no
sleep which is not preceded by wakefulness and which d?es not
in its turn lead to wakefulness. This analogy ought to be htex.'ally
applied to death, if the resemblance in fcheir inter.nal nature is to
be kept in tact. If death, then there must be life befc?re death
and also life after death. Death and life are just al.tematlng states
like sleep and wakefulness. This proves the' survival of t.he self
after death as a necessity of its being. If it dies, then it must
live again.

A question might be asked here: Granted that the Self is
of the nature of pure intelligence and that it exists as a self-
identical reality in all the states. But then how can it know any
object? How can it know any of the states? It is free from any
mental act or modification. How can any intelligence know an
object without a mental act? Pure intelligence cannot therefore
know. It cannot also create any illusory appearance. So even
if the pure intelligence can be said to know a state in some sense,
that state would be quite real and not illusory. The conclusion

P. §
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would be that the states at least constitute some real objects which

cannot be annulled. The outer world is so to say replaced by an
inner world.

We now contend that the self by itself and as pure intelligence
knows no state. This is clearly so in 'deep sleep. In that state,
we never can know that we are asleep. If the state were there
and the self were there, the two would coalsce, and the state
would never be known as a state at all or as object of any kind,
and so distinct from the self. The same can be said about dream-
ing. If we knew the dream for what it is at the time that we
were dreaming, we would cease to be deluded and so cease to
dream. We know both sleep and dreaming,
from them. What about wakefulness?

that we know that we are awake when we are actually awake.
As a matter of fact

, if we were always awake and never had
any experience of any other state, we shoul

d not know that we
were in the state of wakefulness, Wakefulness would not be a
state and would not become knowable. No state is a state to

pure awareness. It has no kind of objectivity. This objectivity
only emerges when pure awareness takes on the activity of the
mind as a means of knowing, and when therefore it is in what

The states are thus reducible to mental

is called wakefulness,
constructs or conceptual entities. They are not real entities that
are known non-conceptually and for what they are.

when we wake up
Here we have the illusion

‘ The question of states can be conceived in two different ways
in Vedan.ta as the question of the sensible. world is also conceived
in two different ways. The first way is to accept the common-
sense view of the matte i

with the Ultimate Truth. In the case of
the reality of the sensi
of sristi-dristi-vada,
common-

A similar alternative is o

pen to us in the case of the states.
We can accept the states at the common-sense level,

known them, it can also remember them. The memory-knowledge
Qf the past states of deep sleep and dreaming ig uncontradicted at
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. » Dnu.
| level. If this knowledge is i
ical and common-sense ‘ s il
the p'mctt}izaend it is illusory on the basis o.f the ;lllas:;actsgczc :r :
:1?1:{ 1ar;l objecti,vity implies illusoriness. Since e
objective to sakéi, they are illusory.

. - R
This whole stand-point is opin lt:l os;‘:a,rt:;:;ss(::::c;;t::.n tgd) t'fl';t
- intelligef;;e o ::}iC:‘: icsar:a?lrc;g nirvikalpajiidna, if thel:e is any
non-conf!eptm; Y zf:h knowledge, the subject and the object can;
such e tn ';‘hey must coalesce. In other words, tl.lerte is Tﬁe
o fal'l o i;1g that the subject is aware of thfe ob]eci1 . e
hiect h Sa‘!sazecome indistinguishable from the sul')]ect anh i v
c’b}ffCtth&SBut if that is so, where is the objeFtiv1ty of .t ees not’-,
Zl:l?ilel:o:w {s the state illusory'.f (?) 'I;I:iisc ififmﬁueiﬁéeﬁg ;race
beipg the e}‘:)périenii;doj:izx, t?l::gnzZr:ory 'of é’ particular tl}inf 1(::
“;:h;(;h 02?1 o(;'oj:z: has not been knowr}x), how cany axims o:o];::ehow
e at memor
rem‘?mbered? th(a)forlrftofurieilci'z(:sfn ::onnection witb deep sleep,
I?OSSlblei _BUt atifre It is the negative object,—“l did n'ot knov»;
. ctll?x?rfgy izeileep.;’ This is the negation of all e;;pe;incersm c;s
f;iefulness relating to definite ob]e‘cts A}’y B, 32;1 og,ous s
negation is clearly an object. There is not mgh gous fo 3t 1
igi rience in deep sleep, wherg there is ess
the orlgm'aa.e}’qf)eany kind, much less awareness o.f a nega .1v
O e ObJW;;‘tll (;t not in tha,t case be a case of knowmg one thmg
e 113e ing a different thing? Shall we call it memory?
oy same & ];1 gcase with the so-called memory “I slept soundly
e sameills itn esleep.” This happiness of sleep which I repr‘esen:
:: dml;assz 3c’m waking up is quite objectivei:ocar:e};e g:f:dli ex;e
e O;bjeCt ;En;l)f;p ilstsixl:t s?:f 3:::1:1;55 as to preclude all
the cil::;i:n ::Salsl levels. There might be experiences at a sub-
exper [

. . in
scious level; only these experiences are incapable of being
. eonsci ;

i ici  But then who vouches for these
dl‘ﬁgg?d 01::2' e;'glgrltaze::;gdy’s experiences; for nobody d.ai:;s
:;glrl:: his: own either directly or in n'lemory. The u;:fiefl:ag:

rlence is that of a gap filled by nothing,—and 1t. is this (11 age

flfaie confronts us when we think of (iieath. @) Iet is Bi:tgu:o | that
i i sitive ignorance.

?Vhat : kn_OW l;:s (:;:pnes::?orisofp(l)mowledgge of particular entities,

lgnorance!:mg C. D, ete. Our memory is thus related to the

xgnﬁ ex,peri’enc’e. ’But our question is, should there not be an
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identity of form between what is originally experienced and what
is remembered? The original experience relates to no kind of
object, while memory-experience does. Besides, we have no
awareness of positive ignorance which is not ignorance of positive
entities like A, B, C, D, etc. There are no such positive entities
present in sleep of which we can be said to be ignorant. Pure
ignorance, without reference to any object, can be no object to
us, and cannot be said to be known. Pure ignorance is pure self.
(5) Lastly, memory can always be carried back in principle to
the time and the place of the original experience.
there is just no experience determined temporally or spatially.
We carry back our memory to the point of waking, and then there
is a blank of all experience. Memory has no scope here.

But in sleep,

Our knowledge of the states of deep sleep and dreaming is

. not a case of genuine memory. Our only experience of the states
is the experience of a tramsition fr

om one state to another (avas-
thantar). It is the experience of waking up. This experience is
first and original, it is direct, it is not memory. It is in this expe-
rience tha

t the pastness of sleep and the presentness of wakeful-

ness emerge simultaneously, not successively. But if that is so,
our experience of slee

p has the form of memory, but not the
substance of it. It is not real memory, but only an appearance
of memory. In other words, the pastness of sleep is made when
sleep itself is made; and sleep itself is made where wakefulness is
made, i.e., in the experience of waking up. This experience arises
not in the waking ego which knows only sensible objects, or
in the dreaming ego which knows only dream objects, or in any
other ego,—it can only arise in a pure intelligence which is not

any kind of ego, but which is the ground of the different egoes as
they appear to arise, function and disappear.,

The Self, as pure intelligence, is the only ground of the states
and reveals them. It does ‘

_ not reveal them successively or as
things-in-themselves, It reveals them simultaneously, and only
with the aid of the intellect. Ip this sense, waking consciousness
has primacy. No intellect, no objectivity of any kind

' and at any
level. But waking consciousness has no primacy in th

e sense that
: at it is the real ground of the latter.
It is not as though we are always really awake, and only wrongly

n in sleep or to have slept. Wake-
Yy in the transition from sleep. It is
as relative as any other state. It is therefore no more and no less
real than sleep itself. Both s

tates belong to saksi that neither
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r wakes, but that nevertheless appears to do bot?l. 'Fhev
Sloeps n::ce with ’its succession in time ‘is accordingly an 1llusmnﬁ
ra
3311:: does not sleep and does not wake appears to do so.

The problem of immortality can now be ea;lsily tacklec?, t{fa:};i
i death, the answer is
ion is whether the self survives ,
ques'ﬂ;’ I;wi do so. Life and death can only be understoost'? ha:;
;iq;ngneaning on the analogy of sleep and wakefulness. Life a

' hat
death must alternate as sleep and wakefulness do. The self tha

ives is a pure intelligence; but this pure intellig;an}c):zdls ]o;lr;z:

o ' i i -physica vV W
i d with, a subtler non-phy. .
to, or falsely identifie , e e itades
’ i i traces (samskdras),

ehow retains the desires, the skards), des
z(:g the aptitudes of the living and the growing ‘md.lvél‘c.lu.:(ail ser?s -
ality, that goes from one life to another. This individu '

i yre expe-
- pilgrim of eternity, learning and gathering more and more expe

There are, however, others who are not satlsfl':ed w::i S‘dz;s :;::ﬁ
of immortality. The endless cycle of hfe.and- dea.t a}?p 10 them
have no value. For them the question is,—is there 1'111 ‘ h L ,
:i)le cycle, no liberation from it, no gre‘:;lt experlfnlt?f v;zs lf:usﬁﬁed"
be called the experience of immortality? Immvt;)r;1 ali y1ue ]is e
i h experience. It gains value then. at valt s there
fml.V o0 demned to live and die without end, even if it i
e conll Icli‘lhigher spheres of spiritual activity? We all want
S e death. It is the source of our greatest sorrow a1.1d
co'mfl;iitn:veffhe or;ly. release from death appears to be life
mis .
nal. . . .
ete;That is this life eternal? Evidently, it cannot be anything like

] E A] E ] . s
. .

" sleep. Again, life eternal cannot simply be a great experlence.

i1 be a mental affair or an affair-
Any EXp?riem:;l}:i:ge;,i?; grl?lic\;vw;.gn this be eternal? A mer.xtal'
v <f0n5010:1513 se and be followed by a kind of sleep of t?le mind.
el mlis ff l')r is born. and it also goes out. The tl"ue 1mmc3rtal
A mene abalborn and’ cannot go out. It must be literally time-
life cannet :11 It can have no fluctuations of states. We sha}l
less and deat fe.sts :——it always was, is and shall be. But if that is
hav? t:)v;:f s(;nsle". can we be said to possess this eternal life or to.
so, in

achieve it ourselves?

i f our achievement
i i us to the transient charactex: o .
d'{}}:les i:rl:g:tal character of life itself which is our true Self,
an
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The conscious mental affair is the onl
mortality. It becomes a great experi
rience only in a transferred sense, i.e.
birth and death, free from the altern
This experience we can have here and now; and when we have
it, we are said to become immortal, As a matter of fact, we never
become immortal, we always are immortal. Only we do not know
this real immortality of our true Self. We do not know that the
Self is by its very nature unborn and deathless. It is also the
great or the ultimate reality,—the reality behind the states of the
individual and also the reality behind the phenomenal world. To
know this reality in its true and complete form is to have immortal

experience. We call it the experience of the identity of jiva and
Brahman.

y way of experiencing im-
ence or an immortal expe-
» its object is great, free from
ation of states and immortal.

To have this immortal experience, which alone may be said to
bestow immortality upon us, we must realize the true nature of our
Self. The Self is not a mind. A mind ean have no immortality,—it
can be put in a swoon, it can cease to function, it ean lapse. OQur
daily sleep is a clear example of this. The Self is a pure aware-
ness beyond the mind. No-one has ever seen its death; but it ig
the witness of the death of the mind, at least in sleep.The apparent
states of the Self are variations in mental functioning. When the
mind functions through the Sense-organs, it is wakefulness. When

it functions independently of Sense-organs and through its own
accumulated desires and tendencies, it is dream. When the mind
. does not function at all an

d returns to its causal or seed form, it
is sleep. But these variations in mental functioning do not in the
least touch the real intellj

gent Self, that remains the pure witness
of these changes. It is the immortal reality that is untouched by
birth and death and rebirth. To know it as that is to have im-
mortal experience, Immortality is our birth-right. We qre im-
mortal, here, now and for ever, ' Only we are ignorant of the fact.
When we know the truth, we are said to achieve immortality, It
is an illusory achievement,

For nothing that we can do can add
to or detract from our immor

tal nature. We can Prove immortality
conclusively because our true Self reveals i

The Eternity of the Self
by

' YA
CHANDRODAYA BHATTACHAR
Indian Academy of Philosophy, Calcutta

ivi ider the self to be a function.o.f, or

” .IJOSitI;V:SL :Zo?r}giszgfj{g; connected with, a living indn?dtll:i
S(:'g;ex:il;ﬁg:: tll'fat in the absence of t}};e org(a;nisme;?;t S:il'fh:;ui e?ore
. ’ ing of the self can be said to ‘
}c)l:e a]l:::tllllt—z‘)t:fl;gr (ﬁle death; of the orgz:nﬁr;u r;Ntlzhgzltie‘slznilz

’ i i uite a

religious prepossession, it Wol ¥ aee of the objectively chrvabe
e e (')f beetwee;n the mortal body, especially the cerebra
oy con.necnO;l those activities which speciﬁcall.y. belong to,. or
o 'Of - 311; hood, such as acts of cognition, volition and. feehr;:;,
?OnStltUtE, s < foco’nsciousness. In any case, if my self is to. i
i ki l(iould be capable of existing without any presen
e tlt' ; there any ground for believing that .the self as a
o Bfuf 1‘St xists, or may even possibly exist, apart' from the
matte’r “More eer e;en if it could somehow be estabhsl.xed th{a;
bl?dy.lf i\g:)::fl; o,r possibly exists apart from the body, this wou
:10: Zee sufficient to prove its eternity.

uestions: (1) Can the self
EVid‘ently',thl::xrte’tl'xtczl iﬁsﬁ l:;’c(l)y‘? (2) Supposing it could', can
ol emSttK 1t it is eternal ? Now some of the extr.a-ordmary
wl: Shr?l‘:na s?xch as those which are recorded and studledalg the
r];r?g;)h Psychical Research Society ?aty b;et rf;e\tr;relt si:; o?d g::n
T e & :faeofdri;tar(;ue;;f:ém;la,nvery few pertain to the
i ttiltl;:lseofe xa live subtle body. Further, the likelihoor.;l tl'xat
:}?:::v iisions of live subtle bodies are nothing b’:lt sx;l;]:it;\:
fancies cannot perhaps be ruled out at the present s ag;h of sclen-
tific investigation into these ext‘raordmary phgrtlf)merltaae.le be ;) one
mena of clairvoyance, clair;ud.lelr:lc;e, p;::xox;; :Z;;ycholl:gy ,w N d,;
would seem to exist undeniably. 5 Oy i
studies these phenomena sc1ent1ﬁcally is perhaps s infancy.
the right explanation of these phel}omena, hey
X:}tmlti;\z; ‘t): show tghat the mind can f}xnction Ymt:.xoui; sb:htg 1:1:;:
nected with the present bedy, although in these instanc
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apparently at least, would seem to know things without sensor
stimulation of an ordinary type. In India where the soul’z
_ transmigration is a common religious tenet, certain specially gifted

persons are believed to remember their experience in some of
their embodied states immediately preceding the present one, If
these instances of extraordinary memory could be historiéall
verified, that would have been some evidence in favour of th}e’
contentim.l that the self can continue to exist without being con-
nected with the present body. But the historical veriﬁcation in

question would seem never to have been attempted in any sense

that could be considered scientific. The initial improbability of
there being any activity which could be said to belogg spe iﬁy 1;)
to a soul apart from its connection with its present bocf : 103 ly
sets at nought all such traditional or hearsay reports agoflte?;;'y
type of memory in regard to previous existences of the soul. N

But against this positivistic view ' th .

‘ . . ere are certain indirect
confxs1derahon.s which lead us to think that the soul must ha\(:e
ex%sted previous to the birth of the present body and will also
exist even after its death. Of course, it cannot be denied that

consciousness is found only in connection with

possessed of a brain. a living body

Still, this would not justi
: L justify the hypothesi
that consciousness is just a function of the physical ofganissr‘;s

Granting tha.tt a particular thought and a particular cerebral vro-
cess oceur simultaneously, we are nevertheless unable to a ;
any intelligible sense, from the one to the other either byp osi:;elrn
;;t;cs)ixlaloz nl;y reasoning. So far as intelligibility is concerned,
o , .mental processes would seem to lie altogether in two
d parate reg.xons, although their concomitance would seem to b
act of experience. This means that this factual concomita oy
z;zt be f:i neces.sary connection. So their disconnection sh?ﬁfdn;i)i
doecsoiilt Ziigoix;f::ts;biﬁ. T}:fat is, the fend of the physical organism
e extinction of consciousness, It h
merely removes from i i i el
know the presence of c?):ll:ci‘;i;egf ens by which we usally

T _— .
| .he modern theory of behaviourism, no doubt red
consclous process into no more th X uces all

| ] ' an a special type of ico-
:}}:famlc;al process occurring within the physiological organifr}rlxysgot
_thus attempt to give an account of human life and expe1:' o
uld seem to be .
: ric . alto -
’(s;txsfa::ttory. Spirit or consciousness may be inseparablegfitcflnre;rbuc;1
. 3 ’
éxcx;;a; z:. Butdto say that it is altogether non-existent. or toh:t
p a mode of matter in a certain type of orgaxii’zation it
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is non-existent, would seem to be an extravagant claim on behalf
of materialism. Granting that consciousness apart from some
physiological process is never a fact, it will still have to be con-
ceded that when we are conscious of something, we are not
conscious of that physiological process; and yet at the same time,
we are, or at any rate can be, conscious of consciousness without
being conscious of the concomitant physiological process. This
shows that consciousness cannot be identified with the physiological
process in question. Allowing that matter exists, the minimum
that must be granted is that spirit, too, exists (may be involved
in matter), at least as a general tendericy towards life and
consciousness, so that, whenever there is available an appropriate
instrument, it manifests itself as a self of experiences.

However, the above consideration does not avail for the
eternity of the self. This only provides for the possibility that
cohsciousness or spirit may persist (just as physical process or
matter persists) in some form or other even after the death of
the organism. It may even be considered to provide for the
possibility that the principle of spirit may be eternal. Nevertheless,
this eternity would belong to the principle of spirit, as such. It
need not imply that the self which manifests itself in my body here
and now would be identical with the self which will manifest it-
self in another body there and then. As Dr. R. Das says,
“Universal spirit (if any) which knows no birth may suffer no
death. But its immortality cannot mean the immortality of the
individual self with which alone we are concerned when we dis-
cuss the problem of immortality” (Vide his paper entitled ‘The
Immortality of the Self’ in the Proceedings of the 29th Session of
the Indian Philosophical Congress, Part III, p. 16). The word ‘T
as employed by a grown up human being in regard to himself
undeniably means something, whatever be its precise interpreta-
tion; and the question of immortality is raised about this individual
self or ‘I. Can it be said that the individual self which is what I
mean by the word ‘I’ has been existing from beginningless time
even before the birth of the present body and will continue to
exist upto endless time even after the death of the present body?

Schelling’s argument for pre-existence is relevant here.! Kant,
as is well-known, thought that he could provide for moral freedom

1. For this brief’ account of Schelling’s. interesting view on pre-
existence, we are wholly indebted to Dr. Martineau’s account of it as given
in his Study of Religion, Vol, II, pp. 285-87,

P
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without detriment to natural necessity by distinguishing between
the world of appearance where causality reigns supreme and that
of the thing-in-itself which is fre

e from causal necessity, Now
Schelling accepts, like Kant, the position that the empirical
character as well as every particular act of an agent is subjected
d so constitutes a sphere in regard to which
scientific prediction is possible—from the agent, constituted as he
is, no action other than he actually does can be expected. But

Schelling raises the further question, “From where does that
constitution of his come?

Is that also wholly due to natural
causality?” To this, Schelling’s answer is that every man brings
his own peculiar constitution and nature along with him into his
empirical existence when

he is born a man, a constitution and
nature which is already fa

shioned by a free act of his at his pre-
natal state of noumenal existence,

If that constitution were given
him either by God or by nature, all his actions would take place
by sheer necessity;

and then he could not be held responsible for
them. Man’s essence is not a thing, but an activity. Unborn man
is an original timeless Will which fr

eely causes itself to be “some-
what’. The act which determines a man’s life in time does not
belong to time, but to eternity. It is an eternal act, immanent in
him throughout, going back to the beginning of creation and itself
an eternal beginni_ng. This determining act beyond time which
settles the individual nature persists through birth, and shapes the
type and constitution of the bodily organism. Though man is not
conscious of this timeless self-causation, yet his moral experience
conforms to it; for, in spite of the determinism of action, the good
man hasA beace of conscience which is possible only to free
righteousness; and even a bad man cannot, on the plea of the evil
constitution of his nature, either escape remorse or claim immu-
nity for guilt which he knows to be his own,
This view of Schelling seems to us to
ar as pre-existence is concer

to causal laws an

contain a kernel of truth
ned. But it is mixed up with
epted. Schelling saves freedom
by -carrying it into a pre-natal

€ gain anythin

1 g by calling an act
al act’

would seem to be self-
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matter s ined by the present character of the agent and a
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v presen;let s:ill the act cannot take place except with th:
i (2; t;; aagent and that therefore it may not take place 1?
ok Oval. . £ :he en’eral tendency just mentioned and an actua 3;
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2. Ci. Ibid,
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absolute certainty,3 Moreover, the formed character must be sup~
i1f>osed to be ultimately due to the free acts of the agent himself,
if the agent is to be held responsible for his action at the present
moment. And if it be a fact, which indeed would seem to be the
case, that a person is born with at least a general tendency to-
wards the formation of a certain type of character and propensity
:heg, we .musif attribute them to his pre-natal acts. Schelling seem;
0 be quite right upto this extent. But that this pre-natal act is

an eternal act in.the noumenal .
. world is open to th iecti
which we have urged against it. ? e objections

This leads to the conclusion that the pre-natal act or acts must
belong Fo a sphere of existence which is within time and causality
Anfi this conclusion would be a partial justification of the Indiar;
belief tbat a present agent must have had innumerable births and
g;?lt(}:s 111;1l tl;e pa}s}t, from beginningless time. The Nyaya schzol of

sophy has thought it necessary to postulate the pri i
of some empirical life similar to the present in order eXlSten?e
the innate conative tendencies which e e o exPla}m
possesses, such as the tendency to suck th\;errlnoih:;:vbrs:sr’; cglll:i

even more similar to Schelling’s argument for pre-

on th ; . existence based
e notion of an agent’s responsibility for his a

. ction is another
argument employed by most schools of Indian philosophy naomely
H

that i R

mzrtzfn kg;gh:ma and qk?‘tabhyagama, which also provides for post-

tato e ili erfm;1 which we propose to consider next. We shall

Dot e gist of the argument thus. Reason demands that I should
enjoy any pleasure nor suffer an shov

by o : ¥ pain which I do not d
lons for which I am responsible, nor should any actei!ZIelr‘:)ef

mine go u i

— f suﬁr::gzlzid. 'Heince a person who is now undergoing a

e o ering o €njoying a certain happiness must have already

Fhainaw yd as to deserve that suffering or happiness; and

have et dor.le any sucb action in his present life, he ,must
ed it before his present life began, Th’e rational

"principle behind this th, i
thould be o B ought is that the doer and the enjoyer

deserves to be follo iir;:ilarly if I have done some action which
and it has nof o Wi by some pleasurable or painful experience
.~ happens. so. FOI? e;eazsn S; followed, I must persist till it actually
“actually does so, n demands that what should take place

This
it g ﬁ;g;r;le:,t heed I:lOt be interpreted (as in Indian philosophy
as to imply that the motive of a moral agent is
3. That all prediction of

. . natural phe ; .
considered theoretically, is a cormnonplzcen:fm;t:iiei‘i orsfc' t}r:,s 7pe, st st
ience,
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invariably that of seeking pleasure or avoiding pain. Kant is
perhaps right in holding that the purity of the moral act demands
that it should be motivated by reason alone and not by the idea
of pleasure or avoidance of pain. Nevertheless, the argument we
are considering now is valid. However, in order to appreciate ifs
validity, it may be necessary to observe a certain distinction. The
standpoint of a moral being as an agent who considers only the
goodness or the badness of an action, irrespective of whether the
action is pleasurable or painful, is different from the stand-point
of a moral being who judges what consequence, pleasurable or
painful, should follow a good or a bad action. And the validity
of the argument in question can be well appreciated from the latter
stand-point. From this point of view, a moral being cannot remain
indifferent to whether virtue and vice are requited or not. The
claim for adequate retribution would seem to have its rational
basis here.

It is sometimes thought that the claim for retribution is mean-
ingless in the context of morality and that, properly understood,
virtue is its own reward and vice its own punishment. But this
line of thinking would seem to be misleading. This is caused by
the failure to distinguish between the two standpoints which we
have just referred to, namely the standpoint .of the moral agent
and that of a moral being who is a judge as to what consequence
pleasurable or painful should follow a right or a bad action. Virtue
is indeed its own reward and vice its own punishment. But this
is so only in the eye of the moral agent and not also in that of
the moral being as a judge.

Similar to this Indian argument for the eternity of the indi-
vidual self is Kant’s ethical argument for immortality. _The argu-
ment is as follows. Our moral consciousness tells us not only to
act rightly always but also to realize in ourselves perfected virtue
or holiness. That is, we must not only follow the good, turning a
deaf ear to the seductive call of evil tendencies in us, but also
cease altogether to feel any such natural inclination towards im-
moral acts. However, no sensuous being can expect to have-this

"sort of holiness. So man who is a sensuous being (although he is
partly reason) cannot attain perfected virtue. He can only come

nearer and nearer to holiness or moral perfection, but never reach

‘it completely. But because he is under a ‘moral obligation to

reach it, it must be possible for him to do so in an infinite process
in infinite time. This implies that he must be immortal in order
to be able to make this infinite progress towards the attainment of
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moral perfection—an infinite progress is only possible in an infinite
duration of personal existence. If holiness is to be realized by
man progressively, his immortality must be presupposed.

It will be useful for our purpose to examine two points of
criticism which Dr, Broad has urged against the above argument.s
First, the command to make ourselves morally perfect, he says,
is not to be taken literally; it merely means that we must not be

contented with our present level of moral achievement; but it does
not imply that we shall ever be able to

make our character per-
fect. Secondly,

Kant’s premises are incompatible with each other;
for while the one asserts that moral perfection is attainable, be-
cause it is our duty to attain it, the other says that it is not com-
pletely attainable now or ever within a limited time however long,
because we are partly sensuous in nature.

It would appear, however, that the first

be met. According to Broad, the injunction “Thou shalt be holy”
is equivalent to “Thou must not be con

tented with thy present
level of moral achievement.”

But it may reasonably be asked,
“Why must I not be contente

d with the present level?” The
answer, “Because there is a level higher than this” cannot be

ultimate and is, therefore, inadmissible; for we must not be con-
tented even with that level which is higher than the present one
but falls short of perfection, Therefore, the only ultimately satis-
factory answer would be “Because the present level of moral
achievement is not moral perfection, and because moral perfec-

tion is what thou must attain”, Thus even Dr, Broad’s interpre-
tation of the command to make o

urselves perfect is unable to avoid
making the attainment of perfection itself as our duty and hence
unable to avoid its further implication that we can be morally
perfect,

objection can easily

But Broad’s second objection stands on surer ground. If we
ought to attain holiness,

it is certainly possible for us to attain
it completely even now or at any future date. To hold that we
can only approach it more and more but not

actually attain it
except in an endless process in infinite time is really to deny that
it is at all capable of being attained in any strict sense. If we are
to stick to the proposition that an ‘ought’ implies a ‘can’, we must
reject such a contrary position. But if we reje

: ct this, Kant'’s argu-
ment for immortality of the soul loses some of its force,

4. Five Types of Ethical Theory, 1st Edition, p. 140,
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It may be asked, “Does not everything gf the individual self
erish. after it attains moral perfection? If so, can i}’l,e consu;lr}-
mation f the moral ideal be a desirable state of affairs?” But this
mafimn(f) thinking forgets that the moral agent is, as Kant says,
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bo'c e. there is no reason to think that his rational nature would
oo o8 se to exist. Indeed the moral injunction “Thou shalt be
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¥101y1 len"‘]‘oThou must die even as pure reason”. Nay, if the argu-
zalZZtvkrtahdna employed in Indian philosophy holds any water,
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Place of Reasoning in Advaita Philosophy,
by

Nirop BARAN CHAKRABORTY
Lecturer in Philosophy, Darjeeling Govt, College

The philosophy of Sarhkara is Advaita on the positive side and
Mayavada on its negative side. It is a metaphysic of absolute ,
non-dualism based on the admission of the sole reality of con-
sciousness and the falsity of all things that are other than con-
sciousness.

Sarnkara bases his philosophy mainly on S&astric statements.
Three different sets of upanisadic texts constitute the basis of his
philosophy. These are: (1) Texts teaching non-dualism such as,
ekamevadvitiyam (Reality is One without a second), (2) Texts
teaching the unreality of pluralism such as neha nana asti kincana
(there is no real plurality here) and (3) Texts teaching the non-
dual Absolute to be the material cause of this universe (yato va
imani bhutani jayente, from which all the beings etc., have sprung
forth).

The conclusions of Advaita Vedanta may also be arrived at
by logical criticism and independent reflection. Sarnkara himself,
of course, does not attach much value to independent reasoning.
He thinks that reasoning is a free activity and a man can reason
in any way he likes. Finality can never be attained by unaided

‘reasoning.! A man can easily refute the arguments of any other

man. And in this way conflicts and differences of opinion origi-
nate without any final solution. If the argumentation be based on
any revelation or if it is determined by certain infallible principles,
truth can be easily ascertained. Arguments are effective only
when they follow revelation or intuition., Bertrand Russell in the
West thinks almost on the same line. He observes:? “Instinct,
intuition or insight is what first leads to the beliefs which subse-
quent reasoning confirms or confutes; .... Reasoning is a har-
monising, controlling force rather than a creative one.” 'This

1. Sarirakabhasya, p. 2, 1, 11.
2. Mysticism and Logic, p. 13.

P. 8



‘value and functi

178 THE PHILOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY

shows the futility of unaided reasoning. Reasoning should he
based on intuition or insight which alone can give us a glimpse of
truth.

Truth cannot be obtained by one and all. Only a man who is
pure in heart and clear in conscience can realise it.
philosophy, Truth is re
subjective (Purusatant
universal,
and univer,
Now Trut

In Advaita
garded as objective (Vastutantra) and not
ra). Truth as objective is also eternal and
It is eternal in the sense that it is valid for all times
sal in the sense that it demands universal acceptance.

h which is objective can be revealed only to the seers
who are pure in heart and clear in con

science. It can never he
constructed, created or manipulated by any man. The Vedas
represent the truths which were revealed to the great seers of the
past. Therefore these are regarded as the embodiments of truth.
As truth is not subjective, so the Vedas representing truth cannot
also be the same. The Vedas are objective, universal and eternal.
Now reasoning which is in conformity with the revealed truths of

the Vedas can alone be relied upon. Actually speaking the value
of reasoning lies

in the clarification and explication of the revealed
truths3 Here one is reminded of Mill's view with regard to the
on of syllogism. He thinks ‘that a syllogism is one
of the special w

ays of dealing with the conclusion of an Induction.’
Induction establishes general real propositions like
mortal.” Syllogism inter

prets these propositions by applying them
to particular cases like

Ram, Shyam and Jadu. Induction estab-
lishes a conclusion on t

he basis of observation and causal relation,
while syllogism interprets it,

In this interpretation lie the value
and the function of syllogism. In the same way the Advaitin holds
that truth is realised in intuitio
significance of reasoning lies

“All men are

n and reasoning interprets it. The
in the interpretation of the revealed
truths and in nothing else.

Here a question may arise: If revealed
able why are contradictory stat
which are admittedly the revealed texts? Brahman is said to be
characterless and indeterminate (Katha 3-15) and again Brahman
has qualities (Mur,xdaka, 1-1-9). The world is said to be non-
existent (Brha 4-4-19; Svetd 6-8) and again the world originates
from Brahman (Taitt, Brahman can never be

truths are unquestion-
ements found in the upanisads

Bhrguvalli, 1),

3. “Srutyaiva ea sahidyatvena tarkasya
bhisya, p. 1, 1, 2.

abhyupetatvat”-——sariraka-
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in Brahman
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:;C:p(t)?ngetof fact or realism in the spiritual sphere. It is a ques:
should beu :n }:‘iather tha.n of rigbts in this sphere, and a person
may set beforeoll:‘s to dlﬁcover his actual status in order that he
form in syt Itm.nself just such duties as he can efficiently per-
one’s stat : is a far gre:a‘cgr misfortune here to oversstimate
us than to underestimate it. A higher status does not

mean greate i iri
e greater .opportumty for spiritual work, since work here
ans not outward achievement,

but an i i7i .
of the spirit”, n inwardizing or deepening

(Advaita vada and its spiritual significance).

Tl?e ultimate reality of the Vedas and the futility of uﬁaided
f‘easomng are therefore logically admissible. Here it may be ob-
jected that as ordinary perception is determined by objects, it too

)

is to be regarded as equally valid with the revealed truths of the

Vedas.

hims‘g;e :;gzs't}tx}?t vafhdlty may }?e.of different forms. Sarnkara
thika), empiric lree orms _Of validity—transcendental (paramar-
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OF course thel as it Is presented, for however short a period.
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once of a]l' . e world }}gs .empirical validity, as in the experi-
experienced b ‘algloes ;5 objective and extramental. The world is
in status to tlfat ofa?het(:alfg \S)volz?:honly’ and hence it is superior
- appe
all these experiences are cancelled in I:\ph?;;e(;nlriatl?s;iiiw.\ﬁiﬁ
’

Brahman or Consei
o nsclousness alone shines in i
; T ; its pu i
Sastric realisation is superior to ordinary perce tp re hg?lt. The
venes afferwards. In the case of appa ption, as it super-

. rent reali ;
L i 3 o o ks
superior to th; olf I;;’e of Tope ha.s empirical validity, and so is
later knowledge co ¢ snake_. This shows that when earlier and
earlier® The re r:te nfl conﬁm’. the later knowledge negates the
knowledge of the Vedus, . 1 Foo. 15 contradicted by the later
appears as real, but fn atie i;le(;);r_: I:dinaryt xzfrception the world
ording " . 1t 1s negated as false,

Inter lz‘:oaizgeptu?n 'conﬂmts with the vedic; and as the vI;eI;: itsh:
8¢, 1t Is superior to the verdict of the ordinary per-

4. “Tadanapaviadhane ts
- tad a 3
—Bhamati, N, s, Ed, p. 10, 2pavadhatmanah  tasya utpatteranupapatti”
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ception. Thus the ultimate validity of the Vedas cannot be
questioned.

As Samkara holds that scriptural knowledge is superior to
any form of independent reasoning, so he relies more upon the
vedic texts than upon mere reasoning. The Sastric basis of Ad-
vaita philosophy has already been pointed out at the outset of this
paper. But it is not meant that Sarnkara gives no logical argu-
ments. In Adhyasa bhasya® we get superb logic with regard to
the falsity of the world. Sarnkara analyses our experience there,
and shows that objectivity is superimposed on the pure subject,
and that without this superimposition no objective element is
intelligible in any way.

Experience involves a distinction between the subject and the
object, the knower and the known. As light and darkness are
fundamentally opposed to one another, so the subject and the ob-
ject are. The subject is intelligence as such, but the object is non-
intelligent and inert. So there can be no intelligible relation be-
tween the two. But a relation is to be conceived between them
in order to explain the possibility of our experience. As this
relation cannot be real, it is only imaginary. It is known as the
relation of superimposition. Now the question is: What is super-
imposition? Superimposition is perceiving something in some other
thing (atasmin tadbuddhih). The subject is pure self-revealing
Consciousness and devoid of all attributes. But we superimpose
the characters of the object on the subject, and say ‘I am lame,
‘I am dumb’; ‘I am blind,’ and the like. Lameness, dumbness,
blindness etc., are the characters of the sense organs, and these are
imposed on the inmost self (pratyagatman). Again a man con-
siders himself in difficulty when actually his relatives are in
trouble. As the sky which is essentially characterless is con-
ceived as blue, so the pure subject is understood as possessing
objective attributes. This is due to false identificatidn between
the subject and the object, which are fundamentally distinct and
opposed in nature. As our experience is based on this false identi-
fication, it is definitely false. This proves the falsity of the experi-
enced content or the object. It also proves the falsity of the world
which as identified with Consciousness appears as significant and
meaningful.

5. An interested reader may consult ‘Advaita siddhi’ for the further
arguments of falsity,
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Later Sankarites adduced further arguments to prove the
falsity of the world. Post-Sankara Advaita philosophy is mainly
based on independent reasoning, and Post-Sankara Advaita texts
are argumentative treatises. Later Sankarites adopted the tech-
nique of argumentation discovered by the logicians of the new
school (Navya Naiyayikas) and used it creditably in their treatises.
Various objections were raised against the Advaita contention of
the sole reality of Consciousness and falsity of all other things
presentable. The Sankarites answered these charges and defended
their position against all these attacks. Argumentation, in Indian
philosophy, proceeds in three different ways—positively, negatively
and positively-negatively® Vada is the positive form of argu-
mentation where a philosopher tries to establish his position. The
establishment of the thesis of a particular philosophy rconstitutes
the subject-matter of the Vida form of argumentation. Vitands,
on the other hand, negates all possible objections against a parti-
cular system of philosophy. Here the argumentation is purely
negative in character, as it negates the charges and the views of
the opponents without adducing any positive proofs for the thesis
in question. Jalpa is yet another form of argumentation where
the positive and the negative characters of the same are balanced.
Here the opponents are criticised only to prove the thesis of a
particular philosopher. Positive proofs for the thesis are equally
important here with the answers to the criticisms against it.7

- In Post-Sankara Advaita philosophy, thinkers have used
different forms of argumentation in different contexts. Some-
times treatises after treatises have been written as polemics against

the opponents and the argumentation employed has taken the
form of Vitandd. Khandanakhanda Khadya of €ri Harsa is a

case in point. $ri Harsa here with the help of a formidable dialec-
tic disproves the case of the opponents, but does not take pains for
the positive establishment of any thesis. All the efforts of Citsu-
khicarya, on the other hand, are mainly directed to the establish-
ing of the position of Advaita. So the argumentation used by him
is mainly of the Vada form. Sometimes, again, he uses Jalpa form
of argumentation in his Tattvapradipikd. There he establishes

6. There are three kinds of Kathas:

Vada, Jalpa and Vitanda (Nyaya~
bhasya, p. 1, 2, 1).

7. Vide M. M, Jogendranath Tarka Vedanta Tirtha’s article on “The
art ‘of philosophical disputation”, published in the “Cultural Heritage of
India” .
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the Advaita conclusions by refuting the charges of the Nyaya

- Vaisesikas.

‘Advaita Siddhi’ of Madhusudana Saraswati a famous Post-
Sankarite philosopher, represents independent reasoning 'in
Advaita philosophy in its superb form. It embodies all the argu-
ments for Advaita and also the answers to critics. A careful
reader of ‘Advaita Siddhi’ will have to admit that Advaita philoso-

phy is no less argumentative than any other system of philosophy
in the world.
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The capacity to distinguish between right and wrong is sup-
posed to be an integral aspect of human personality. So that in
legal terminology a man who cannot distinguish between right
and wrong is termed insane. It is then quite natural that philo-
sophers would have tried to come to a correct understanding re-
garding the origin and nature of this faculty in human beings.
Freud himself was not a philosopher, but his observations about
human personality, based on his penetrative analysis of human
psychic apparatus, have certain philosophical and moral implica-
tions. In this paper an attempt will be made to see the Freudian
view of ‘conscience’ and its place amongst moral theories.

The British Empiricist Locke held that’ ‘conscience’ or the
capacity to distinguish between right and wrong is not innate
in human mind, and that man imbibed it from others in course of
his experience. The faculty of ‘conscience’ is a social heritage,
born out of social interaction. Being a social product, in the first
place, the concept of right and wrong is relative to the culture of
a particular society and is not of universal import; and secondly,
it is not equally developed in all, and so is liable to error and
amenable to education. The fact that many of the fundamental
principles of morality are common to every society does not,
Locke thinks, disprove his empirical thesis. They are apparently
universal not because they are innate, but because they are profit-
ahle. Philosopher Kant, on the other hand, held ‘conscience’ to be
something innate and universal. So that what is fight for one is
equally so for all men irrespective of society or culture. This uni-
versal conscience which is latent in every mind, though manifest
in different degrees of development, makes no error. For, “an
erring conscience is a chimera”. Freudian account of conscience,
we will see, is definitely empirical and so comes very near to Loeke’s
view, though it differs from the Lockian concept in that it &nvi-
sages conscience to be intimately related to the more or less

common forces that determine the development of human charac-
P Al 9
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ter. It also recognises the element of
science. Conscience, thus, though an

a rather more uniform trait in the Freudian concept than it had
in the Locke’s view. Before we elab

orate further in this line it is
worthwhile to see how, according to Freud, conscience develops
in an individual. -

phylogenetic factor in con-
empirical product, yet, gets

Kant once remarked that the thin

proved to him the greatness of God were the starry heavens above

and conscience within. To this Freud humorously replies,
“The stars are unquestionably superb, but where the conscience is
concerned God has been g

uilty of an uneven and careless piece
of work, for a great many men have only a limited share of it

or scarcely enough to be worth mentioning.” The implication is,
-conscience is not something innate, for it is not uniformly present
in all. To add to this he says, “Conscience is no doubt something
within us, but it has not been there from the beginning.”2 Con-
science, according to Freud, develops in course of experience.
Small children are at first a-moral. They are guided by their
pleasure-seeking impulses against which they have no inner inhi-
bitions. Whatever restrictions are imposed on their untrammelled
nature are from external authority. The immediate authority are
the parents who, being the first love-object of the children, are
~ looked upon both with veneration and awe. “The influence of the

parents dominates the child by granting proofs of affection and by
threats of punishment, which. to the child,
-which must also be feared on their own ac
that is conscience, out of which arises se

replica of the parental authority, and in fact arises out of the
introjection of the external restric

tions. In course of the child’s
development this introjection, or taking over into one’s own
self, of the external parental

authority is supposed : by
Freud to be a normal state of affairs. So that in every
individual, ~ the. conscience, o

r to be more precise, the
Super-Ego, which implies a wider e

ntity having conscience as one
of its functions, “takes the place

. of the -parental function, and
thenceforward observes, guides and

threatens the €go in just the
same way as the parents acted to the child before.

gs which most convincingly

count”?® The function,
lf-criticism, is thus the

" In course of
Freud: New Introductory Lectures, p. 84.
Ibid.,, p. 84.

Ibid., p. 84.
Ibid., p. 85.

N

" Freud, conscience is, no

mean loss of love, and

' 1
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ho
is influenced by other persons w.
the child’s growth the super-ego 1s in : : y "

ave taken the place of the parents in being c'oncerned wls1 h th‘ et_
b e chi are regarded as ideal models. But
upbringing o he child, and so are . \ ‘ :
parenlts beinfg tthe first love objects, the identification with the

N . 'm . N . -

ity i leads to the formation of the
of the parentfs\lha“tg;:::ya 1;::: aiizunt of its or%g'mal n?tl.lere i::f/lixz
Super-eg.o vam o r less amenable to modiﬁcatlo'n by la r..t tu-
though f‘t o mor; t;t is amenable to every later mﬂt.lence, k Iz-on
s Alth;ugt life the character given to it by its den:r?r:) o
;ervesthtehzzltfer?:omplex, namely, the capacity to stand apar
rom

. the ego and to rule it”’

) a half-way house between
Freudian pOSit.io‘::s lsvit;:lila; Sfé);:ls(::fience is somethingtl‘i%i'f'la ;:i
o tw: tzx;r:I;i;ilgca{ion; ) conSCienczli; tl:%: miucio:ding to
jec odification. .
ililel::ce and so is alwvays a;?)i!‘:)atlbltehzoprliduct of experience. b'B‘;;
. t4
ild’s early experiences of its parents are Sup}?o Sedo::l igeas
the chlld.s earty ce in shaping and determining the .m e Libeod
singula? 1'lilcllporsa(;nthat the conscience that is formed in ¢ ot
?sf il:r: h;r .less permanent and “°tBiT§23fie i:om:yseﬁ, Fre“fi.
. , :
moulding by the gdu?tmgngr‘;‘;istier than what Locke had szlfe
does not advamela;ea also conscience is the PI‘Od“"t_ of ex{)ene )
According t1(:1 Ic;.:(\:relops its conscience in course of its t;ar B;E.Xz;
and the c.hl ts. teachers, playmates and o.tl.xersvm e t:i v1r v
riences with paren 'be noted that the recognition of the ecmn;e1
ment. But it is t; 1 function so as to. establish a.sort of cxfat.ttsh
role of tae parenit and the conscience, and the f"egulantYIO 1e
relation b e'tw;fei the super-ego and so the conscience d(?ve o;;’sv ;n
manner lrf WA 1}:1 o] is undoubtedly a Freudian. contnl'mtmn. thy
a normal individual leaves such a lasting impression over the
the Par‘?‘}tal" aut_hortlsydetermme his future standards of self.-.c1:1tf~
chllds i o emstood only in the light of the child’s early ibidi-
cism ca

nous attachment to its parents.

' hild, according tb
ormal development, every child, ¢
chlx C_Ourz: :;)lf'sr:“gh certain well-deﬁned. phases. Du?sng h;l:;
Fre‘,1 ) Palis se the child forms object-cathexis of t}‘xe parenthw
voed]:pus;l:n:d with the coming of the latency period and the con-
is aban

§. Freud: The Ego and the Id, p. 69, .



188 THE PHILOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY

sequent passing away of the oedipus phase. For the normal deve-
lopment of a child it is im

perative that the child should not remain
fixated at any one of the

early phases that mark the history of its
development,

So the successful overcoming of the Oedipus phase
is a necessary condition of normal

that a person has to give up a sexual object, there quite often ensues
a modification in his ego which can only be described as a rein-
statement of the object within th

e ego....”8 It is this reinstate-
ment of the parental function (introjection) that helps the over-

eoming of the Oedipus phagse and the formation of the super-ego
and the conscience. The formation of the function that we call

is very plastic and im-
If we thus consider the origin of the super-ego and
the conscience, “we shall perceive it to be the outcome of two
highly important

factors, one of them biological and the other
historical: namely, the lengthy duration in man of the helpless-

ness and dependence belonging to childhood, and the fact of his
Oedipus complex,

the repression of which we have shown to be
connected with the interruption of libidinal development by the
latency period. . .

--We see, then, that the differentiation of the
super-ego from the ego is no matter of chance....”?

Freud does not stop short at this stage.
account for the two best known but the least
racteristics of conscience, viz., (1) that it is

that its demands are exacting, and (2) that its commands are
expressed in the form of a

‘Categorical Imperative’. Locke did
not so much - emphasise these two characteristics, while Kant,
though fully emphasised them, failed to account for them, so much
so that Kant has been criticised for making ‘conscience’ something
inexplicable. Perfectionists did no better. For, they attempted
to base ‘obligation’ on man’s rational insight giving him a convic-
tion that certain forms of

He goes further to
accounted for cha-
a hard task-master,

rtain end, and thereby brings down ‘con-
science’ from the position of a

‘hard task-master’ to the position
of a ‘wise counsellor’.

But our inner experience is inclined to give
a verdict in favour of the harsher nature of conscience, and our

6. Freud: The Ego and theld, p. 36.
7. 1Ibid, p. 46.

growth. But “when it happens -
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o - ccience’

i prick of conscience),

_ ed in the expression onsclence’

attitufie .is wellfeee:;pz‘::s are punished wher.x its commaﬁdhx: ;/;31:; d

K‘.m‘anth “i’;ch ::eigno;e this aspect of conscience thizzge.is  falled to
¥ ? ises that consc :

in it. t only recognis . and
explatl'mglt:m I;‘tx.‘selilde;:nd but also attempts an explanation of ‘

actin . lana .
::it}(i the help of his depth Psychology.

» . 3 - a ' f
i arises out of the introjection of
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e se:l? :1};; within one’s own ego. So t%xatfng:cgr;iz
. piremai)eact:eaofo be harsh and exacting only in tho ¢
may be ex

. its
. ie., harshly by i

, 14 is treated in the same .way 1€ o the
'Wheret 1:heBcl:ll:d']?d‘r::ud, in course of his investigation noticed tl
_parents.

i d harsh
S fact that conscience develops as an e.:-tzc'fm%r ea;e_d oy
curious fa en in those cases where the ch11‘ is e s
task-master eg so “the séverity_ of the super-ego need not ¢ orres”
tendemess T ity of its upbringing.”® How then are we 4c_e‘ g’
pond to the _Se\;ler s{mess of the super-ego and. so of confscxenenw1
o f:r t};;laizr the institution of conscience in terms of par
we are to e

. . t ’

. . deeper

. - lanation derived out of a deepe
: highly original exp chic
amalysis of the lg:sychic apparatus. Careful Studslr fﬁiﬁﬁ the
o :;'Ztus both in its normal and abnormalffg:da‘:nental- instincts
o that we have got two groups Of & to collect living
COEVICth tic instincts, which are always try mfh 0 death instincts-
—‘“the erotogether into ever larger unities, .and het rondency, and
subszin ceggressive instincts) which act against tha dition.  The
{or the a back into an inorganic co ion.

; iving matter bac o~
oy o bi::tf al\;:’d prOSition of these two f,o,;ces PrOdUCt; et::f ::f‘;m
co-OPEZ? life to which death puts an end. Usfg}l’ﬁch are found
i m:: act in co-operation, the best examples othe ents alse is
isxt;msisism and masochism. Tl;e lgo;r‘:sshiven:fs” Wlll):; the super-
' ixture of a ) ‘
not fre.e from :n r:sduxlr:u;f;the identification with the greﬁg"g;
eggogresa,.nj . Siment‘ is turned inward against the ego. - o even of
: h ‘idta‘:tiﬁcation is in the nature of a de;exuahts::ln?f‘o:; ation of
suc . ’ though when a i
“ s s ms as . [} :

a sublimation. It now see the same time an instinctual

R there occurs at :

this kind takes pla:;limaﬁon the erotic component no longer has

defuston. ?ft ];:ds the whole of the destructive elem;nf.s tht:: ;V;r;
0

?}iv‘iﬁfs?; combined with it, and these are released in

8. Freud: New Introductory Lectures on Psycho-analyals, p. 142,
. e : .
g, Ibid, p. 1%0.
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of inclinations to aggression and destru
be the source of the general characte
exhibited by the ideal—its dictatorial ‘“Thou shalt’ "0 Ip support.
of this line of explanation of the severity of the command of ‘con-
science’ in opposition to the Kantian idea that the ‘Categorical Im-
perative’ reveals the command of God within us, Freud has at hig
disposal the pathological cases in which the conscience becomes
rather too severe and punishes the ego in a relentless way, In

melancholic attacks the ‘conscience’ of the patient becomes too
severe, ‘“abuses, humiliates "and ill-treats his unfortunate ego,
threatens it with the severest punishments, reproaches it for long
forgotten actions.”!! But when the attack is over, “the whole moral
fuss is at an end, the critical voice of the super-ego is silent, the ego

is reinstated, and enjoys once more all the rights of man until the
next attack.”’2 So Freud remarks,

“It is a very remarkable ex-
perience to observe morality, which was ostensively conferred on
us by God and planted deep in our hearts, functioning as a periodi-
cal phenomenon.”® Fieudian depth Psychology thus clears much
of the mystery that was associated with the ‘Categorical Iopera-

tive’ of Kant, '

ction. This defusion would,
r of harshness and cruelty

It should be noted here that the Freudian account of the super-
ego and the conscience, though related to the history of the deve-
lopment of the individual, yet, properly interpreted, ‘it turns out
‘to be evolutional. For, though, the super-ego and the conscience
can be traced back to the influence of the parents, teachers and so
on, “In general, parents and similar authorities follow the dictates
of their own Super-egos in the upbringing of their children

The result is that the super-ego of the child is not really built up
on the model of the parents, but on that of the parent’

S super-ego;
it takes over the same content, it becomes the vehicle

of tradition
and of all the age-long values which have been handed down in
this way from generation to generation.

tion makes an important criticism of th
interpretation according to which, “the ‘ideologies’ of mankind are
nothing more than resultants of their economic situation at any
given moment.” To this Freud says, “That is the truth, but very

.......

e well-known materialistic

10. Freud: 'The Ego and the id, p. 80.
11, Freud: New Introductor
12. Ibid., p. 83
13, Ibid., p. 83,
14, Ibid., p. 90.

y Lectures on Psycho-analysis, p. 83.

"% Freud in this connec-
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; : : . Mankind never lives complete«
pro?.)ably itti‘sszgi.ﬂiiewi}:ioelsl;;lizs of the super-ego p.erpe_t.uatei‘it)het
ly in the pr?i't'ox’ls of the race and the people, which yields ;1
past, the tr; I_Lﬁuence of the present and to new dev‘e.lopmetn 81’-,
slowly Jo the 1'1; works through the super-ego, plays an impor 'e:’!:s
and 50 lonagn:'z;s 111fe quite independently of economic conditions.
part in m )

S that the Freu-
| . ition it will be clear t]
foregoing exposl L beyond
| Arom t:: of conscience, though empirical, yet goesore ZOm-
dian accolilrical accounts advanced so far, and gives a ;nine 4 ele-
Othgr r:;;i explanation of many of the so long unexplal A
prene

i f 1 . M )

. . ut

modern Psychologists also have held ahxz;\;rvlelkzsthtalfa:f (f;re;gé\:)d.
oo e A

zione of ﬂ’lelf E;‘::n: r:f ‘sizlf?:;g::a’,w for exar’nple; has a very
Mchugall.s S'f the Freudian doctrine of ‘super-ego’ and consci-
ose e o 011 also recognises “both the existence and g.re::at
ence- .McDoggaof the ideal self, together with- the fact that u;ixls
mora.l nrlﬂuenc(:nodels in the environment.”’? But McDougall fails
ztacqmr(léinﬁ;(;lrz aggressi{re elements in the super-ego, lays less stress
0 exp

~ ‘%n the early childhood experiences and the operation of the un-
on :

. ‘g 18 X
conseons ’.cendenctit though more satisfactory than many ghnﬂar
Freudian i;? ul;ject, cannot be regarded the last word on the
viev'&(s hek;{:n mo;: obvious criticism arises out of the fact that
sublect F . d recognisés the secondary importance of the later
although reuon the formation of conscience, yet he seeks 1o
inf‘lue_ncels1 1:)l;i'gin of conscience solely by the influence of tlfe par;,
explain '; ebe more precise, by the Oedipus Complex: In th.ls co.n;
enct:st’iof \:e cannot ignore the view of the outstanding- sociologis
ne

B. Malinowski who remarks, “The complex exclusively known to

to be universal, I mean

: 1. and assumed by them . 2

:Il:e Fgedleu%:: s(’lc:r(::;l’ex, correspondsessentially to our patrilineal
e. :

i -

#wpgonn family with the developed patria potestas, buttressed by

isti d accentuated by the medern

law and Christian morals, an at : n
Roz::?nic conditions of the well-to-do bourgeoisie. Yet thls, com
e(l::x is assumed to exist in every savage or barba?ous sc?c1ety.
E.I)'his certainly cannot be correct...”® If what Malinowski says

., p. 91 . ) :
ig {Ibidc:. pFlugel: Man, Morals and Society, p. 4Q.
17. Ibid., p. 41. "
ig gib:z&:v?i\daﬁnow:ski; Sex and Repression in Savage Society, p. 5.
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be true, then the Freudian account loses
character. Secondly,
distinction between

much of its universal
the Freudian account is not clear about the
‘guide to right action’ and ‘the standard’ of
right action. At first it appears from the Freudian account that
the parental authority serves only as a guide to right action, for,
originally it taught in the form of commands ‘do this, don’t do that’
If so, the original commands cannot be said to be exhaustive of all
the situations which the individual faces and judges throughout
life, Later on, Freud seems to think of the parental authority as a
standard itself, thereby making actions righ

t only because they are
in accordance with the will of this authority. So the child wants
to be like the ideal-self (super-ego) and do whatever it dictates.

standard by which the authority itself jud
wrong.?  Piaget made an investigation o
number of childten. From that Lamont ¢
very young children use an authoritari
they are not necessarily

ges actions to be right or
n this issue with a large
oncludes that “even when
an standard of judgment,

accepting the view that authority ‘makes’
acts right and wrong. . . -Then it means that there is a vague, hazy

reference, even in our most primitive moral attitude, to something -
beyond the mere command which validates it and makes obedi-

ence to it proper.”2 Thig ‘something beyond’ still remains unex-
plained; and cannot the

apriorists and the absolutists still look with
hope to it S

20. Cf. W. D, Lamont: The Principles of Moral Judgement, CB. 11,
21 Cf. Ibid, Ch. IL _ ;

22, Ibid., pp. 46-47.
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