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Since our theory of knowledge about the world depends on
our theory of the world, I shall consider (1) the nature of the
world, as differently conceived in East and West, (2) some of the
logical principles that should govern our knowledge of. or reason-
ing about, that world, as they have been or might be interpreted by
the Eastern and Western world-views, and (3) the contrasts bet-
ween Eastern and Western thought, with (4) a final summary and
suggestion for their reconciliation. '
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norms after the model of science. It has proceeded by a strict
delimitation of its domain of inquiry, by rigorous definition of its
terms and assumptions, by the unqualified application of rules of
logical consistency, and by an unflinching and complete analysis of
the topic before it. It has been distinguished by its work in the
criticism of abstractions, in logic and epistemology, in the analy-
sis of language, and in linking its task with the foundations and
techniques of mathematics and the sciences. It has been domi-
nated by a substance-attribute view of the world, by a symbolism

which with its subject-predicate form reflects that view, and, in .

recent times, by the doctrine of clear and distinet ideas. The
norms regulating its activity, as in science, have been clarity, defi-
niteness, precision, rigor, coherence, elegance, and the like. ,Logic
has become a powerful tool in the West — sometimes, as Burtt indi-
cates, more powerful in demolishing the arguments of one’s oppo-
nent and in eliminating generally fuzzy conceptions and invalid
reasonings, than in advancing positive truth about traditional philo.
sophical questions.

Accordingly, “the world” for Western philosophers of this
kind, so far as they have turned their attention to it, has been con-
ceived asaworld that justifies such procedures and norms. both
as the ground on which they are constructed and the termin,us by
which they are®used and tested. What kind of a world must that
be? A wprld of discrete, atomic entities — autonomous, isolable
self-identical. A world of distinctions and relations v:rhich car;
themselves he clarified and ordered in the conscious symbolic sys-
tems of man’s mind. A world of impressions which can Si)e
reflected. A world of matter and of mind, of fact and of reaso
which thinks about fact, of an ordered world and a mental eu:tivitn
which orders its thoughts after that world. Y

And what about the East? Philosophy there, as Burtt indi-
cates, has taken its rise from another starting point. The philo-
sopher in India is concerned to achieve liberation, integration, ful-
filment; and the philosopher in China desires to become a ,sage
merged with the wisdom of the universe. In both countries there-’
fore, philosophy becomes a means; exact analysis of limit:ed pro-
blems and the rigorous application of logic to certain concepts
are never for Easterners the goal of philosophy. Rather the goal
of philosophy is the goal of human living itself, and phiioso hg i
employed as an instrument to facilitate human fulfilment Y
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This conception of philosophy — “involving new and intriguing
possibilities for philosophic thought,” as Burtt says— constitutes a
contrast to the Western conception, in both procedures and norms.
Since in the East men, as philosophical, have been concerned with
more than a logical mastery of certain selected entities and pro-
blems, they have turned their attention to the broad aspects, the
pervasive wholes, the abiding concretions, the recurrent issues
of human experience. The result is the uncovering of complexities
and relations which substend the world of clear and distinct enti-
ties and which, in their qualitative richness, stretch away from

" and elude our perceptual as well as our conceptual grasp, and

make that first world seem, as Whitehead has said, like a world
of abstractions. While the philosophical man must not discard
reason, he must recognize that it is effective and valid only within
a limited range of experience and that it must be supplemented by
other methods which reveal other aspects of experience — by
authority, by scripture, by art, and by intuition. A primary philo-
sophical norm is comprehensiveness, or comprehension, to be achiev-
ed by subtle sensitivity to the various sources of truth. This norm is
itself a species of a generic norm, namely, integration —or, as it
is usually expressed, integration with the. ultimate principle of
reality and value in the universe.

We may characterize these two world-views by listing some of
the distinctive entities or attributes emphasized in each:

clear and distinct vague and undifferentiated
determinate . indeterminate

absolute | | relative .

abstract concrescent

space time

matter value -

What these entities or atiributes represent are polar and com-
plementary aspects required together for a more complete world-
view that either East or West has alone provided. The column of
words on the East refers to the world as concrete becoming. It is
the world in process, in the making, involving not only the fullness
of that process in all its manyness, complexity, and incompatibility,
but also the vast realm of possibilities, with its truths and its .
untruths, its goods and its evils, its diverse data presented to pro--
cess here und now. This indeed is the world of the East, with its-
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multifarious bazaars and altars and peoples, and with the numbers
less artistic and metaphysical systems of its fecund imagination.
The world symbolized on the West is the world as abstracted from
the world of immediate and concrete process. Indeterminate pos-
sibilities become, through the process of concrescence, determinate,
and these determinations exhibit certain clear and distinct cha-
racteristics,. They are now achievements, not processes or POssi-
bilities, with their distinct identities and differences and relations;
and their natures and relations can be etched in the timeless and
chaste space of logic, with its strict rules of inclusion and exclusion,
and its rigorous orders, ruling out incompatibilities and enthroning
pure reason to reign supreme.

While there are many differences to be found among Oriental
thinkers, there is a strong consensus on the following points; nature
consists in energetic activities or continuous changes; the processes
of nature maintain their identity and change relative to other pro-
cesses and to the whole; nature is marked by difference, opposition,
strife, and destruction among the processes composing nature: at
the same time these processes are interdependent and organic’ to
the whole; the differentiated processes of nature evolve and are
transformed; creation and destruction ocecur together; the present
universe, like all things in it, has come into being and will pass
away; the existential world and any process in it in its full con-
creteness of structure and quality, displays an indefinite number
of aspects—and,as a consequence, our perceptions and symbo-
lic accounts of natural processes must always be relative and
limited and can never, as abstract, fully exhaust that concreteness,

But the logic of the West finds itself more adapted to, and
more effective in, another world—or in another dimension of, that
single world of human experience of which East and West re-
present hemispheres and perspectives. The logic of the West is
most effectively able to deal with that part of the world which is
achieved and finished. That is the world of specific objects, pre-
cipitated out of the vast realm of potentiality and the onrushing
processes of historical becoming: a world of finalities and not of
evolution, a world of accomplished matter of fact and not of aspiras
tion and indeterminate aim, a world of space and of definite objects
accupying that space and not of time which like Chronos spawns

.its Titanic creatures of strife. It is a world of peace and compati
bility—a world in which “there shall be no more sea”. In the
wards of K. C. Bhattacharya, it is the world of definiteness, arig.

MEETING OF EAST AND WEST "

ing out of the background of indefiniteness, In Northrop's
language, it is the determinate and discontinuous emerging out of
the undifferentiated aesthetic continuum. It is the world of com-
pletion and, in its own way, perfection—the world as finished, worn
out, fulfilled. ~What began as a process and project has now
become. subject and object for new process—providing data for
fresh feeling or fresh thought. The dynamic event has become a
“thing”. And each thing is what it is (Whitehead’s category of
“objective identity”);? it is distinctively itself, for all realization
is finite; it is nothing else. There is no amalgamating or mixing
or “confusing” of entities (Whitehead’s “objective diversity™).3
This is the field of autonomous entities, spread out in space and
displaying certain unchanging relations to one another—a field
of entities abstracted from movement, change, and time, stripped
of their historical evolutions and transformations. It is the world
of the “specious” present, because, as with a single unmoving
picture in a movie film, time is arrested and rendered irrelevant.
In that world, therefore, the principles of identity, non-contradic-
tion, and excluded middle rule without exception.

Il

Let us summarize some major distinctions and relations
between Eastern and Western thought.

Western thought, in science, philosophy, and religion, has tended
to be deductive. The great thinkers in these areas have proceeded:
from first principles, intuitively given, and have been guided by the
ideal of rigorous logical explication. Without slighting the achieve-
ments of the empiricists in scientific thought, we must say that the
genius of science is revealed in men like Archimedes, Newton,
Darwin, and Einstein—men adept at proposing hypotheses and
drawing out their implications. Similarly, philosophy has pattern-
ed itself after the model of deduction, and most of the great philo-
sophers have been mathematicians. In religion, Origen set the
pace, and no one has ever maiched the architectonic logic of St.
Thomas’ Summae, It is true that, as Whitehead has pointed out,
the empirical temper of modern times has merged with and modi--
fied the deductive approach in science;* and the result has been

2, Process and Reality, New York: The Macmillan Co., 1929, p. 89.

3. Ibid.
4, Science and the Modern World, Ch. 1.
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great power. Empiricism has affected philosophy less, and theo-

logy only slightly; and the results in those fields have been accord-
ingly less noteworthy.

Eastern thought has tended to be non-deductive—intuitive in
a sense, mystical in a sense, experimental in a sense. As Burtt,
Moore, and many others have pointed out, it has primarily aimed
at the practical fulfilment of man; and if it soared into the heavens
on the wings of speculation, it did so for the sake of seeking the
problem and solution of human life more clearly and more com-
prehensively, Gandhi’s autobiography is entitled, The Story of
My Experiments With Truth. A strange title for a Westerner !
For in the West one experiments with events to get truths for
particular, contingent purposes far removed from personal fulfil-
ment, the religious quest, and God. While Gandhi, unlike many
ancient Indians, was an activist effecting broad social changes,
and was influenced by Western thought, he was essentially an
Indian (much like Buddha and Mahavira) in his independence,
his dissatisfaction with useless speculation and ritual, his huma-
nism, and his adventurous and radical experimentalism. Similarly,
the “naturalism” of the Chinese is an expression of the opposition
to philosophizing carried on in independence of the practical affairs
of man, whether it be other-wordly speculation or the sophistries
of logic. Chinese philosophy reflects, as Fung says, “the aspira-
tions and inspirations of the farmer”, living close to nature: “the
philosopher only tells us what he sees”’

' Second, Western thought has tended to aim at an absoluteness
in its method, while Eastern thought has been content with rela-
tivity and approximation. The excitement felt by the Greeks
when they first discovered the glorious clarity and certainty of
mathematics and logic was never really lost to the Western mind.
For though during the Dark Ages mathematics and logic went into
eclipse, the crescent of the invading Arabs, bringing with them
the lost learning of classical times, began to shine and grow and
illuminate the world more brightly than the medieval manuscripts;
and progressively, as men became disillusjoned wit ’

h theology, they
had need of the inspiration kindled in them by the eternal light of
logic and mathematics. The obsession with the certainty of logico-

mathematical techniques increased as men became more uncertain

5. Fung Yu-lan, A Short History of Chinese Philosophy, pp, 19, 25,
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with their aims; and finally, in the highly developed sciences and
in philosophies like positivism, men found a seemingly adequate
substitute for réligious absolutism.  Absolute method replaced
absolute end. Means became be-all and end-all. But in the
East men could tolerate plurality in the realm of means because
they were absolutely certain of the end. Common sense, or::.\l
tradition, the scriptures, intuition, conscience, mystical experi-
ence—all the natural enemies of a critical philosophy in the West
(since the sophists) which prides itself on clarity and system—
become in the East the handmaidens of the thought that attempts
to see life steadily and as a whole. Diversity of perspectives is
an immediate and inescapable datum of our common experience;
it is impressed upon us as we interact with the world and with
one another. Hume, reflecting the physical science of his day,
and the social intercourse of the 18th century coffee house and
salon, saw that; Descartes, alone in his study, did not. Discounting

the mysticism and asceticism of the East, we can see how Eastern-

ers are in the same case with Hume: if you begin with three men
with three different viewpoints having a dialogue concerning reli-
gion, or with six men, all blind, perceiving an elephant from
different aspects, then you predetermine the problems and solu-
tions in metaphysics, epistemology, and ethics, in a direction quite
different from that taken when you consider a piece of wax or
introspect on your own states of thought or inquire into the ulti-
mate nature of Newtonian apples and moons. In the agrarian
and “tradition-directed” cultures of the Orient, philosophers have
generally been more bound to, dependent upon, and responsible
toward, their cultures than have philosophers in the West, where
they have either occupied a fixed niche in a stratified society or
else have been cut loose into independence, like Descartes. Thus,
while science did not develop to a technically high degree in the
Orient$ the East would cope with differences between people and
perspectives by a practical tolerance of empirical relativities and
by the postulation of a final and absolute unity inclusive of all such
empirical relativities. And in the the West, where personal and
cultural changes have come much more rapidly and copiously, and
where differences between perspectives and peoples have been
much more acute, science developed to a high degree (partly

6. See Joseph Needham, Science and Civilization in China, Vol; Il,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1084,
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because of these very conditions), and with its deductive math:-
matical method became a pattern and a movement, sure and.ﬁxe .
within a sea of uncertainties. When the lore of a tradition-o;xented
culture dissolves, men may turn to the science of navigation fO(li‘
guidance through the sea of change; and this is what' happefle
in the West, though men still remain uncertain of ,thexr destina-
tion.

In the East a certain amount of uncertainty or Varla:blh;y 11:‘
steering has been taken for granted; for men were certain of :h:
distant shore to which they must sail for salvation, and o :
values of the good life. Short of the supreme and transﬁgurltng
experience, experimentalism as a method—in ‘Eas.t or W;;; —t.
always yields probabilities, This has been plain, in .the est,
from Hume to Einstein, and has been taken as axiomatic in Efastern
thought. Even the supreme experience-—carrying with it the
human, practical, saving knowledge of ultimate reality and value—
is, while always objective, always relative. Deduction ther% b.ecomes
practically dispensable. Deductive certainty is useless if it does
not begin at a point of certainty, for the conclusion can be no "crflel‘
than the premises, and that beginning point must be empirical
it the conclusion is to have content; and if, on the other hand,
deductive reasoning does begin with a certain premise, empiricall'y
arrived at, the Easterner is inclined to feel that such reasoning 'IS
likewise useless, for deduction cannot increase certainty and is,
moreover, no substitute for what is given directly in experience.
In the Easternview, if we hada genuine experience of ultimate
reality and value, we would feel no need to impose our particular
(or relative) version of it upon someone else (as has been done
in Western holy wars), if indeed we could give articulation to
its full concreteness; nor would he feel compelled to “prove” it
deductivelv to someone else (as has been done in the numerous
“proofs” for God, the soul, reality, etc. in the West). Tradition
and communal living give a silent and tacit certainty which no
“inner-directed” culture, for all its anxious “proofs”, with its desire
to overcome its isolation and estrangement, can match. We speak
hecause we do not know, because we are seeking to find what we
think and to explicate what our meanings intend, because we
search for escave from the “labyrinthine ways” of our own minds.
But, as the Chinese have said, when we renounce such efforts at

knowledge, and forget, and become empty, then we may be filled

with a wisdom which logic cannot supply; and, like Confusius,
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having “forgotten to forget”, we may proceed to let the living
process control thought rather than vice versa.

Modern thought in the West, through the development en-
gendered by its own internal contradictions, has moved in the
direction of the East in its emphasis on empirical probability.
Hugh Miller has pointed out that the dethronement of classical
thought came with three discoveries: the disestablishment of
absolute geometry and the proof that it is physical hypothesis,
the uncertainty principle in physics, and Goedel’s proof of the
incompletability of number-theory.? (There were other factors).
The shift in viewpoint is summed up in Einstein’s classical phrase
demolishing classicism: “physical concepts are free creations of
the human mind”.8 If necessities remain at all in science and
scientific thought, they remain as particularities, or as invariant
relations between particularities (laws of probability) . )‘\%

Logic in the West has suffered from the same blows. It has
never fully recovered the balance which defined its serenity and
certainty in the days before disturbing questions like those of
“existential import” were raised. It has been found that t‘he rules
of inference applicable to existents, as in the traditional syllogism,
squaré of opposition, and immediate inference, cannot apply to
conditionals. Because the attempt to deal with existents and con-
ditionals (in this sense) in the same system leads to contradictions,
the tendency has been to separate traditional logic from modern

logic, which deals purely with conditionals. The task of the latter
has been put as follows:

The propositions of logic either are conditionals or are
reducible to conditionals, and logic presupposes only to dis-
cover means of certifying conditionals to be necessarily true.
Logic investigates what follows necessarily from the hypothe-
sis of existence; it need not assert existence....a determina-
tion as to what does exist is not within the province of logic.?

7. Hugh Miller, “The Science of Creation”, Proceedings and Addresses
of the American Philosophical Association, 1950-51, Vol. XXIV (Septem-
ber, 1951), p. 31. .

8. Albert Einstein and Leopold Infeld, The Evolution of Physicse., Ne
York: Simon and Schuster, 1951, p. 33.

9. From sn unpublished paper, “Logic and Existence”, by Professor
Leo Simons.

P.1
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A basic form of such reasoning is as follows:

If A (antecedent), then C (consequent); namely, if (A)
for every individual, if it is an S then it is a P, and there is
an S, then (C) there is an S which is a P.

This form is an attempt to re-establish in logic the certainty
or necessity which in Aristotelian and medieval logic was grounded
on first principles reached through intuition and authority. The
formulas of modern logic are algebraic; they aim to state an
invariant structure for a certain range of contingent events or
meanings. While classical logic sought to provide standards which
could adjudicate disputes and regulate discourse,!® modern logic
arises in the setting of science which finds itself in medias res
and seeks to move from one fact to another by way of reliable
inferences. Whereas ancient logic fixed its conclusions by first
fixing its major premises and its rules—the “laws of thought”
being the presuppositions of this universe of discourse—the only
fixity to which modern logic can give allegiance is the general
structure of facts of a certain kind. Indeed, the modern mind
(in the J.S.A.) rebels against any kind of a priori fixity or “fix”,
whether in the law courts or in business transactions, A “fix”
suggests arbitrariness, subjectivity, and the imposition of preju-
dice upon reality. The facts should be allowed to speak for them-
selves. And the facts reveal the form.

But how certain is that form? The famous problem of the
“justification of induction” remains to haunt modern logic. In the
form given above, how do we know that the proposition, “If A,
then C”, is true? It has been said in its defense that such a pro-
position—the law of implication—is a necessity of thought. But
is not this law in part empirical, insofar as thought has empirical
origins and termini? Do we not accept the proposition that a true
conclusion must follow from true premises, because we have dis-
covered specific instances of its being the case? And if the law
of implication is existential and inductive, then how can reasoning
. based on it be perfectly certain? Again, the proposition, “If it is

an S, then it is a P”, by similar reasoning, must be inductive, for
the reference to the connection between S and P would be of no
effect if particular S's did not exist, But the argument fails
deductively unless the said proposition can be asserted with cer=

10. John Dewey, Essays in Experimental Logic, Ch. VI.
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tainty. Of course, in this argument, as in all kindred ones, one
may disregard existence and adhere strictly to formal meanings;
but then the argument becomes useless if no term whatsoever
refers to existence (as it does in the above).

Hugh Miller has argued that inductive inference is necessary
and certain, and that induction is a type of deduction. “It is the
conclusion, not the inference, which is probable”!!  Thus the
following argument would be deductively valid:

If 50% of the rabbits we have observed are male, then
probably 50%, approximately, of all rabbits are male. 50% of
the rabbits we have observed are male. Therefore, probably
50%, approximately, of all rabbits are male.

That is, on the basis of our observations, we are compelled to
make a statement of probability. But it may be asked what the
nature of this inferential compulsion or necessity is. To the extent
that the generalization is true that all samples are representative
of their classes, and, further, that the rabbits we have observed
are a sample, then the consequent follows. But while it may be
true that all of the samples so far observed ave representative of
their classes, we have not observed all samples and all classes.
But this objection may be sophistical. The main point is that the
compulsion that asserts what might be is different from the com-

-pulsion that asserts what is or must be. The inductive leap from

observations concerning past instances of a group to an assertion
as to what might be observed concerning future instances is a
predictive necessity. 1If one is not desirous of predicting, one need
not feel such a necessity. The meaning of our past observations
becomes prescriptive: they signify the requiredness of a certain
expectation and act, which is unaualifiedly aroused, but which has
a certain probability of being fulfilled. But in the case of dedue-
tive necessity the meaning is purely formal, the necedssity arises
out of the application of prescribed rules, and the results are
absolute, that is, are not probable but certain.

Finally, the probable conclusion (resulting from Whe neces-
sary inference) that 50% of all rabbits are male applies to the
class and not to the individual rabbits. Particular individuals
cannot be lifted up (without loss) into the realm of abstraction:

11. The Community of Man, p. 4.
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aparticular S isnot the same S which is a member of a class. Thus
the modern stricture, against traditional logic, that we cannot
validly infer particular propositions from universal, hypothetical
propositions, must hold also for modern logic; for conditional pro-
positions cannot yield existential propositions. If the reasoning
of a logic that employs generalizations in the form of conditional
and not existential propositions is to be useful, it must draw those
generalizations from existence. But as existence is not perfectly
necessary but is probable, those generalizations must be probabi-
lities (with the predictive necessity indicated), and the conclusions
must be probable. And if the generalizations are definitional or
logical (or empty), then they can lead only to empty conclusions,
useless with respect to existence. Since probability in our reason-
ing results from its infection with fact, the only escape from this
result is the arbitrary decision—made in the common usage of
words, or by logical fiat—to abandon the examination of individual
men for characteristics of animality and to decisively define them
as animals, Our reasoning must proceed so that it cannot be
contradicted by fact; yet at the same time it must, to be useful,
begin with fact and end there. All reasoning moves between these
two poles: our postulations determine what is given, and the given
determines our postulations. And a too tenacious adherence to
either pole, in neglect of the other, leads to an incomplete inter-

pretation of experience and an inadequate way of moving through
it and realizing its values,

A third difference between the thought in West and East has
to do with modes of language and meaning.

On the face of it, Western science and scientific philosophy
look positive and affirmative. But are they? How positive is a
conclusion derived by one of many mathematics, or one of many

logics? How determinate is a conclusion in a system of reason-
ing which itself is contingent and has limited a

and time? On the other side, Eastern tho
Indian philosophy- is chastened by the ever-present voice, “Neti,
neti,” and Chinese philosophy is forever negative in approach!?
and conscious of the pervasive Tao which does and undoes all
things. Negative in passing and minor matters, the Orient aims
to be positive in abiding and final values. In excluding the princi-

pplication in space
ught looks negative:

12. Fung Yu-lan, A Short History of Chinese Philosophy, p. 341,
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ple of exclusion, it aims to be total.ly inclusive, Ind';:x;;c;r;d;;g-
what is superficially immanent, i.t aims to be r;lore e which
nent. In negating negations, it aims to affirm the p: inciple whiet
be negated. Thus the longest way aroun ,h‘ the
COE::r?: tl:e shortest way home. To be able to say somEttmi o
may h,ave to be willing to say nothcl:g;uarlli otvc:d:)deg :blt'er oount;er-
i have to renoun . .
:Za}:(lil utjli ziirzail the crannied wall one mday( ha\;e) n:;: 3;1::;:;
imi 's understanding and (as ;
!zdgfis:: ewl:)zlllss sgir)oncfnse’s grasp of the t_ot;al syfstem of thllr:gs
l E'ah nstitutes the sufficient reason for its being; and w (?n
o lch . eached the reflization that tach is in all and all is in
cach. mere rience. unutterable and mystical, may have to
o, e eXFpe Yljl-lan says, “One must speak very much
e Ask urslgsilent”.13 'I;hﬁs the silence, the near-silenc:e,
bef(t,;e ::;eti;?s paradoxical and contradictory language u.sed in
:}fe (;rient is not just childishness or foolishl'less, as we in thef
West might say; or it is foolishness which, in ‘;hteh la;gg:agt; :s
Taoism, is wisdom. It arises from an awareness o b Ts irni ations
in our perceptions, our conceptions, and our sym ? amwa ;)rof
senting our experiences and thought.s. Negation is Yy of
ing that we do not know all that is to be known, abou
Ste.ltmg erything, and it may release us into a more accura‘te,
thmlgﬁzz el:’n;:rledgé of each mdividual thing (since each thing
fm?nl the world) as well as a cognitive reverence for. 'fhe “.rhole of
:c;ine‘s. Negation thereby may make us- more posltlv:l, in both
our knowledge of the world and our achievement of value.

We have already seen that Western. log'ic, w1th ifs so-callj
“laws” of thought, attempts to be. definite in its -ass.lgnme_nt
constant values to terms and its fixing of r\nea‘nmgs in its llm?ver.se
of discourse. When it speaks and reasons, it sev.er'ely hfm:;s ?s
objects and their relations one to another. "I?le shifting of identi-
ties; the contradicting of terms and propositions, cannot be per-
mitted: the logic of language cannot allow it. But where Westex:fx
thought tends to speak of the limited, the Ea‘Sft tends to speak
the unlimited. The language of,th.e West aims at specification
and control in both thought and action; the. language of the Ea:t
is designed to express what has been received, or to relate the
speaker to what cannot be expressed or controlled. In the West

13. Ibid,, B. 342,
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the language of logical response ig discrete, sharp, and incisive,

through and through atomic,

18th century philosophy
and mathematics, Mumford remarks:

Clarity at the expense of life,
Galileo, Descartes, Spinoza, Newton
a bath in crystal-
orderly, without smells
odors of growth, impre
without the complicati

e is clean, neat,
without the yank
osition: aboye all,

, without flavors,
8nation, or decomp
ons of real life15

lectical movements, the multifario

many-levelled hierarchies and progressive inclusions of the world.
It portrays what the Western picture omits: “the soil, the bacteria,
the mat of vegetation, the anima] life. .. .the dense atmosphere
of actual experience”6 and not just the barren outline of the
human and natura] landscape, rarefied and abstracted.

“Ideal” language, for some

Western ‘philosophy today, con-
sists in taﬁtologies—“empt ” lan
y

guage which fully explicates the

for a logician; the second istof
are validly combined. But in
what he means, in the sense th
what he experiences, He ma

Y POssess certainty in hig qualita-
tive contact with individua] ¢

hings, and certainty as thege ‘con=
tacts are multiplied and div.

ersified and felt ag & unit. Byt
certainty of this kind is different from logical clarity, which ig

14 E. T, Bell, Men
1937, p. 521.

15, Lewis Mumford, The Conditi
and Co., 1944, p. 260.

16. 1Ibid.

of Mathematics. New York: Simon and Schuster,

on of Man. New York: Harcourt, Brage
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rtainty of another kind. To feel the qualitative anfi multigie
ceorld as one, does not mean muddiness or the undoing of the
’ » . . .
cv:‘;tegories of objective identity and objective diversity.

Moreover, the Easterner, not living within a Sci?nt'lﬁc. Oli‘tde;l.ug:

tive tradition, has not felt 1;che need to esicep;:tsichiia?sxg E?as txegm
te them in a sy way. .
:}?:lelyhtairsldn:: ale\}fa;osrae:plicit in its definitions and strictly loglcal
i "tg rocedures:. it is suggestive, adumbrative, and sometimes
iage Solpand its r;lethod of exposition follows more the pattern
zggtie’ proverb, the poem, the narrativ;, t}}:e tin.formz;l aTSS:;’;
i rtrays its objects in their depth, it is not alw

foifx?ll::!elg i}r)lofocu};, and there are gradations and shadows; fth;:z
is a vagueness to objects in the bac.:kgx.‘ound. In thehcaseto e
Oriental thought is downright sacr}leglous toward. t.e ca egc.)r y
of logic, for it boldly and roguishly mvokes‘ c.ontradchlon}sl in s;gn
fying what is ultimate. In the case of mysticisms, .Whlch ave teerj
in the main mothered in the East, the language 1s.alwalys con tr}a:
dictory. Why must this be? A preponderatmg.nnpu se mt :
East has been to identify oneself Witl? that. qgahty or struc u&l ,
that principle or experience, which hfes within and around 1:e‘
mottled and ever moving world imm.edlately presented to u; — to
merge one’s own being with that Bgmg ‘,/.arlously calle'dEB‘r?'e man,
the Higher Self, Purusa, Nirvana, Li, Ch ?, Tao, Satz?n. as lrx:'ers
have been interested not only in one particular quality or re a‘ ion
which a given subject might have; they have sought to,kziow lt. in
its manifold qualities and relations. Whether the sage’s e;lnot;:m
follows the nature of things,” as with the Neo-Confucians; ! w. e-
ther he “regponds to things, yet is not ensnared by :.hem, as n‘;
sentimental Neo-Taoism;i# whether he must be empty an’
without bias;”?? or whether, as in Ch’an. Bud}ih1sm2,(’ the sage’s
mind is either a “bright mirror” or no mirror at all® — the pro-
blem in China is not merely to dwell in the world, but to let the
world dwell in one; the One should become one.. .In -opemng one-
self to the myriad and indefinite number of e.ntmes in the w?rld,
one must not be narrowly restrictive, ove1:sxmple,. Ifrferentxally
partial, and statically exclusive; one must “entertain” the world,

17. Fung Yu-lan, A Short History of Chinese Philosophy, p. 27,
18. 1bid., p. 238. : ’

19. Ibid, p. 224.

20, Ibid, p. 256.
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as at a party, come what may, with no stern host standing guard
at the doorway of the senses and feelings. This means that S
involves not merely S; it involves also the whole realm of what is
not S. And p is not the only predicate of S; q, r, s, ad infinitum
(i.e,, non-p) are also. As Charles Morris?! has observed, the
mystic, by responding to diverse symbolic objects, may develop

simultaneously contradictory dispositions or incipient roles; one

may be “both the fish that swims and the gull that dives,” or like
Ch’eng Hao have emotions that accord with the nature of things,
yet of himself have no emotions2 But in a deeper sense the
mystic acquires a contradictory experience, which is reflected in
his “primary” language. By exposing himself to the full concrete-
ness of an event (or subject), in such wise that he can increasing-
ly appreciate its own intrinsic qualities and the qualities displayed
in its relations to its neighbors, in space and time, and in such
wise that he can increasingly understand its internal relations and
its relations to other subjects, he comes to feel and to know that
S is more than S. And if by the act of empathy or Einfuehlung he
feels a progressively heightened identification with all the events
of his experience, much as he has discovered that S to be involved
with all that is -S, then he can truly say that the universe is in
him and he in the universe. The mystical experience is an ex-
perience of enhanced unity; it is a momentary balancing of con-
flicts and resolving of struggle. In the words of the Gita, it is the
(temporary) conquest of the oppositional gunas: the mystic is
“free from the pairs of opposites.”? For in that dialectic identity
of differences which is the basic cause of the development in
things® there is a continuous shifting, first to the side of unity,
then to the side of opposition; and the mystic experiences the
eternal oscillation as it moves toward maximum unity. At that
point differences tend to fade into the background, and the quali-
tative unity may become so intense that feelings of denial, nega-

tion, and renunciation come to dominate the experience or its sub-
sequent interpretation.

21, “Comments on Mysticistn and Iis Language”, Ftc, 1X, No. 1
(Autumn, 1951), pp. 3-8.

22. Fung Yu-lan, A History of Chinese Philosophy, Vol, II. Translated

by Derk Bodde. Princeton; Princeton University Press, 1953, p. 524,
23. pp. 45-46 (Ch. 1II).

24. Mao Tse-tung, On Contradiction. New York: International Pub-
lishers, 1953, p. 12. This view is anticipated in Chinese philosophy.
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The primitive transmission of energy from one event {o another
provides the basis for mystical experience; on top of .thz.at comes the
identification given in kinethesis, through the spec1a11zed.senses;
and on top of thatcomes the symbolic role-taking descnbec%. by
Morris. And as one becomes more and more receptive to t.hmgs,
directly or symbolically, one becomes full (and yet never satu?ted)
in a way that bursts the bounds of logic. The mystical expen.ence
is so resistant to limits, so all-inclusive, so rich, that it leads extl'ler
to the alogical attempt to talk about everything at once (“talking
in tongues” or speaking in contradictions, like ‘“‘dark llght”).-—or
to silence. It is so complete, in its identification of experiencer
with what is experienced, that the two merge into one. And it

is so full, in its perception of the concrete things making up the

. ‘1
experience, that one must call it a “void.”

A logician may be flabbergasted with such freedom with
words. Is all the slow, modest, and painful labour, by which man
has achieved an understanding and control of his world, to be
swept aside or disregarded by reckless mystics? Logic }}as
already made a worthy start in setting its house in or&er, sxgeepmg
away the cobwebs of superstition, casting out the “idols, clax:x-
fying the “laws” and rules of sound thought, and resolving certain
“paradoxes” through inventions like the theory of types. Formal
logic, for example, tells us that any and every proposition follows
from a contradiction. What can be concluded from the language
of a mystic? Everything! Yet that is just what is aimed at: to have
an experience (and to communicate that experience) of the source
of all things, actual and possible. A logician cannot bear the
burden of all things. To try to grasp all things at once, not to
mention the attempt to express them, is an overwhelming task and
an impossibility. So he deliberately selects some few things upon
which to fasten his attention, and some few meanings which he
can more or less understand, and proceeds to trace out some few
connections between those things and other things by tracing out
the connections between his meanings. Concentrating on a few
trees, he cuts a small path into the woods of the world. The world
assuch would engulf him, and his reason. But the man of the
Orient wants to know whether the logician can see the woods for
the trees, and whether he knows the direction which his path is
taking. -

To live in the world, to pursue one’s own good, to get what
one wants, to have one’s way with the world — this has. been
P.3
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the purpose of Western man. To allow the world to live in one,
to permit it to pursue its purposes in one and have its way with
one® — this has been man’s orientation in the East. Limitation,
convergence, logic have marked the one; infinitude, divergence,
mysticism, the other, In the West, man goes out and conquers the
objects of the world, one by one. In the East, he is conquered by
them, in all their plurality and all-embracing oneness.

We are thus led to a final distinction. Because Western
thought deals with what is and with the general relations that
hold for all things that exist, it does not by the same token deal with
individualities, contingencies, and growth assuch. It may define
laws or general tendencies that pertain to individuals, probabili-
ties, and growth, but such laws do not predict the behaviour of
/individuals as such. In the realm of logic, the notion of necessity
or causality is a strict one: as there cannot be more in the effect
?han in'the cause, so there cannot be more in the conclusion than
is implied in the premises. Logic aims at balance, at equation,
at tautology. Hume’s revision of the Scholastic concept of cause —
phanging “impartation” to equivalence of cause and effect® —was
perfectly adapted to the necessities of an incipient science; for in
his view nothing more can be attributed to an unobserved cause
than is observed in its effects. In logic, this means that a conclu-
sion cannot be derived from anything more than its premises, and
that a conclusion, to be fully adequate, must be implicit 1’n its
premises. The law of implication (pD q), as applied to events,

means that if the event p as cause is given, then it must be fol-
lowed by the effect q.

Among the several reasons why this kind of logic was not
developed in the Orient was the consideration that empirical pre-
diction of effect from cause, especially in human matters. is not
always possible. More may be displayed in the effect thqx; in the
cause. Thus both Indian and Chinese philosophy, implicitly and
explicitly, anticipate the Maxwellian doctrine of “singulars,” the
Marxist transformation of quantity into quality, and the theory of
emergent evolution. Transformation — growth within or toward
the ultimate —is a basic religious principle in the East. ‘The Bud-
dhist and Nyaya-Vaiesika philosophies teach that the effect does

25. The expression belongs to Charles Morris. ’
26. Edwin A. Burtt, Types of Religious Philosophy. Revised edition.
New York: Harper and Brothers, 1951, p. 226.
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not exist in the cause antecedent.to its production?” The Confu-
cian Ho or harmony signifies the emergent quality when differences
are brought together in a certain way.2 The science and the
scientific philosophy of the West has thus been concerned with the
basic relations of formal logic as applied to the understanding and
control of nature, while the Orient has been attentive to the
creative concrescences of nature which elude and transcend those
relations, As S. K, Maitra has put it:

Reality as Value is beyond the range of the categories.
This is the reason why . . . Reality is described by means of
contradictory epithets . . .. These contradictory predicates
only prove that the Ultimate Reality is to be conceived as a
Value and not as a Being or Existence . . . If A is the cause of
B, and if A and B are both existents, then A must be greater
than B. But if AandB are values, thena very small value
‘A may produce a very great value B. In fact, the logic
of Value, or as we may call it, the logic of the Real, is very
different from the logic of Concept. Here the causal law is
transformed into the law of end and means. The principle of
this law is just the reverse of that of the causal law. Here a
finite means produces an infinite value .. .?®

It has been argued by some in the West, notably Whitehead,
that the concrete processes of value are more basic to the world
than the abstract structures of fact. If this is true then our con-
cept of nature has to be re-written and the views of East and
West may be brought into harmony. In the light of this sugges-
tion, the equations of the sciences must be seen as convenient .
generalizations for controlling process, required because equiva-
lence is the strictest kind of necessity, but as inadequate to the
complex transformations occurring. The biologist C. Judson Her-
rick has written :

The formula written by the earlier chemists, 2H+ O =
H20, is now outmoded. The equality sign is replaced by an
arrow, an energy factor is included, and also a factor of pat-
tern of organization, The revised formula expresses, not a

’

27. Chatterjee and Datta, op. cit., p. 259. !
28, Fung Yu-lan, A Short History of Chinese Philosophy, p. 14,

29, The Spirit of Indian Philosophy. Benares: S. K. Maitra, 1947,
pp, 182, 184, 192,
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balance but a process, and this process is directive not rans
dom !

Is the world (in its whole or in its parts) a story or a syllo-
gism, a development or an equation, a work of art or a work of
science? The East has viewed it as a process, unfolding itself; the
West has seen it as endowed with order, in space and time. ’The
reconciliation of these two views can be discerned in the biological
formula given above, which unites both viewpoints. If we distill
out the order of our experience and discard the process, we are
left with pure form, such as the tautologies of logic anc’l mathe-
matics; if we expel the order and concentrate on the quality, we
are left with pure quality and a substratum of change that, for
want of a standpoint and sructure, becomes mystic changelessixess
But the primary datum of our experience is a qualitative move-.
ment which is more or less ordered. There is
but it is not perfect, as Plato saw, because even i
unite, and are transformed; there is g so(\:ri:egt?é n;toex:;::i
symmetry, never completely fulfilled; there is an activity
which, apart from order, would be wild and chaotic, but
which, because of that order, has its energy transfc,)rmed
into the direction of development and plot. Thus the deter-
minism of Western mechanism, true to the degree that the
past determines the present (“Whatever is determinable i
determined”3!) must be supplemented with the doctrine of emexlf
gent evolution. Similarly, the Buddhist and Nyaya-Vaisesika
doctrine of asatkadrya-vida (the non-existence of the effect bef.
its production) must be qualified by the Sankhya and Ved'ofc‘e
view that the effect is in some sense pre-existent in the ca 32an g
that necessity is genuine. HseTan

a logic in events,

One may learn a great deal about the world
the principles of logic: science bears testimony to that
may also learn something about the world through GXI;os
self to t}}ose processes and transformations of process whic
be fully” grasped by the orders of the understanding a
issues cannot be fully predicted or controlled by t

But one
ing one-
h cannot
nd whose
he causal

30. “A Biological Survey of Integrative Levels”
Future, edited by Roy Wood Sellars, V. J. MeGi
York: The Macmillan Co, 1949, p. 224,

31. A. N. Whitehead, Process and Reality, p. 41
. 32. Chatterjee and Datta, op. cit, p. 259, .

» in Philosophy for the
i, Marvin Farber, New
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mechanism of our scientific techniques or comprehended by our
metaphysical categories. If this is not true, the West has little
to learn from the East or from its own artists. And, contrariwise,
if it is not true that science and logic reveal something about the
world, then the East can gain little from its contacts with the West.

But both of these propositions are true.

III

Our implicit conclusion throughout has been that the modes
of thought of East and West belong together. And there are
many indications that they are coming together, either through
the stimulus of their own internal developments, or through the
challenge presented by confrontation with one another, or both.
One of the main keys of Indian thought today, as expressed in men
like Aurobindo, Bhattacharya and Radhakrishnan, is “integra-
tion,” which seeks to incorporate the scientific and evolutionary
emphases of the West with the intuitive and aesthetic approach of
traditional India. And Chinese philosophy for the past century
has been profoundly touched by the influence of Western science
and philosophy, culminating in the merging of Marxism with a
way of thought which, in Joseph Needham’s words, is “in extraor-
dinary congruity with the ideas of dialectical materialism, descend-
ed from Leibniz through Hegel”® At the same time Western
thought, through its own critical self-analysis and through an exa-
mination of the basic notions of physics and biology, has moved
in the direction of Eastern modes of thinking—seeing its logic
and science in the larger. setting of feeling, value, process, and
the complexities and transformations that characterize nature.
Even the basic presuppositions of thought in the West have come
under sharp scrutiny. In logic, “many-valued” logics, whereby
degrees of truth or certainty may be determined, are now in
use; and in mathematics, Brouwer and others have questioned
whether the law of excluded middle can be applied to infinite .
sets.3 And it has been suggested that the Western internecine
conflict beween the analytical and “ordinary language” schools on
the one hand, and the philosophies of “process” and “existence”

33. In a review of Chinese Thought from Confucius to Mao Tse=tung,
in Science and Society, XVIII, No, 4 (Fall, 1954), p. 375.

34, See also C. T. K. Chari, “On the Dialectical Affinities Between
East and West (Part Two)”, Philosophy East and West, ITl, No. 4 (January,
1954), pp. 321-336. !
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on the other, can be resolved when we see that the one pays at-
tention to the static and substantive character of things while the
other dwells on the dynamic and evolving aspects of experience.35
This proposed union of diverse perspectives in the West echoes,
amplifies, and advances what is occurring in the interactions of
East and West; for the philosophical problem is essentially one
everywhere, namely, the problem of weaving into a comprehensive
whole the diverse items of our human experience.

Thus, as the meanings of the cultures of the world meet and
grow together, so do the meanings of the individual man and phi-
losopher emerge into new syntheses: the two processes are reci-
procal. And the movement toward a unitary point of view is
inevitable, since man is unchangeably human, and since all the ele-
ments basic to and present in each human experience and each
adequate human philosophy are implicitly present in all human
experiences and philosophies. But we need one another, with
our diverse interests, perspectives, and values, to make clear to
us what we have missed, or neglected, or minimized, so that our
particular experience, as well as our philosophical interpretation
of it, may become more completely and concretely human, more
rich in quality and structure, and more integral within itself and
in relation to the view-points of others, while at the same time
maintaining and developing its distinctive individual character. In
this sense the East and the West require each other; they syn;bo-
lize those human differences of experience and interpretation
which define man’s existential situation and predicament and
which, lest man destroy himself by indifference or hostility’ must
enter into creative interaction and thereby reveal to us co’ntinu-
ously what we are and what we can become, what our world is
and what it is becoming, and how we are ever bound to and sepa-

rated from our neighbors and the world by our abiding identities
and differentiations,

35.. John H. Randall, Jr., “Talking and Looking”, Presidential Addresa,
American Philosophical Association (Eastern Division), 1956.

Knowledge by Symbolisation
by
G. R. MaLkANI

All our knowledge needs symbols. But these symbols perform
a different function in different forms of knowledge. At the lowest
level we might say there is knowledge of the pure symbol, at the
highest level it is knowledge that has for its object nothing short
of Absolute Reality.

We have mathematical knowledge. But it is not knowledge -
in a literal sense. It is not knowledge of reality. Mathematics
deals with symbols only. These symbols do not symbolise any-
thing in particular. They do not directly refer to reality. They
are pure symbols in this sense. How is it then that we call mathe-
matics, knowledge? It is because in mathematics we know truths
which are true within the limits of our definitions and postulates.
They are truths about certain thinkables only. So far as reality

can be subsumed under those thinkables, they are true about

reality as well. We may not get, in reality, points, lines and
planes. But since it is through abstraction from real things that
we get these conceptual entities, the truths about the latter are
also truths about things. So far as actual mathematical know-
ledge is concerned, it is purely symbolical, because it refers to
certain thinkables only.

We get actual knowledge in sense-experience and in science.
But even here we do not know reality directly and without sym-
bolisation. As soon as we begin to know or to objectify, we make
use of the symbols of language. We have no knowledge without
these symbols. We cannot think without language. To think is
in a sense to speak. When we think within ourselves, we are also
speaking to ourselves. The most general character of reality there-
fore is that it is speakable. The symbol, however, has a further
function here. It has literal meaning. It refers beyond itself to
reality. Here is a case of genuine knowledge through the symbol.

To use the symbol mear;ingfully, we must learn its use in
experience. The use of the symbol is governed by its reference
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to reality and by the rules of the language called its grammar. It
isnatural to suppose that as welearn a language by reference to
reality in sense-experience, so we must use it to refer to objective
reality which can be sensibly known. As we learn, so must we
use. This is the only meaningful use of language. Every oother
use of language for knowledge would appear to be meaningless.
Scientific knowledge is based upon sensible intuitions. All scienti-
fic concepts and theories are therefore ultimately analysable in
terms of those intuitions. Metaphysical knowledge, on the other
hand, can hardly claim to be genuine knowledge. It is not based
on sensible or any other recognised form of intuition. Its propo-
sitions are therefore meaningless. They imitate the form of scien-
tific or commonsense language, and thus create an illusion of mean-
ing. The moment however we analyse them, we see through this
iltlusion. They are seen to be non-sensical. It is the business of

true philosophy to expose the non-sensical character of all so-
called metaphysics.

Let us then accept the direct reference of the symbol to the
symbolised in all genuine knowledge. We may now ask, what is
the nature of the relation between them? The most natural answer
would appear to be that a complete symbol in the form of a pro-
position represents or pictures an objective situation; so that when
we know the proposition, we know an actual fact of the objective
world. The truth of the proposition is thus safeguarded. This
way of putting it does not create a separate, and an insoluble, pro-
blem of truth. All truth is ultimately based upon propositions
which directly refer to a reality that can be sensibly known.

This way of stating the relationship of the symbol to the sym-
bolised, however, is open to certain objections. (a) When we have
a picture on one side and the original on the other, we can at least
compare the two, and know how far the picture is true to the
original. In the present case, that is not possible. We do not
know two things independently which we can then compare. We
know the symbolism all right. We know that it refers to reality.
But we do not know this reality independently of the symbolism.
We know it only in so far as it is symbolised: A reference to reality
“which cannot be substantiated through independent evidence is as
good as useless. It may therefore be dropped as itself meaningless.
We have a picture without the original. If that is so, we are left
with the symbol and its use as prescribed by the rules of a language
or the syntactical use. This reduces knowledge to subjectivism.
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It is.a matter of symbols only and their use, and' not a matter of
knowledge of reality.

(b) There may be a sense in which the symbol represents
the truth about things. But then it should do this invariably. It
should not sometimes represent the truth, sometimes not repre-
sent it and even misrepresent it. In all comparable situations of
direct reference to reality, it must function just in the same way.
But then erroneous propositions should not be possible. An erro-
neous proposition refers to reality just like the so-called true pro-
position. Both refer in an identical manner. Then how can we
interpret them differently, and call the one true and the other
false?

(¢) Let us now admit that there are propositions which truly
represent reality to us and propositions which do not. But how
do we know the difference? If we examine the propositions them=
selves, they both equally refer to reality and seek to represent it
to us. We cannot declare either of them, as the result of this exa-
mination, to be either true or false. What enables us to do so
is a purely subjective criterion,—the reference to the whole system
of our knowledge or the criterion of coherence. But then we give
up for good the criterion of direct sensible awareness of reality
on which this whole theory of the meaning of propositions is based.
It was at least sensible to suppose that truth is known directly
and the propositions too are verifiable directly. Now we have to
give up this criterion, and accept another which has no reference
to objective reality as such, but only to the system of knowledge
which is a purely subjective affair. All empiricism leads ulti-
mately to scepticism and to subjectivism.

(d) All symbolised knowledge suffers from internal weak-
ness. We may be said to know the symbol, not that which it
symbolises. We can truly say that our knowlede is a way of
speaking only or using names, not a way of uncovering the truth.
It is rightly said that the world is begun in speech. It is a matter
of names only. The real truth is beyond words and beyond speech.
If this truth is to be known, it must be self-revealing to us; and
if language is to be used in our knowledge of it, it must be used
in a new sense,—as a symbol of a symbol. Language is symbolic
ordinarily; when it is used to pin-point a thing which is beyond
all words and beyond all symbols, it has a new symbolic function
added to it. Reality is not literally meant; it is only symbolically
known, and then known perfectly.

P. 4
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I now a symbol is legitimate in knowledge, it must point to
something in reality. Let it be admitted that substantive
words and words that stand for a quality, a relation, a
class, an activity, etc.—in fact, aything that can be sensibly
known,—do point to something in reality, and have there-
fore literal meaning. It will however be seen that every mean-
ingful word has a universal import. Only proper names have no
such import. They point to one thing only, something individual
and unique. But proper names are not an integral part of a
language. They express nothing. They are mere signs tagged on
to entities. They are in this sense quite arbitrary. They there-
fore naturally mean nothing. If we want to know an individual
thing, we do not use a proper name; we describe the thing in
common terms. But how can we be said to know an individual
through words that are common? A description in common terms
is bound to be inadequate, even if it is supposedly true. All we
can say is that it can be sufficient for our purpose of distinguish-
ing one unique entity from another and of recognising it. In the
end, we must realise the inadequacy of all our descriptive for-
mulae for the knowledge of reality as it is in itself. As it is in
itself, it is nothing universal or common. It is essentially indi-
vidual. It can never therefore be fully or completely deseribed,
if described at all. There is always more in it than we can appre-
hend in terms of certain generalities. If we adopt a non-lingual
symbol and point to a thing with our finger, we can evidently be
said to know the individual. But once again we are defeated. The
finger merely directs our attention. It says,—look this way. When
we look that way, we have still to know the thing in sense-
experience which uses common words to determine knowledge,
express it and communicate it. There is no getting out of the limi-
tations of our language and of our knowledge dominated by it.

It may be asked, but how far does the inadequacy after all
go? Does it go so far as to misrepresent the thing to us or to
put us in error about it? Now it is at least clear that what we
do know of a thing is very little, almost infinitesimally small, in
comparison to what we do not know. Our ignorance is unlimited.
However much we know, the unknown still remajns undiminished,
unreduced, infinite. No quantity, however great by our human
social standards, can stand comparison with the unlimited and the
infinite. The infinite will always remain infinitely greater than
any finite number or quantity. Between the thing in itself or in
its wholeness and our knowledge of it, there is a difference of
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quality, not of quantity. The question arises, do we know reality
or the thing at all? Is not our knowledge of it in terms of certain
generalities wholly inappropriate and untrue to it? We are merely
describing what is in itself indescribable. All our descriptions are
conceptual and subjective. Reality, which is not subjective, can
only repudiate them. We are talking our own language, not the
language so to say of reality itself.

The real character of our knowledge is thus the very oppo-
site of what Plato took it to be. Plato thought that the only real
knowledge consisted of ideas, which were fixed and eternal. We
have seen on the other hand that all our knowledge, being con-
ceptual or ideal, is foreign to reality. It is erroneous knowledge.
What we must seek to know is that in reality which is beyond
the concept, which is indescribable in any language, and which is
wholly in itself.

Is such knowledge possible? It may become possible through
a language which transcends its literal function in our experience
and symbolically points to a reality which is beyond the symbol
and inexpressible in any language. Words can have a literal
meaning, and they can also have a symbolic meaning. The former
has value for common-sense and science, while the latter has value
for the knowledge of absolute truth.

It is the contention of Positivists and many others that lan-
guage has literal meaning when it refers to reality that can be
directly sensed. The word ‘dog’ for instance stands for certain
sense-data, which we put together to construct in thought the
entity called the physical thing we call dog. The word ‘dog’ has
literal meaning because it stands for or symbolises the sense-data
in question. Ultimately it is our outer or inner perception that
gives meaning to words. Now the question arises, what about
words which the common man uses, but which are not thus based
on any perception? Either they have no meaning, or they have a
meaning in terms of certain other aspects of our experience. After
all, our experience is not only cognitive. It is also emotional and
volitional. Instead of condemning all such common words as
meaningless, it is more reasonable to interpret them in terms of
our feelings and volitions. And that is exactly what is done by
all those modern philosophers who have leanings towards a radi-
cal empiricism. They do not accept any science, called metaphy-
sics, which can give us knowledge of super-sensible reality. . But
if there are words relating to this reality which are used by the
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common man meaningfully, they must be interpreted diiierently
as indicated above. This will do least violence to common-sense
and usage, '

We take for instance the religious concept of God. God stands
for nothing which can be a possible object of a cognitive experi-
ence. It is therefore meaningless cognitively. But since people
do use the word meaningfully in their communication, we must
seek this meaning in our non-cognitive attitudes. God stands, let
us say, for something which can evoke an attitude of warshipful-
ness and of reverence in those who use the word significantly. To
speak of Him therefore as of an existing and knowable reality is
to speak of Him in a language which has no meaning. In the
same way, the ethical terms ‘right’ and ‘wrong’ stand for nothing
which we can cognitively apprehend or judge. They can be ana-
lysed in terms of a feeling of approval, etc., or a resolution of the
will, or a command, etc. Since we cannot eschew the use of these
words in common speech, we are free to make a recommendation
on the basis of common experience to use them in a certain way.

So far as this analysis of religious or ethical concepts is con-
cerned, it does not appear to be satisfactory. The term ‘God’ may
evoke certain feelings. But it cannot be equated with those feel-
ings. How is the feeling of worshipfulness itself possible, if there
is no belief in an existing entity called God? This belief is clearly
an intellectual or cognitive attitude to reality. If the belief is
found on analysis to be quite irrational, having no basis in any pos-
sible cognitive experience, the feeling of worshipfulness cannot
arise. The element of feeling may be quite prominent in the way
we use the word ‘God’, but we cannot divest this use of all cog-

nitive meaning. We may be said to know in a sense the sort of
entity God is supposed to he,

We know the meaning of the word ‘God’ from scripture.mﬁhii!s
meaning makes some sense in our own experience. We are told
that God stands for a certain kind of being. We know ‘being’
when we know anything at all. God then has being or is being.
He is a possible object of knowledge. We may not know Him fully
or directly at present. But His being as defined by the scripture

has meaning for us. His being is not material but spiritual, let
us say. We know what is spiritual being. Any being that is intel-
ligent or functions intelligently is spiritual being. ' Man is certainly
spiritual in that sense. Our intelligence functions cognitively, voli-
tionally and emotionally. On the same basis we can understand
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that the intelligence of God is omniscient, oxrmip?tent anilh futl; of
infainite joy. Brahman, the Perfect Spirit, is descnb:d Ibﬂ);‘m 'te JI:;
. i telligence an ite .
i bsolute Reality, Pure In ' Infir
gll?ha'dsnf:arﬁngowmch we can understand. It is not dlvorced.fror.n
oml'S ;ztual experience. Only the knowledge c?f }sluch an ent1t:a :ls
‘ oblem for us. It is however a mean-
not a present fact, but a pr tomn e e e, caly
i blem, not a non-sensical one. .
mgflcllt P;::t kno’w it. The problem may not be.real'flc;r 1;35, t1f.twies
:: not interested or if we are sceptical to begin }vlm}; euit i
certainly not a meaningless problem for those who have it.

. . God'. is
ey-word, evidently, in the meaning of the word ‘God’,
the g:z;{ oi'l man or the self of man. If then wet car;rzu:f;es tf};:
knowledge of the self of man, we may perhapi ge tr}rlxat  clues for
the knowledge of God. The Upanishads declare at ! at
hman) is no other than your own real Self (atman), .
" (Bm' Are we not on right lines of actual human experi-
tatt‘l{amﬁs‘- we approach the Great Truth in this way? The Great
God m enb searched within the confines of human experience,
o bee found where man’s own inmost Self lies. We have
:Lc:'erlr;a:,o analyse for this purpose our knowledge of our own Self.

Whatever the self may be, it is indic{zted by t}%e ;use of'the
word “I”. This I stands for no common object or socialised object.
We cannot say meaningfully, this is I . The I is absolutely to be
distinguished from anything that can be understood as th:zs or as
object. Neither the physical body nor any mental ﬂﬂ?letliaca'rl
take the place of I or function as I Here is somf bg : t 1;
Jualitatively distinct from every known or k‘nowab e object; an
: t it is meaningfully spoken, and when it is spoken everybody
Zidelrstands the meaning. What is this meanir}g which all.under-
stand? It is the meaning which the I reveals‘m the speaking., It
delivers itself whole and entire as the speaking .I, and therefore
not to be known in the objective attitude or as this.

This is our starting point in the knowledge of the self. Here
is an entity that is spoken meaningfully, understood by all hear-
ers, and yet not known as object. It is a unique kind of entity.

]

Only one thing can be significantly spoken as “I”. Still there is.

a contradiction in its being. On the one hand, the word I stands
for an entity which is no kind of object; and on the other hand,
the word has a literal meaning and stands for a certain unique
entity. How can this literal meaning of the word
with the non-objectivity of that which it mea

> G UM, N
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tion can only be removed if we suppose that there is here a con-
fusion of two different strata of being,—the pure spirit that cannot
be literally meant and is essentially self-revealing and the mental
object called the ego, which can be literally meant and which is
not self-revealing. The [ is the meeting point of the true subject
and the object or the knot of the spirit and the not-spirit. We
must resolve this knot by analysing it into its respective elements.
The true Self, through ignorance, is confused with the not-Self.
The confusion can only be dissipated through discriminative in-
sight. There is a clear distinction, in our experience, between the
I and the not-I. This distinction must be carried further into the
being and the nature of I itself, till we get at the pure Self that
is confused with nothing beside it. That Self will veritably be the
Absolute Reality called Brahman.

There is a literal meaning of the word Brahman based upon
our experience of the intelligent being of man. Similarly, there
is a literal meaning of the word I denoting the finite self of man
that functions in waking life and that passes through different
states of sleep, dream and wakefulness, Neither is an absolute
truth in itself. There is a contradiction in each. This contradic-
tion is only removed when the essential being of Brahman, the
Infinite and the Great, is identified with the essential being of the
self of man that is immediate (pratyag), self-revealing (svapra-
kasa) and non-objective. Language here becomes symbolie, in-
as-much as the literal meaning of words is used to point symboli-
cally to the Absolute Truth which cannot be literally meant and
which is literally inexpressible in language. This is the only legi-

timate use of the symbolic function of language jin the knowledge
of the Real.

Can we now say that language is inadequate for knowledge?
It is inadequate if it is interpreted literally. It is not inadequate
if it is interpreted symbolically. In fact, language provides the
only method for the achievement and the communication of know-
ledge. How can it be inadequate for its task? There is nothing
in earth or in heaven that language cannot body forth or commu-
nicate. Where thought can reach, language can reach too. The
unspeakable can yet be spoken as unspeakable.

Implication and Facts
by
M. N. Rasrocr

A problem that has faced the logicians is “What is that rela-
tion in virtue of which we validly deduce one proposition from
another?” According to Aristotle the ‘dictum de omni et nullo’
explains that relation, The dictum is stated vario.usly, one form
being: “Whatever is predicated, whether afﬁrmat'xvely or nega-
tively, of a term distributed, may be predicated in hk? manner
of anything contained under it”. (Keynes)., This principle is
based on the view that every proposition is of the subject-predi-
cate form and asserts a relation between classes. Whatever is
predicated of the whole class may be predicated of a part of it.

Modern logicians have eriticised the Aristotelean analysis of
propositions and deduction.  Every proposition is not of the

subject-predicate form and does not assert a relation between

classes. Therefore, all deduction cannot be explained by Aristo-
tle's dictum.

The relation in virtue of which we can deduce one proposi-
tion from another is ordinarily called ‘implication’. Russell says,
“Now in order that one proposition may be inferred from another, :
it is necessary that the two should have that relation which makes
the one a consequence of the other. When a proposition ‘q’ is a
consequence of a proposition ‘P’, we say that ‘P implies ¢’. Thus
deduction depends upon the relation of implication, and every
deductive system must contain as many properties of imvlication
as are necessary for the legitimate ordinary procedure of deduc-
tion’. (Principia Mathematica, P. 90) .

Moore uses the word ‘entailment’ in the same sense in which
Russell uses the word ‘implication’ in the lines quoted above.
He uses the word ‘entails’ to express the converse of ‘follows
from’, and explains it by giving examples. He says that ‘follows

*The writer is indebted to Dr. Raj Narain of Lucknow University for
the guidance in writing this paper.
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from’ must be understood in the sense in which from the proposi-
tion with regard to any term, that it is a rightangle, it ‘follows’
that it is an angle, and in which from the proposition with regard
to any term that it is red it ‘follows that it is coloured’ (Philoso-
phical Studies “External and Internal Relations”, pp. 284-5, 291).

(But, what is the nature of implication? Extensional logic
tries to interpret it on the basis of truth values of propositions and
modal functions of these values, while intensional logic interprets
it on the bhasis of the meanings of propositions in relation to one
another. Extensional interpretation is given by Russell and Lewis,
and intensional by Nelson, We will consider both the interpreta-
tions and try to see how far they are satisfactory) .

Russell distinguishes between ‘material’ and ‘formal’ impli-
cation. The relation in virtue of which it is possible validly to
infer is what he calls, ‘Material implication’, He defines ‘P im-
plies ¢’ as ‘Either P is false or q is true’. In symbolism,
PDOq.=.~PVq. This is equivalent to saying, “It is not the
case that P is true and ¢ is false.” He argues, it would certainly
not be maintained that “2 4+ 2 = 4” can be deduced from “Socra-
tes is a man”, or that both are implied by “Socrates is a triangle”.
Russell's material implication is a disjunctive contingent state«
ment. It is ‘as a matter of fact’. The relation between the impli-
cans and the implicate is not a logical relation. This is not the
sense in which we ordinarilly use the word ‘implication’. In ordi-
nary usage the relation is believed to be logical, and therefore,
necessary. It is in virtue of this necessary connexion between the
antecedent and the consequent that q can be deduced from P when
‘P implies q'.

Though material implication cannot be identified with ordinary
implication, is Russell’s ‘formal implication’ what is ordinarily
meant by implication? By ‘formal implication’ Russell means ‘gene-
ral material implication’. It asserts that in every case of a certain
set of cases material implication holds. For every value of x, the
proposition ‘x is a man’ materially implies ‘x is mortal’ — this is
formal implication. But no repetition of the cases of two facts
together can produce a logical and necessary connexion between
them which is the very essence of implication. Though in virtue
of a logical connexion between them one can be deduced from
the other, no empirical repetition of these facts together can pro-

duce a logical connexion. To think of that is to put the cart
before the horse, e :
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Lewis advances the concept of strict implication to explain
the problem. He defines it in terms of impossibility and negation.
That one proposition ‘strictly implies’ another means, according
to him, that ‘it is impossible that both the former and the contra-
dictory of the latter be true’, or in symbolism, p—3q=.~
(p-q) where —3 means ‘strictly implies’ and ~ means that the
proposition following it is impossible. Lewis’ concept is defective
in as much as it makes use of an undefined notion of ‘impossibility’.
Impossibility, again, may be either logical or empirical. The im-
possibility of ‘this is red’ being true, and ‘this is coloured’ being
false is a logical impossibility. The impossibility of ‘Ram is a
man’ being true and ‘Ram is mortal’ being false is an empirical
impossibility. From ‘Ram is a man’ we can never vaildly deduce
that ‘Ram is mortal’. The impossibility of ‘Ram is a man and
all men are mortal’ being true, and ‘Ram is mortal’ being false
is a logical impossibility. It is in virtue of logical impossibility of
the antecedent being true and the consequent beng false that we
can validly deduce the latter from the former. The paradox of
strict implication that ‘a necessary proposition is strictly implied
by any proposition and an impossible proposition strictly implies
any proposition’ — arises if we interpret impossibility as an empiri-
cal impossibility. Logical impossibility of the truth values of two
propositions always refers to a logical connexion between them.

But, what is that logical connexion between the propositions?
Formalists like Von Neumann and David Hilbert may insist on
calling logic a game with meaningless symbols. But reflection
shows that it cannot be isolated from any realm of being, cannot
be confined to the analysis of symbols apart from what they sym-
bolise. Form cannot exist without matter. Pure form is a mere
abstraction and as such cannot be the object of the study of logic.
Logical relations are not relations between symbols but between
the objects they symbolize. M. Cohen rightly remarks, “The Laws
of consistency are not arbitrarily made by our fiat but are imposed -
upon us by the world in which we live, or the world which we
study”. (A Preface to Logic p. 92).

According to Nelson implication is a ‘connexion between the
meanings of propositions in relation to one another’. There is
no implication independent of meaning. The meanings of both
the propositions are required to determine the relation. Truth
values are not sufficient. They are external. Implication is an
interlal relation. :

P&
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Every propos.tion expresses a {act which is its meaning. If it
is asked : What is the fact expressed by a negative proposition like
‘there is no table in this room’?, the answer is that there cannot
be absolute negation. All negation implies affirmation. At least
negation is a fact. The Vaisheshikas regard ‘negation’ or ‘Abhav’
as one of the Categories.

Now what is the relation between the facts expressed by the
antecedent and the consequent in implication? Are they totally
different from and independent of each other? If it is so, relation
becomes an impossibility. If we admit external relationship, we
commit the fallacy of infinite regress. The only other alternative
is to admit an intrinsic relation between them. We must admit
that the antecedent is a ‘whole’ and the consequent is its “compo-

nent’,

The meanings or facts implied by a proposition are infinite,
because any explicit fact refers to the whole universe. Here arises
the problem of negation. Negation, as de Morgan and others have
said, always divides the Universe into two, and since ‘all determi-
nation is negation’, every fact involves a reference to the rest of
the Universe. Macrocosm is in the microcosm. In this sense every
proposition is a true universal. But the implication of a proposi-
tion expressed at a particular moment is limited and partial. The
whole meaning of a proposition is the logical product of all the

partial meanings
If P implies q
& "% P " r

&’ n P ” -]
and so on
Then, P implies a.rs ...... ad infinitum

, If any proposition involves a reference to the whole of the
universe, does it not mean that we can infer every other proposi-
tion from a given proposition? Certainly, an omniscient being can
do so. But our limitations stand in our way. For any inference,
as Johnson points out, two kinds of conditions are required — con-
stitutive and epistemic. Constitutively a true proposition implies
all- other true propositions. But we may not be able to know
all of them. What we know to be implied by a particular propo-

sition at a particular moment is limited and partial. The lithited

~~
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¥<now.le.dg.e- of the implications of a proposition gives a Iimited‘
intelligibility, harmony and coherence to our knowledge, which is
) ) ?
m}fﬁment for our practical purposes. From this epistemic point of
view, every proposition is a limited ‘whole’, with limited imuli
. s mite
as its ‘components’. o implicates

The relation between the antecedent and the consequent i
that of ‘whole’ and its ‘parts’. It will not be wrong if we cal?
t}.le facts expressed by a proposition as a ‘class’ with implications
(in the sense of implied facts) as its members. A class may be
defined either extensionally or intensionally. In the formex? w
enumerate the members said to comprise the elass. But such :
definition which does not state any intrinsic reiation arfxona
the members cannot be called a definition at all. A class is no%
j“ mere collection of independent units. It is a unity, an identity-
in-difference. The identity of the Universal is prese’nt in all tl!:
members. It is due to this identity of the universal that w:

can pass from one member to i
- the other, or from the whole to the

The essential characteristic of a class is that its members po
sess. certain properties in common. The facts expressed b g
position possess. at least, the proverties of ‘being facts’, and z’f?bp‘ro-
expressed by the same proposition’ in common, Tal;ing the femtg
?xpressed by the antecedent and the consequent as a clas accsl
its members respectively, we can say that the relation be: oo
the two is that of ‘inclusion’, i.e. the antecedent includes th o
sequents. Thus the relation of implication turns out to be ae ::IZ:

tion of ‘inclusion’ and the calculu -
s of pro
classes. propositions a calculus of

. Bl.lt what is meant by the logical necessity of the consequent
being implied by the antecedent, This raises the old disput: ber’:
ween empiricism and rationalism. Aeccording to empiricism :ﬁ
knowle.dge comes from experience and therefore cannot be cer:t i
But this does not explain mathematical or logical knowled i;?
certainty of which cannot be denied. Rationalism explaingeit .
a-priori, The avriori, however, explains the source and not t}?S
nature of logically necessary knowledge. Its nature is that its d i ‘;
is self-contradictory. Consistency demands the aesser'tionsofel:;il
consequent with the assertion of the antecedent. Now the ;
tion is: what is this consistency? It is the consistency of the id:x:;;;
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of the whole being immanent in its parts, or of the class being im«
manent in its members, Thus logical necessity is the necessity
of the law of identity. Trye logic is the logic of the Absolute.

Hence, we conclude that the meaning of the part is deter-
mined by the meaning of the ‘Whole’ and vice versa; this is true

intensional logic. On this basis we can develop extensional logic.
If P implies q, then

If P is true, q is true,
If Pis false, q may be true or false,

If g is true, P may be true or false,
If q is false, P is false,

“All-and-Some” Statements.
by
PRAVAs JivaN CHAUDHURY

“Every event is caused” or “Everybody has a mother” is a
typical “all-and-some” statement whose nature we wish to investi-
gate here, and, incidentally, we will also answer the question whe-
ther such statements really drive a wedge into the analytic/syn-
thetic dichotomy as they are claimed to do in certain guarters.}
The form of such a statement is, “For all x there exists some y” or
syﬁthetically “(x) (By) R (xy)”, so that from a particular ins-
tance of a universally quantified variable x we can infer a related

instance of an existentially quantified variable y. Now we notice

that if “Every event is caused” is admitted as an assertorial state-
ment, then there will be no uncaused event left over to falsify it.
So the statement will lose empirical meaning and factual truth or
falsity. It will then be an analytical statement and a tautology.
But the intention of the statement is obviously different. One
does not say “Every triangle has three angles” or “Every rose is
a flower” unless one intends to illustrate a tautology or to teach the
meanings of words, but one who states an “all-and-some” sen-
tence does it in an informative manner, Therefore such a state-
ment is not analytical or tautologous, unless, of course, it is granted
that the maker of the statement in question is one who is so naive
as to be unaware of the logical consequence of what he says and
indulges in empty verbalism while thinking that he is informa-
tive. But this does not seem to be the case. Did Kant, who
brought out the analytic/synthetic dichotomy so clearly in modern
philosophy, speak of the synthetic a priori judgments just because
of a logical confusion in his mind? We must try some other sug-
gestion. Is it then that the statement in question is a linguistie

1. See the paper “Between Analytic and Empirical” by J. W. N. Wat~
kins in Philosophy, April, 1957. The present endeavour i3 the result of
reading and thinking over the stimulating discussion of Mrs. Watkins, How-
ever, it is presented as an independent discussion, because we have approached
the problem from a different angle and offered a quite different solution.
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prescription in disguise? Does it mean, “Henceforth use the terms
‘event’ and ‘cause’ in such a manner that an uncaused event
becomes a logical impossibility?” We do this sort of thing in a
rhetorical mood; for instance, when one says, “You need not
worry, they are only clouds,” you reply, “Nonsense, clouds mean
rain.” But the philosopher who says, “Every event is caused” does
not seem to be in a rhetorical mood. He seems to be prosaic and
literal. So that he cannot also mean by the sentence that most
events, not literally all, are caused. He is not exaggerating in a
hyperbolic mood, as we do when we say “Everybody now-a-days
is a thief.” To say that he is rhetorical though he does not know
it and does not ordinarily appear to us to be so is a gratuitous
reflection upon his mental make-up and also on our commonsense.
To suggest that he is a wit masquerading as a serious philosopher
and that his statement is a disguised conceit would be going too
far. Again, he does not seem to take his statement as a resolve to
search for some cause of every event and offer it (the statement)
as a prescription to others. If he means it to be a regulative prin-
ciple, why does he not admit that, when people interpret it that
way? Kant, for instance, who knew a regulative principle quite
well, did not grant that the judgment “Every event is caused”
expressed such a principle. Rather he believed that this judgment
is entailed by universal scientific judgments like “Smoke is caused
by fire”, which express specific types of the causal relation and
which he took for factual judgments. One may, however, say
that even these scientific judgments which are said to entail
(weakly, of course) the causal principle are themselves but
prescriptive in nature and misconceived by people to be factual
laws, so that, “Smoke is caused by fire” means “Expect smoke
from fire.” But this is a more serious allegation (than the previous
one) against Kant and others who believe in the factual, as against
the prescriptive, nature of the scientific laws. How is it that
they could not see the alleged true nature of the scientific laws?
We must not bring such allegations until we have explored every
possibility: of an interpretation of the “all-and-some” statement
that may do better justice to those who state it. To say
that they, either knowingly or unknowingly, do not mean what
they say is prima-facie suspect.

| Now the statement in question can be construed neither as
a synthetic aposteriori nor as an analytic @ priori, nor as a prescrip-
tion either for the use of words or for expectation of facts, It claims
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to be a synthetic a priori judgment. But we do not understand this
hybrid. We cannot admit any necessity and universality in the
realm of nature, which we study externally and piecemeal through
sensible observation. There is no mind and choice in nature to
be known by us, and also no necessity and universality with
regard to its behaviour. So we have to interpret this alleged
knowledge of necessary and universal relations expressed by ‘all-
and-some’ statements in a different manner. We find in nature
both caused and uncaused events. From this we derive our
meaning of the words denoting them; for we saw above that if
there were caused events only, the term “caused events” would
lose its empirical sense, Now we seek to explain why events
are caused, and implicitly postulate a principle of casuality or
determinism as a metaphysical or non-instantial hypothesis, We
postulate, for instance, the will of God, creator and correlator of
events, as did Berkeley. It is a confirmable hypothesis so far as
there are events which confirm it. But it is an unfalsifiable hypo-
thesis so far as we may always believe that those events which
appear to be so far uncaused only appear so and will yield their
respective causes up on a more intensive search. It is also an
unempirical or metaphysical hypothesis in the sense that its truth
or falsity does not depend on observational data, with any set
of which it is equally compatible; in other words, it makes no
observational difference,

Now we may be very much impressed by the causal hypo-
thesis. And if there is universal determinism, no event can be
uncaused. So we shall say, “Every event is caused”. Some of
us may as well be impressed by the uncaused events and arrive
at ‘indeterminism’ and ‘the statement that every event is un-
caused, while those that appear to be caused only appear so,~
the so-called causes are but concomitants which may not be found
later on’. So that these statements are really metaphysical ones
in an empirical guise and as such neither analytical nor synthe-
tic, and, certainly, are not prescriptive, either of a linguistic or
a pragmatic kind. “Every event is caused” means that an event
in its essential nature or real definition is characterised by effect-
hood. “Everybody has a mother” means that the essence of being
a person is characterised by the essence of being mothered.
“FEvery event” or “everybody” does not refer to things distribu-
tively or denotatively, but to essences connotatively. So does “a
cause” or “a mother”. Of course, if we look for the empirical
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meaning and truth or falsity of metaphysical entities and their
alleged relations, said to be known through intuition and only
suggested and confirmed by their empirical illustrations which
are neither their source nor court of appeal, we shall be grossly
misconceiving their nature and we shall look in vain. If, for
instance, an event is claimed to be empirically associated with
a cause, then we shall have an empirical analysis of the sup-
posed ‘real’ definition and, so, shall be dissolving its necessity
and universality. If, on the other hand, we conceive the defi-
nition as analytic and perform a meaning-analysis, we shall have
to deny its factual or ontological reference. These statements,
We must remember, are not arrived at as logical conclusions from
‘all’ observed facts, but as suggested by some facts and then
analogically and universally applied to ‘all’ facts. In other words,
some facts are interpreted in the light of a metaphysical hypothe-
sis which they confirm (in the particular way described above),
and then all others are seen in the same light. It is like seeing a
human face in the clouds first when certain parts of them suggest
it and then all other parts seem to confirm it and, again, seeing
a locomotive in the same clouds in the same manner. The nature
of confirmation of a metaphysical hypothesis is such that the
same facts may confirm two hypotheses which contradict each
other. So that contradictory hypotheses can very well be raised
on the same factual basis and, 50, both “Every event is caused”

and “No event is caused” can be maintained without implying
any empirical difference,

This shows that such judgments are not empirical, and though
they appear to be at least confirmed by observational data if not
verified, this confirmation does not help its non-empirical charac-

~ter. But one does not easily see this and thinks just the oppo-
site. Again, the fact that they are unfalsifiable also brings out
their unempirical nature; but this is also not readily seen, and
one imagines unfalsifiability to be a mark of their necessity and
universality. Thus the unempirical and postulational character
of these judgment is not noticed; and their other two characters,
viz. confirmability and unfalsifiability, which ought to expose to
a careful thinker this unempirical nature, give rise to an illusion
of their being both synthetic and a priori. This procedure of an
-implicit metaphysical construction being mistaken for and ex-
pressed as an empirical fact, and the peculiar kind of confirmaa
tion and unfalsifiability of the construction being interpreted as
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marks respectively of its factuality and apriori_ness,‘ are not un-
natural for a thinker; nor do they discredit his intelligence or/and
integrity to such an extent as do the other suggesnor.ls we noted
before. It is really very difficult for us to draw a line between
what is our interpretation and what is factually given, and we
are continually presenting theories as facts. Goethe sai.d, “The
greatest achievement would be to grasp that whatever we call
a ‘fact’ is already ‘theory’” So that the interpretation of the
“some-and-all” statements offered here seems to harmonise with
the minimum of gratuitous hypotheses,



The Method of Spinoza
by
SaNaT Kumar Sgy

Spinoza’s thoughts on Method are most systematically 'pre-
sented in his “Treatise on the Improvement of the Intellect”, In
that book, after ascertaining that the ‘supreme good’ of man can
be achieved in the best possible way by what he calls the ‘fourth
mode of perception’ (which roughly corresponds to the ‘Intuitive
knowledge’ of the ‘Ethics’), he sets himself to discover the Method
of true knowledge.

It may be objected at the very outset that such an enquiry into
Method would necessarily lead to an infinite regress, For, to dis-
cover the Method a second method will be needed, and to find out
this second method, we should requirea third one,andso on gd
infinitum. But this objection is misconceived. It would be valid
only if attainment of knowledge were impossible without 2
method. Spinoza answers this objection by making use of an
analogy. In the same strain, he says, one might argue that it
is impossible to make an instrument (say, a hammer). For, the
making of an instrument would require some other instrument

as a matter of fact, there is no such infinite regress because,
when we start making tools, we start not with absolute absence
of tools but with some natural tools which we are endowed with
(viz., hands). Similarly, g search for method would mean end-
less quest only if it were impossible to know at all without the’
knowledge of a method. But as we have natural physical equip-
ment with which we manufacture artificial Instruments, so we
have natural intellectual equipment also. That is, before know-
ing the method, we already know. We do hot have to wait for a
method in order to know. We first know, and then, by looking
back on our knowledge, we discover the method. An enquiry
into method can start only when we are already in possession,
of some amount of knowledge. In endeavouring to discover the
best method, we do not start from a state of ahsolute ignorance.;
Knowledge of method is su sequent to, and Presupposes, know-
ledge itself. ' .
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This explains why Spinoza says that the Method is ‘reflective
knowledge’ or ‘the idea of the idea’. The ‘idea of the idea’ would
be impossible unless there be first the ‘idea’. The Method, there-

fore, is second-order knowledge which reflects on the first-order
knowledge.

What Spinoza aims at discovering is not any method, but
the best method. Since the Method consists in reflecting on
knowledge, he argues, the best method will be that which reflects
on the best knowledge of the most satisfactory idea. That is, he

holds that that method is best which reflects on the idea of the
most perfect Being.

But how do we get the idea of the most perfect Being?
Spinoza maintains that everybody possesses this one perfectly
satisfactory idea. “This perfect and satisfactory idea is both the
ground for all knowledge and the instrument for progress in
knowledge”. This idea is clear, distinct, self-evident and true.
It is on this idea that the best method reflects. “Now, this does
not mean that contemplation reveals the distinguishing mark of
this idea, and that is used as criterion for testing every other idea.
The method simply consists in contemplating the true idea which
we already possess, and as it is seen more and more completely,
so it is seen to be the ground for every other true idea.”

A brief discussion of what Spinoza means by a ‘“true idea’ and
‘truth’ will not be irrelevant here. A ‘true idea’ is one that
agrees with its object. But ‘agreement’ does not mean -here
‘correspondence’. A ‘true idea’ is not a picture or copy‘ of its
object. It is ideally what the object is in actuality, The truth
of an idea- does not depend on correspondence with its object,
though, in a sense, the idea agrees with its object, Every mode
of Substance is expressed under different Attribytes, That
which is expressed as an idea under the Attribute of Thought is
expressed as its object under the Attribute of Extension,

The truth of an idea is not known by comparison of the
idea with its object. A ‘true idea’ needs no externa] sanction,
It bears on itself the mark of its truth. Truth reveals itself and
falsity just as light reveals itself and darkness. Having switched
on a light we do not require another light to see if the illumj-
nation is good. Similar is the case with ‘true ideas’. Truth is
#s own sign. One who has a ‘true idea’ knows at the same time
that he has a ‘true idea’.
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It may be argued that such a conception of a ‘true idea’
makes the search for method superfluous and useless. For the
method is designed to show the way in which true ideas must be
sought. But just as the first truth was discovered without the
aid of a method, so it might be possible to continue to discover
truths without it. That is, since true ideas are self-evident, each
of them can be known by its own light. Hence, method will
have no function in their discovery. The force of this argument
is admitted by Spinoza. But, he says, that this is something that
rarely or never happens. We may, therefore, profitably use
method “so that what we cannot acquire by luck we can acquire

by a deliberate plan.”

Method, therefore, is meant to guide and control the
intellect in its search for true ideas. Against this, an objection
is advanced by Joachim. “If in reflecting”, he says, “the knower
were to remodel or re-arrange the true ideas on which he reflects,
he would be tampering with his knowledge—perverting it into
error’. To this, it may be said in reply, that method cer-
tainly does not remodel the ideas on which it is based. It merely
abstracts from them so as to formulate certain rules for the
guidance of the Intellect.

Joachim puts forward another formidable objection which aims
at showing that method, as conceived by Spinoza, is impossible.
Spinoza’s own analysis of a true idea, Joachim argues, rules out
the possibility of method as ‘knowledge of knowledge’ or ‘idea of
idea’. A mode of Substance must maintain its self-sameness in
its mutually exclusive but complementary expressions under the
different Attributes. “It must be expressed under the attribute
of Thought, i.e- as an idea; and it must be expresded also in a
disparate medium, i.e, as a mode of Extension or some other attri-
bute. But these conditions are not fulfilled in the ‘knowledge
of knowledge’ which is Method”. Spinoza holds that one idea
can be an object of another idea in.the same sense in which an
actual object can be an object of the first idea. This, Joachim
points out, is impossible from the very nature of the case; for
while the idea and the object are in disparate but complemen-
tary media (viz., Thought and Extension), the ‘idea of the idea’
and ‘the idea’ are in the same medium (viz., Thought).

If this objection be valid, then it appears that what Spinoza
describes as method is inconceivable. And this difficulty cannot
be dispelled or overcome, unless the entire theory of ‘reflective
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knowledge’ is reconstructed, so as to be compatible with Spinoza’s
notion of ‘true idea’. Spinoza conceives of the Method as a body
of knowledge which reflects on another body of primary un-
reflective knowledge. In this, he is wrong. It is not that in
reflective knowledge “one body of knowledge contemplates
another, but that knowledge reflects upon itself, i.e. is raised to
the highest level of its own development—a level at which it is
critical and conscious of itself, For method is neither before nor
after knowledge, but inseparable from it.

It is the task of the Method to discover in accordance with
the standard of a given true idea other true ideas. But not only
that. The method also demands, so says Spinoza, that the know-
- ledge thus gained should be presented in proper deductive order.
If that be so, the geometrical order in which Spinoza's mature
thoughts are presented is not only an order of presentation (as
Leon Roth holds), but also a method of proof.

The reason why Spinoza chooses the Geometrical form is
not far to seek. Spinoza was much interested in the science of
his time and was more or less influenced by it. Seventeenth-
century science stressed the importance of Mathematics and pre-
ferred a priori reasoning to the method of empirical observation.
The reasoned accuracy of Mathematics and the certainty of its
conclusions caused the belief that it provided the ideal method.
If anything is mathematically proved, it was believed, it cannot
but command general acceptance. Hence, it is little wonder that
Spinoza, following Descartes, adopts the method of geometrical
demonstration for proving philosophical truths.

Almost évery modern critic or commentator *of Spinoza has
pointed out that the method of Geometry is inadequate for the
treatment of philosophical truth. This cannot, of course, be shown
by exhibiting that Spinoza has failed to deduce his conclusions
from his premises. That can, at best, prove the failure of Spinoza
in strictly adhering to the Method, but not failure of the Method
itsef. It is not difficult to find out lapses in Spinoza's deductions.
It is easy to show that everything that he seeks to deduce from

the definition of Substance does not actually follow from the defi- '

nition. For, how does it follow from the nature of Substance that
it has attributes, or that it is active and is the cause of everything?

+ But the critics, besides showing the faulty nature of his dedue-
tions, argue further that this is so, because philosophy, by its very
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nature, is not amenable to geometrical treatment. Thus Caird says
that the Geometrical Method, or, for that matter, the method of any
science whatsoever, is inappropriate for philosophy. The sciences
are departmental, abstract and make many presuppositions. Phi-
losophy is concerned with the Real, with the Whole, and tries, as
far as possible, to dispense with presuppositions altogether. Their
difference being so fundamental, it would be a wonder if a method
which deals with the categories of space, number and quantity
were equally applicable to a sphere which is also concerned with
matters of spirit.

Spinoza is often greater than his method. The method that
he consciously adopts, he often violates. His speculative insight
often rises above the restraints of his method. It seems that many
discrepancies in his theory are due to the inadequacy of his method
to his thought. But though the form has not been able to com-
pletely determine his thoughts, yet his thoughts could not altogether
withstand its influence. For example, his views on such matters
as human freedom, relation between the finite and the Infinite,
can be attributed to the influence of his method. The Infinite is
to the finite what space is to its determinations. “In a system in
which all things follow from the first principle with the same neces-
sity as the properties of a geometrical figure from its definition, or
a logical conclusion from its premises, individual freedom is an
impossible conception”.

But, if the geometrical method be incommensurate with his
thoughts, can we not pertinently ask whether true philosophic
knowledge is capable of being formulated in geometrical or in
any other reasongd mode of discourse? Spinoza admits that the
best mode of knowledge is intuitive, but he seems to think that
such knowledge can be expressed in a series of arguments. But
is he right in so thinking?

An answer to this question is not possible unless we first
discuss the nature of Intuitive kgowledge. Now, Intuitive know=
ledge “proceeds from an adequate idea of a certain attribute of
God to the adequate knowledge of the nature of things”. It con-
sists in a direct vision which sees all things in their interconnee-
tions and in their relation to God. It appears that such knowledge
in its completeness can belong to God only and not to any finite
human being. But Spineza claims to have himself participated in
such knowledge at times. We need not disbelieve Spinoza, though
we may feel that the attainment of such intuition by finite indi-
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viduals surpasses our comprehension. It is also difficult to see
how such immediate insight can be translated into words. And
if we try to think that infinite number of words would be required
to trace a finite mode to the Infinite Substance, we are all the
more baffled. Intuitive knowledge, says Spinoza, is of the con-
crete and the individual, and this concrete apprehension it is im-=
possible for scientific knowledge to give. So, it may be said that,
Spinoza virtually admits that Intuitive knowledge cannot be reduced
to rational scientific formulation, though this is what he tries to
do in his works.

. We may conclude with the remark of R. L. Saw: “The source
of the defect in Spinoza’s account of knowledge is that he wants
to combine two incompatible things. He wants to combine the
peculiar certainty of knowledge by acquaintance, with the pecu-
liar certainty of mathematical knowledge”.

The Historical Background of Kumarajiva and
His Influence on Chinese Buddhism

by

PrOF. SHINYA KASUGAI

For the study of Buddhist Philosophy, the most important
documents are preserved in the Chinese Tripitaka and in the Tibe-
tan Tripitaka. Specially the statement holds good in case we
want to examine the Philosophy of Nigarjuna, one of the most
brilliant philosophers of India. Twenty-three works of Nagirjuna
consisting of 180 volumes have been preserved for the posterity
in the Chinese Tripitaka and 125 in the Tibetan Tripitaka. Con-
sequently the name of Nagarjuna is not so well known, and he
has been deprived of the honour he deserves.

One of the most important works by Nigarjuna was the text
of Mahaprajfiaparamita-éastra translated in 100 volumes in Chi-
nese. The Sanskrit text is now lost and it was not translated into
Tibetan. Besides containing the most important materials on the
Philosophy of Nagéarjuna, the work may be considered as one of
the Encyclopaedias of Mahayana Buddhism in India.

The full picture of Néagarjuna's philosophy we may get from
the text of Madhyamika-§astra and Prajfiaparamita-§astra; while
the former acquaints us with Nagérjuna’s method of negative dia-
lectic and Negation, the latter throws light on the Affirmative
aspects of Nagarjuna’s philosophy. These two methods of inter-
pretation of the Prajidparamita greatly stimulated the Buddhist

movement in China; and Nigirjuna came to be known as the
Founder of Eight Sects in China.

The works of Nagdrjuna were translated into Chinese and
Tibetan through the conventional translation method. Among
these many translators working in China and Tibet, I would like
to pick up Kumarajiva, the greatest translator of central Asia, and

say a few words about him, as the translator of Mahaprajfidpara-
mita-Sastra. ,

As we know, Sans_krit (the language used in the original text
of Mahéaprajfidpdramitd) is an inflexional language, but Chinese
(the language into which it was translated) belongs to the isolated

P. 17
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language group. The translator, on the other hand, belonged to
the area of agglutinative language. The differences between such
different groups of languages already attracted the notice of some
distinguished Chinese scholars such as Tao-in (314-385) and
others. But they never thought it necessary to investigate the
educational background of the translators or the particular school
of philosophy to which they belonged. In this paper I would like
to examine the influence of these facts on Kumirajiva and his
translation of Nagarjuna’s philosophy into Chinese.

The 4th century A.D. marks the rise of the brilliant Gupta age
in India. And in this period Kumarajiva came to India from
Central Asia. He was born in Kucha of Central Asia, and he
breathed his last in China in the beginning of the 5th century A.D.
According to the divisions of “the Biography of an Eminent Monk”
by Hwui-cido, 519 A.D., the chief activities of Kumarajiva have
been dealt with in a section of the translation of Buddhist texts.
But however important the contribution of Kumarajiva in the

field of Chinese translation may appear, it forms only a part of
his diverse lifelong activities.

As for the biography of Kumarajiva we have in the Chinese
documents 3 types of biography, based on 2 kinds of material.
After a careful investigation of these materials, I think that he
was born in Kucha in 350 A.D. and died in China in 409 AD. I
have refuted elsewhere* the authority of the “Message of Con-

dolence” on the basis of which it has been generally held that
Kumarajiva expired at the age of 70. :

He studied the Hinayana texts under the guidance of Bandhu-
datta for about 3 years. When he was 12 years old he started on
his way back to Kucha; he broke his journey at several places
. where he stayed for the sake of learning Buddhism. He came
into touch with Mahayana Buddhism at Kashgar. After he came
back to Kucha, he received the upasarhpada ‘of Buddhism in the
school of Sarvistivida-vinaya (Dasadhyaya-vinaya). One day he
visited the new temple belonging to the King. There he found the
Paficavirhdati-sahasrikd-prajfidparamita. He was fascinated by this
doctrine, and stayed there and studied it. But the Paficavirh$ati-
sahasrika-prajfiiparamita had already come to China by the way
of the southern road in Central Asia. It had also been already
translated into Chinese by Moksala, the Sramana of Khotan, in

‘A paper to be published by Visvabharati,
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291 A.D., and was joined to the doctrine of Dasasahasrika-prajna-
paramitd, which was translated by Lokaraksa, the Sram.ana of
Yueh-C’, in 179 AD. Being influenced by this new doctrine, he
came to the following conclusion :

The way of Mahapurusa is for others and not for me. . A
man forgets his own body. If I can work for tl'fe propagation
of the teachings of Buddhism, and for the e'nllghtenment of
the ignorant man, then I will not grieve, even if my own b.Ody
gets the suffering of being put in the baking oven. (Taisho
Tripitaka, No. 2059, vol. 50, p. 331a).

He was captured by Lii-kwan in 384 or 385 AD. He could
not any longer observe fully the Buddl.ﬁst commandments d(-upac;
sampadi). Perhaps this occurred in his 35th year, as predlctef
before by an old Arhat. After his stay on the erstex:n border o
China for several years, he came at last to China in 401 A.D.
From this time he started his new life as a traflslator. We have
enough materials for the study of his life in China.

In Chu-sin-tsin-ci-tsi, a collection of the rc.ecords of transla-
tions of the Tripitaka, 42 letters and Kumarajiva's answers to
them, throwing light on various problems, have .been preserv.ed.
But these letters are rather wrongly distributed, in the follov:mg
sections — dharmatd, buddhati, prajiiaparamitd, dharmakiya,
vimukti, dean3, §ila, bhavana, riupacitta. His 42 answers to the
letters are scattered under the above sections and have no connec-
tion with the other 7 sections. These letters .only reveal the
interest, the Chinese had, in the work of Kumérajiva.

The following lines occur in both the biographies of Kumara-
jiva: - .

“Usually he used to lament and say: “If I take to the writing

of the Mahayana-Abhidharma, it may surpass the works of Katya-
aniputra.”

’ ?‘Ie used here the new term Mahﬁyana-Abhidhann?, by Whil'ih'

he meant the Abhidharma-Studies in Mahéya}na-Buddhl_sm. Katyé~"

yaniputra, mentioned here, is the author of Jnﬁn_ap_ra.sthana. Kumaé-

rajiva mentioned very often the name of Katyayaniputra.

When Kumarajiva learnt Mahayana Buddhism, he -received the
doctrine that all of the five skandhas, the eighteen dhatus and .the
twelve dyatanas were $inyatd and were alaks_a.mas. But.he failed
to understand this ‘doctrine, and still believed in the 1:eahty of the
Indriyas. This point must be taken into accoupt while analysing‘



124 THE PHILOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY

the nature of his training and his ideas which exerted a great influ~
ence on the history of Abhidharma study in China. Kumarajiva's
belief in the reality of Indriyas and their objects would be found
to be similar to the Vaibhasika ideas as propounded, for example,

by Vasumitra and quoted in the Mahavaibhisa and Ya$omitra’s
Abhidharmakosavyakhya.

The following story about Kumarajiva would also suggest that
his knowledge of Buddhism was rather defective : ’

“Hui-Yiian asked him about the state of the 34 minds at
the time of the extinction of the Dharmakaya. But in his reply,
he failed to find a suitable answer to this problem and instead
he quoted the mahayana-siitra, and said .that the 34 minds and
9 anantaryamarga and 9 vimuktimargas do not come from the
Buddhadesana, because in the Agamas and Vinayas and Maha-

yana-siitra, we do not meet with this theory.” (Taisho, No. 1856,
vol. 45, p. 131a).

It is a well-known fact, however, that the problem of the 34
minds is discussed in the school of Sarvastivada. So his misleading
answer only points to his ignorance of important Buddhist doctrines.

In another report about Kumarajiva it is said that in reply to
a question put by Hui-Yiian, he said that the “catuh laksana” in
the doctrine of sarhskara has its origin in the idea of Katyayani-
putra, not in Buddhadedana, (Taisho, No. 1856, vol, 45, p. 135b).

But this also is not corrcet. For, the theory of “catuh laksana”
can be traced in the Anguttara-figama, vol. 12. This text was trans-
Iated into Chinese in 384 A.D. So it may be concluded that emi-
nent Chinese scholars already knew about the passages in’ the
Anguttara-dgama to Jiidnaprasthina dealing with the 34 minds. But
as Kumarajiva was not aware of it, he could not find any doctrinal
relation existing between these two texts.

Again, in a passage of the biography of Buddhayasas, it has
been stated as follows: (Taisho, No, 2059, vol. 50 p. 334b).

Kumaérajiva wated to translate this Daabhimika siitra, but
he spent more than one month in idle pondering without com-
ing to any decision. However, afterwards, with the help of
Yadas he finished the translation of the text.

This text also did not belong to Kumirajiva's area, it belonged to
the central Asian southern route area. So Kumirajiva, it may be
guessed, could not understand the text written in Sanskrit,
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As for the Mahdprajiapiramiti-sistra, it was translated by
Kumirajiva during 402-405 A.D. Upto the 34th volume the origifxal
translation has been retained, though the rest of the translation
was modified and extremely simplified afterwards. In this text, we
meet with the important interpretation of the doctrine of pratitya-
samutpida. The relation existing between t.hings was that of any-
onyipeksd, there were no beings originating .due to §vabhava.
Nagarjuna spread this doctrine. According tf’ him, all bemg(si dx;;:.;r:
éinyata. The Buddha or the Nirvina, the ideal of the Buddhist,

" was also &iinyatd. But his interpretation of slinyata was the result

of his attempt to support the doctrine of tathat3, whic'h was al.so
called dharmati. Nagarjuna held that from the standpom.t of Sarh-
vritti, every thing enters into $tinyata. But at tl_le sar.ne time, from
the standpoint of paramartha, it becomes t:f\tlfata, vx:hlch_cannot be
described either as being or as non-being; it is avyakhya.

These ideas influenced the sect of T’ien-t’ai and Hua—;:en. But
Kumarajiva himself perhaps was not aware of thfz deep import of
this doctrine. The chief implications of this doctru.xe were bro'ught
out by a group of eminent monks of that time. The 1ndr1ya-darsax:1a-
vada of Kumarajiva is a realistic doctrine oppos?d to t.he d_octrme
of siinyatd. So naturally it follows that Kumarajiva with his real-
istic bias lacked the necessary attitude for the proper comgrehen-
sion of the doctrine of élinyati as propounded in the Prajhapara-
mita. Therefore, it was only natural that he could not faithfully
translate the Prajiidparamitia which teaches §lnyata.



Concept of Lila in Tagore’s Aesthetics Examined
‘ by

Dr. S. K. Nanp1

Having a different intellectual and cultural context from that
of Kant and Schiller, Avanindranath Tagore, the master of the
present generation of Indian artists, formulated the principle of
Lia as contradistinguished from the concept of Khéla on the one
hand and work on the other. In attempting a proper appraisal of
the genesis of art, aestheticians have delved deeper into human
psyche, and some are of opinion that art has its origin in the region
of the ‘Silent mind’ as opposed to the ‘verbal mind’. There are
others who think that the urge for artistic creation is conscious,
and as such art is brought forth as a result of the artists’ con-
scious effort. If we consider art as a conscious creation or as
some form of active creation, then certainly the question remains
to be answered:! What urged this creation? The motive of the
artist remains to be explained. If the artist has any motive extra-
neous to the nature of art, then art suffers in its virtue as art.
Masters like Tolstoy who believed in the missionary activities of
‘People’s art’ are no more heard with interest now-a-days. So a
principle of explanation had to be found out quite consistent with
the autonomous nature of art. The Play theory was formulated.
It may be noted that there were objections raised against the iden-
tification of art and play® or against the consideration of art as
play. But play looked upon as the mysterious activity which
occupies the working and waking hours of children hag great
resemblance to art, considered not as magic art nor as amusement
art. Children play and this play is mysterious. So the artists also
play with their different art-forms with a purpose3. undefined and

1. A. E. Housman and others considered art to be some form of
passive activity. (See Housman's book ‘The Name and Nature of Poetry) .
This characterisation of art adroitly sidetracks the issue of the artist’s real
motivation in his creation.

2. See Collingwood’s ‘The Principles of Art, p. 80.

3. Dr. Margaret Lowenfeld’s noted book ‘Play in Childhood’ hag dis-
covered strange facts about child’s play. Her discoveries go to show the
identity of art and play. .
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indefinable. Kant's paradoxical characterisation of this purpose
is ‘purposiveness without a purpose’. Freedom from practical ends
binds together art and play. Their common tendency to simula-
tion, or in the very largest sense, the ideal treatment of reality,
links them together. The play impulse, writes Bosanquet, is in
short only aesthetic where its primarily negative! freedom is
charged with a content which demands imaginative expression, and
any impulse which takes such a form is aesthetic.

Avanindranath considered art to be play (Lii), and he dis-
tinguished this Lila from Sport (Khéla). According to Tagore,
Khéla or sport is not the true characterisation of art, as men take
to different types of sport at different age-levels. Sport has a
reference to age-group, and a fondness for a particular® sport at
an earlier age is overcome at a later age. Thus Self-transcendence
is the character of sport, whereas Lila or play in Tagore’s view
has a stability through changes and a universal appeal. Art as
sport (Khéla) has been decried by pedants. Even there were
religious sanctions against painting, as it was considered to be
some form of sport prompted by a love for frolic® This crusade
against fine arts has been a recurring feature in human history.
How then art survives the onslaught of all these opposing forces?
In Tagore’s opinion, this crusade against art is a crusade against
art as sport (Khéla), and not against art as play (Lild). When
art is looked upon as a favourite pursuit to fill up one’s leisure,
it is not the Lila or play in Tagore’s sense; it is mere Khéla or
sport, as it implies no inner necessity, the necessity that makes
the artist restless and without peace. The classic example of this
restlessness may be found in Valmiki, the epic poet, when he was
blessed with the maiden rhyme. Pursuit of art as sport might be
a temporary phase in the individual life, but art as play-impulse
is laid deep in our nature and its roots have struck into the very
being of our existence. That phenomenon explains the survival
of art through the ages. Appeal of art is universal and this uni-
versality in art also distinguishes this play-form from other forms
of sport. The spirit that prompts human hobbies is absent in

4, Bosanquet’s History of Aesthetics, p. 296.

5. See Tagore's Bagiswari Lectures, p. 258.

8. Tagore refers to Islamic scriptures which uphold such sanctions.

'To quote Tagore: “There was a time when Islam laid strict injunction

on portrait making”. (Lectures, p. 258). He also refers to Hindu scripe
tures for similar sanction.
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Lila,? whereas it is the guiding force in all forms of Khéla. Lila
is characterised by internal necessity, whereas Khéla may be
prompted by a necessity external to it.

Tagore’s ‘Lild’ is not the spontaneous outburst or overflow of
excessive energy, as has been sought to be proved by Schiller and
Herbert Spencer in their play theories. This Lila of Avanindra-
nath® is all-consuming.® It bears within itself the eternal dissatis-
faction of the artist with the existing limited forms. He seeks to
express the eternal all-abiding forms of Beauty. Any recognition
of his failure leads him from old forms to newer forms of expres-
sion. He is always experimenting with newer techniques of exter-
nalisation of his subjective feelings. This failure is accompanied
by a feeling of pain, the pain that paradoxically sustains the artist
through all his failures, past and present. This pain characterises
all great works of art. Man’s intense thirst for beauty aches and
it inspires his creation.® The primitive men, Tagore points out,
in the Aurignacian age drew human faces in order to satisfy this
urge for creation. They were specimens of crude drawing. This
primitive art-tradition came down to us through the Solutrian and
Magdalenian ages and underwent radical changes in course of
human history. This evolution in art was mainly due to con-
scious human enterprise!

Tagore admits an element of conscious effort as a logical corol-
lary to his theory of art as play. Art is active ; he calls it Sadhana.
It ceaselessly aims at creating beautiful forms wherein he wants
to instal his response to the call of the Real? So Tagore’s Lila is

characterised by some inner necessity which makes the production
of artistic forms inevitable.

- This inner necessity in Lild is not contrary to the artist’s
freedom. If self-determination is considered compatible with
freedom then certainly’® Tagore is not inconsistent in his play
theory by the postulation of this internal necessity. His theory

7. See Bagiswari Lectures, p. 259,
8. See Bosanquet’s History of Aesthetics, p. 294,

9. Ci. H. Spencer, Psychology, ii. 627. (Quoted in Bosan t’. i
of aesthetics). uers History

10. See Bagiswari Lectures, p. 259.

11. See Spearing’s ‘The Childhood of Art!, p. 76.
12. Sece Bagiswari Lectures, p. 264.

13. See Tagore’s Ghord, pp. 1-2.

P. 8
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of Lili makes artistic creation an intensely conscious activity. We
must bear in mind that Tagore’s play theory stood for!4 proper
aesthetic detachment without which no artistic creation was
possible. Tagore distinguished between interested and dis-
interested!® outlooks on life, and in his opinion, the artist’s outlook
was disinterested or detached. This disinterestedness is a handmaid
of Tagore’s Lila theory. Lila is unmotivated. The instinct of pos-
session and other self-regarding instincts are totally dormant when
the artist creates. Self-interestedness is contrary to the nature of
art as a free activity. Art, according to Tagore, is a conscious acti-
vity characterised by supreme detachment. This detachment and
absence of self-interest in"art on the part of the artist do not save
him from a griping pain of frustration and failure when his artistic
forms look inadequate to the prototype in his imagination. Curi-
ously enough, this sense of intense pain due to his failure sustains
him and inspires him to take to fresh experiments. Thus art
evolves new forms and all these transitions from one form to
another are fraught with painful tales of the agonised mind of a
Picasso or an Avanindranath. Rabindranath, the illustrious uncle
of the master artist gave mighty support to Avanindranath’s theory
of ‘artistic pain’ when he wrote :

“This is no mere play,

This is the intense pain

When my heart burns.”

The artist’s eternal thirst for beauty!® makes him unhappy.

The Ideal treatment of reality by the artist helps this identifi-
cation of art and play. Tagore considered the content of art to
be the result of much selection and rejection from the storehouse
of nature by the artist.!? Art does not present nature in all her

ruggedness and grandeur but represents nature in the Aristotelian
sense.

Artists present an ‘ennobled nature’, a ‘real idealised’. Freedom
that is the essence of play cannot live stifled and oppressed. If
art were mere copy of nature, servility to crass matter would have
taken away the last vestige of freedom from the domain of art.

14, See Tagore’s lecture entitled Dyst O Srsti’ (Bagiswarl Lectures,
pp. 27-52).

15. See Bagiswari Lectures, p. 45.
16. Quoted in Avanindranath Tagore’s Bagiswari Lectures, p. 259.
17. See Bagiswari Lectures, pp. 259-60.
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That is why Tagore was emphatic in his denial of copy theory-in
artt8 The artist is like an adept gardener whose skill rests on
selecting the right type of flowers for the bouquet and for the
garland. The artist is selective and interpretative. He creatt.es
‘artistic reality’ and this creation entails much of intense work in
proper selection. Beauty is the gealm- of play and appearance. It
is the unification of the spiritual and the sensuous. The ‘sensuous’
comes from nature whereas the ‘Spiritual’ is the significant form
given by the artist to the selected and embellished nature. Ta-gore’s
unqualified acceptance of the ‘Niyati krita niyamarahita’ dictum
finds in him the unification of Kantian necessity and freedom.!®
Tagore’s Lila theory is a guarantee of this freedom so essential for
art? Schiller, another great exponent of play theory, writes in his
‘Letters upon the Aesthetical Education of man’ guaranteeing this
freedom of art and of the artist; ‘The idea of an instructive fine art
or improving art is no less contradictory, for nothing agrees less
with the idea of the beautiful than to give a determinate tendency
to the mind.2! This determinate tendency of mind is alien to the
autonomy of art? That is why Tagore spoke against mimicry in
art repeatedly. Even set rules for the artist did not find favour
with Tagore. He said that set rules were not for the artist but
for the art-students in the classrooms. Tagore believed in art for

" art’s sake theory, and it was his considered opinion that art should

not entertain such questions as to whether art should subserve
national, religious or Social interests, whether it should hold up a
mirror to nature or should take to some other similar mission. For
they were redundant for art as an autonomous free activity or
Lila=®

18. See Bharat Silpér Sadanga, p. 4.

19. See Bogiswari Lectures, p. 77.

20, See Bagiswari Lectures, p. 80.

21, See I. Knox's ‘'The Aesthetic Theories of Kant, Hegel and Scho-
penhauer, p. 73. .

22, See p. 92. )

23. See Bharat Silpé Mirti, p. 1-3 and Bagiswarl lectures, p. 352,
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Logic without Metaphysics and other essays in the Philosophy of
Science. By Ernest Nagel. The Free Press, Glencoe, Illi-
nois. 434 pages. Price $6.

This book is a collection of Professor Ernest Nagel’s essays—
the result of an effort to bring them under hard cover—which
had been published previously in various journals and are re-
produced here with minor editorial changes. The book is arrang-
ed in two parts, Part I containing ten essays and Part I, twenty
essays.

Professor Nagel is one of the really outstanding and truly .
original logicians of our time; he is also a philosopher of science
of considerable eminence. Moreover, to use the words of The
Scientific American, he is “one of the clearest of contemporary
thinkers”. This reviewer can heartily endorse the glowing. tri-
butes paid by many thinkers to Professor Nagel’s greatness as a
philosopher, having had the privilege of being one of his students
for several years.

. This present volume is the suceessor to Sovereign Reason
and other essays in the Philosophy of Science. In the case of
both the volumes, the author has not restricted himself to the
philosophy of science but has gone well beyond it, to the con-
sideration of general epistemology., They are works on episte-
mology in which the approach is that of the philosopher of science
and that of the logician. Neither philosophy of science nor logic
Is for Professor Nagel a narrow specialized study. Each of them
stands for something vastly more than the restricted realm to
which it is usually confined, for each comprehends the entire
gamut of human experience. He would contend that “the bound-
aries of the Philosophy of Science are in fact the boundaries of
Philosophy itself” (Sovereign Reason, p. 208). Likewise he wants
Logic to be understood in a broad sense; it will then have “no
precise boundaries” and “its scope” will be “lirhited only by the
reaches of the human intellect”, (Logic Without Metaphysics
p. ix). ’
The thirty essays here included are illustrations of Logic as
-well as of the Philosophy of Science in their broad sense. These
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essays are addressed to various and sometimes mutually opposed
intellectual positions, by way of critically examining them; yet
they exhibit an unmistakable unity of philosophical outlook and
consistency of approach. They illustrate what the author advances
as “a sound method of analysis”, “even if”—he adds apologetically
—“only partially and imperfectly”. (p. x). The need to eluci-
date what Logic is is primary even as a propadeutic to the correct
approach to the Philosophy of Science. Now the word ‘logic’ has
two senses. One of these is the established one commonly identi-
fied by the qualification ‘formal’ or ‘pure’, “according to which the
sole business of the logician is to formulate rules of valid deduction
and to codify patterns of necessary implications between state-
ments”, (p. ix) The other is the more inclusive and vaguer sense,
in terms of which “the task of logic is to make explicit the structures
of methods and assumptions employed in the search for reliable
knowledge in all fields of inquiry” (p. ix); as such logic points to

the principles to be employed in responsibly assessing all claims to
knowledge.

Now every philosophy will require a key word with which to
open it, and the key word for Professor Nagel’s philosophy is
“operationalism”.  Operationalism is a specialized version of
functionalism, which as an epistemological approach assumes its
place in that general philosophy which is very much in vogue in
America, called naturalism. But of course there are schools of
naturalism that do not favour an operationalist epistemology such
as is presented by Professor Nagel, because over and above its
inclusion in the family of naturalism it is also distinctly affiliated
with that species of philosophy known as logical empiricism as
well as with other schools of the analysts. Now, as our author is
one who, unlike most other naturalists and like all analysts, begins
his philosophical inquiry from the standpoint of logic—as is dee-
lared in advance by the title of the book itself—it behoves us to

understand what he is trying to do with regard to the fundamental’

problems in that field, beginning with the restricted field of formal
logic and moving over to logic in the more comprehensive sense.

The first thing for the reader to understand is the critique of
the rationalist and the empiricist views of logic originating from
Aristotle and John Stuart Mill respectively. These two groups
of views, in the course of development, have stood for conflicting
positions. In terms of the first, the laws of logic—and also those
of pure mathematics—are a priori truths “expressing the struc-
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tural invariants of all possible being and a forteriori of the actual
world”. In terms of the second, the propositions of logic and mathe-
matics are “simply established generalizations from experience”.
The author criticizes both these traditions. But he also criticizes
with equal force the new doctrines put forward by some of the
empiricists, mainly of Europe and England, the result of whose
procedures is to obliterate even the distinction between the a-
priori and the empiricist (meaning older empiricist) standpoints,
and consequently also the distinction between the allegedly neces-
sary “truths of reason” and the contingent “truths of fact”. But
the outcome of the elimination of these distinctions, quite contrary
to expectations, is a fatal compromise of the very “professed
empiricism about matters of fact”. Professor Nagel contends that
this compromise has been necessitated “largely because the opera-
tive role of logical and mathematical propositions in inquiry and
in discourse is neglected in the discussion”, a sin of which others
than logical empiricists are also guilty. (p. xiii) Accordingly he
tries to remedy this defect in the advanced logic of our day as
represented by schools like that of the conventionalists, who look
to Poincare (though not doing full justice to him) and, that of
the Cambridge analysts, who along with the diaspora of the
Wiener Kreis, have chosen to follow an extreme path and to perish
in the arid sands of their own prolific verbiage on how to use
language. Three essays in particular, namely, “Symbolism and
Science”, “Verifiability, Truth, and Verification” and “Analytic
Philosophy in Europe” are directed against these schools. The
differences between a-priorism and empiricism are not to be got
rid of by the insertion of some species of terminism. There are
important truths involved in the positions of the a-priorists and
the older empiricists; and also both these need to be criticised
and amended. He is particularly opposed to a-priorism taking the
high road to metaphysics or ontology, and is equally opposed to
basing laws of logic on mere empiricial generalizations. Three
essays, namely, “Notes Towards a Naturalistic Conception of
Logic”, “Logic Without Ontology” and “In Defence of Logic With-
out Metaphysics”, deal with this group of problems.

I

Professor Nagel believes that “the propositions of logic and
mathematics are a priori and necessary” (p. xiii), “since they
exercise exclusive authority in any system of discourse for which
they are the principles of organization and transformation”. At
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the same time “their effectiveness and significance, as determined
by their identifiable operative roles in inquiry and argument,
do not entail any dubious ‘ontology’”, he contends. (pp. xiii-xiv)
It is only too easy to conclude, as many do, that if the ideals that
the laws of logic formulate are reasonable and are not arbitrary
norms, there must be an objective ground—a ‘‘structural in-
variant’—which lends them authority. (p. 74). The author in
this connection is seen embarking on an elaborate critique of a-
priorism, beginning with Aristotle, in order to distinguish between
what is acceptable and what is not acceptable in it. Aristotle of
course believed that certain of the axioms of logic “hold good for
everything that is”, and that therefore they belonged to the science
of being qua being. One such principle is that “the same attri-
bute cannot at the same time belong and not belong to the same
subject in the same respect”. The author defends this principle
by pointing to the qualification “in the same respect”, among
other things. In short, this is to be understood in terms of “its
function as a norm or regulative principle for introducing distinc-
tions and for instituting appropriate linguistic usage” (p. 60). But
he points out that Aristotle himself interpreted this principle as
an ontological truth; that is where he went wrong. For, to main-
tain that the principle is descriptive of the structure of antece-
dently determinate “facts” or “attributes” is to convert the out-

come of employing the principle into a condition of its employ-
ment” (p. 60)

It is pointed out that old ontological interpretation of logical
principles has reappeared in new forms, for instance the one that
advocates that logic is “the science of all possible worlds”, a view
also entertained by Leibniz. A variant of this view says: “Mathe-
matics takes us into the region of absolute necessity, to which
not only this actual world but every possible world must con-
form”. Another version of it states that logic is the most general
of possible sciences, for “Rules of logic are the rules of operation
or transformation according to which all possible objects, physi-
cal, psychological, neutral, or complexes can be combined. Thus
logic is the exploration of the field of most general abstract possi-
bility”. Thus it turns out that logical principles are treated as
“principles of being” as well as, as “principles of inference”. Criti-
cizing this position, Professor Nagel points out that “The crux
of the matter lies in ascertaining whether ‘possible worlds’ can
be specified without using the principles of logic as the exclusive

means of specification”. (p. 61) In that case, he rightly contends,
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what more is achieved than asserting that whatever is specified
in terms of conformity to the rules of logic conforms to the rules
of logic—a mere tautological statement? This we think is a very
important point, which is all too often missed by logico-metaphysi-
cians.

Thus the author supports the a priori, without metaphysics.
The three essays, namely, “Notes towards a Naturalist conception
of Logic”, “Logic Without Ontology”, and “In Defence of Logic
Without Metaphysics” are particularly noteworthy. Now he would
also support the empricial approach to logic, without its psycholo-
gism. ‘Experience’ of course is the key word of empiricism, but
what is experience? Does experience consist in the accompanying
psychological characteristics or in the pervasive traits of the sub-
ject-matter encountered in experience? ‘That is the crucial
question. Empiricists as a rule regard the laws of logic as generali-
zations from experience. John Stuart Mill founded a kind of
psychological atomism and sensationalism and maintained that

logical principles are “laws of thought” and that they are induective

truths, While Mill’'s psychological approach is rejected, what is
held to be of value in his position by modern empiricists is the
assertion that “the validity of a type of inference sanctioned by
logic can be established only by presenting empirical evidence
to show that an inference of that form always leads from mate-
rially true premises to materially true conclusions” (p. 66) In
thus interpreting logical principles as empirical hypotheses, modern
logical empiricists offer “a justification for logic in terms of the
procedures and standards of adequacy employed in the most ad-
vanced natural sciences”. (p. 67) With regard to Mill’s psycho-
logism, the author writes: “Surely the actual occurrence of beliefs
in logically incompatible propositions makes nonsense of the claim
that the principle of non-contradiction expresses a universal fact
of psychology. Moreover if logical principles were true descrip-
tions of anthropological behaviour, they would be contingent truths,
refutable on evidence drawn from the observation of human beha-
viour; but in that case the necessity which is so generally attributed
to logical principles, however much this may be disguised by
calling their. contradictories “unbelievable” (as Mill says), would
be left unexplained”, (p. 66) FParenthetically it may be mentioned
that this psychological manner of looking at the foundations of
logic as operative in human thinking is also characteristic of an
entirely different and, so to say, opposite philosophic tradition,
namely the Cartesian, This is one of the problems dealt with by
P.9 :
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the author in his essay, “Truth and Knowledge of Truth”, where
he disposes of Professor Ducasse’s view that “The truth of a pro-
position consists in yltimate undisbelievability of the proposition;
and falsity in ultimate unbelievability in it”. (p. 157; See Pheno-

menological Research, Vol. 2, p. 336). Surely the psychologism

of the Cartesians, however, is a stronger one, deeply rooted in a-
priorism and metaphysics. But Mill’s is a weak one. Neverthe-
less both are worthy of rejection. The necessity attached to Mill's
“laws of thought” is itself a derivative from anthropological obser-
vation and thus its tenuous nature is all too evident. So Professor
Nagel asks:  “Is it not significant that whenever consequences
.derived from premises believed to be true are in disagreement
with the facts of experimental observation, it is not the logical
principles in accordance with which those consequences were draWK
that are rejected as experimentally unwarranted?” (p. 67) Also:
“Indeed it is not apparent how the suggested method of esta-
blishing the validity of logical principles could operate in any
typical inquiry. For the truth of most premises employed in the
sciences cannot be established except on the basis of an investi-
gation of the consequences which are drawn from them—drawn

in accordance with and with the help of logical principles”.
(pp. 67-68)

Now these respective excesses of a-priorism and empiricism
have-passed on to modern logic and philosophy of science in differ-
ent garbs, especially in regard to the problems of the relation of
language to reality, verification, truth, and meaning. Over against
these modern positions the author is at pains to demonstrate that
logical principles have a regulative and prescriptive role in the use
of language. Language neither gives an exact and detailed picture
of reality nor does it consist in discourse that is unrestricted by
specific subject-matters. According to a prevailing view, which
in a way is a continuation of an old and influential tradition, which
has found powerful modern advocates in Russell and Wittgenstein,
language is treated as a mirror of “nature”, “in the sense that any
statement about a fact must have a “structure” which is in some
fashion analogous to the structure of the fact it formulates”. (p. 126)
This conception, Professor Nagel argues, must be “judged as an
.oversimplified account of the relation between language and its
subject-matter”. (p. 92) Also: “Language is the instrument for
expressing the structures of things and processes; but not all of
its parts are symbols for elements of those things and processes,
and not all of its parts can be understood without reference to the
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norms and objectives which control the construction and use of
that instrument”. (p. 92) This theme is taken up and elaborated
in the essay “Symbolism and Science”, elucidating many problems
arising out of the notion of science as a system of syrmbols.. The
expertness and originality with which he deals with this an.d
similar problems and his vast erudition and prof?und grasp in
matters scientific do undoubtedly elicit the reader’s admiration.
The idea that there is, on the one hand, a one-to-one c.orrespor.l-
dence between the constituents in a theory and the constituents in
the subject-matter, which the theory is about, and, or% the othe'r
hand, a “formal or abstract identity between the syntactical orga.m-
zation of the symbols and the interrelations in the (.:orr.espondmg
constituents in the subject-matter” (p. 129), is dismissed. He
contends, with the help of a number of forf:eful arguments,. that
“symbolic systems in general, and the theorle‘s of m?dern science
in particular, almost invariably conta.in symbol}c constituents \_vhxch
have no representative or descriptive function, but are simply
instrumental to an efficient transformation of symbols and are con-
venient means for making calculations”. (p. 130?. Symbols. of
lémguage are also not designed to {'epfesc'ant atomic metaphysical
simples, as modern survivals of Leibnianism ma?ce ?ut (p. 149).
All these problems are very effectively dealt with in the essay,

uYerifiability, Truth and Verification”,

Leading empiricists also draw some criticism from Profc-zssc:’r
‘Nagel: this because they seem to be always 'engaged in f‘analyzmg ,
but paying scant heed to the empirical sub]e?t-mfntter itself, which
means that they stand in danger of analyzing in a vacuum. He
does indeed agree that “the task of philosophy can be_ deﬁnefl
as the analysis of categories”. “But”, he would add “this deﬁ‘m-'
tion can be adopted only with the qualification 'that'tlfe meaning -
of a category must be clarified by reference to lm.gmstxc usage in
connection with determinate and identiﬁab1e~supject-matter,' a;\nd
that the validity of a categorical analysis is at all times an erfxplneal
matter” . (p. 41). By empirical he means corfte.xtual. His mterfas,‘f
in empiricism is not for the purpose of obtau.ung “laws of log‘lc
by generalizing from specific observations, which are then appl.led
uniformly, regardless of contexts, bl.lt for the purpose of .o}.>tammg
subject-matter for analysis. He writes: “a clear recognition that
all analysis and all judgments of importance are .con'ge.xtt.x-al, that
the distinctions and traits are distinctions anfl tl‘?lts within deno-
itativelY fixed subject-matter, that the extrapolations of one ana-
lysis to other situations must be attended by caution if dislocations
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of meaning are not to result are important services which a
thoroughgoing naturalism (the position he adopts) can render”
(p. 41). Many logical empiricists get baulked down when they
are confronted by the need of determining rules “for establishing
the correspondence between the idealized objects of the theory
and those of the real world”. (p. 135) In this they betray their
inability to understand the function of scientific epistemology ; and
this matter vitally concerns the verification of meanings I}’,x"ofes-
sor Nagel takes pains to show how a simple verifiability ti1eo can
be replaced by an operational theory of verifiability accgdin
to which “it is the structure of subject-matter which is t,he ultimati
ground of intelligibility”. (p. 149) The contention regarding th
significance of propositions needing to fulfil the condition of lg)e' -
true or false has its merit precisely because “it calls attent; 1’;8
the fact that questions of significance and intelligibilit g (:
divorced from the questions of possible truth” and “quis;:;isnzf

i "‘ ' ) S f S l‘ucture Of

In summing u.p Professor Nagel’s approach to logic and scienti-
fic metbod we might say that he manages to pay due regard t
the' legitimate claims of both empricism or experimentalig 3
f‘auonalism or apriorism. Thus he maintains that Mill ‘fm ‘axllat
in holding that statements which formulate various qua l:’tntg
relations between properties of physical objects—stater:e tr;l ahfvﬁ
freq.uently have the same appearance as those of forrrI:al . 1&1
mfetlc—are inductive generalizations from experience”; b tar:ha;
m “is wrong in believing that the propositions of * {lre"’l ith
metic are experimental truths”, (p. 85) Similarly hep arlha-
Frege-Russell’s view that arithmetical truths are néc-ess aTues X :
Ple; “but involves a fatal oversimplification of the situ?:?' " te}?a-
}t is taken to mean that in the context of empirieal in li'mn ven
in such a simple opération as that of counting—all theqexlry—-e'ven
contained in statements of quantitative relations are defj Pr}:sslons
clusively in terms of purely logical notions”. (p- 85) chnable ex-

This reviewer feels, qui
quite apart from an i
to a former teacher, that into the state of cos;fquemons of loyalty

: . usi
the sterile speculations of the analysts and thelo::loggzlciﬁ;ed o
pro-

nouncements of the upholders of the “scientifi "

Nagel's essays bring a breath of fresh air, czns%;:gfésﬁof;-’::;
Hem Randall points out when there is so much ca :12; talk
and elliptical reference to “scientific method”, it {s go:d to read
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these essays of our author who “makes explicit that the devotion
of naturalism to scientific methods does not include any hostility
to rational thinking”. (Naturalism and The Human Spirit, Ed.
Y. H. Krikorian, p. 381).

I

So far this reviewer could follow Professor Nagel in that he
successfully makes logic a sound method of inquiry. He has
saved logic from such a false notion of it as the examination of
the operations of mind, empirical and transcendental; and has also
welded the widely ditfering notions of logic as the “study of the
formal rules of valid reasoning”, as “the inquiry into the apriori
basis” (though not the transcendental implications) “of all empiri-
cal knowledge” and as “the science of symbolic algebras and of
the conditions of their significance and application” into one syn-
thetic whole. He has given a new interpretation to the role of
critical thought “in every department of human activity” and has
shown ways of conducting “a rigorous inquiry into the conditions
upon which the significance and effective operation of discourse
rests’. (p. 52) But one is compelled to differ with him when he
agserts that logic conceived this way “is a genuine organon for
achieving a rational life and society”. (p. 52),

Professor Nagel believes that naturalism is “latent in the
behaviour and common beliefs of most men” and this he believes
also can be formulated into “a large view of the world”. (p. 40)
To say the least, the theory of latent naturalism or so to say the
innate naturalism of man is naive and is tantamount to ignoring
many facts that philosophers who take a religious view can adduce
as evidences of the innate religiosity of man; perhaps both need
be equally subjected to criticism. Professor Nagel maintains, true
to his naturalistic position, that man is part of nature, that nature
(along with man) “is completely intelligible” in terms of its deter-
minate characters and that “the alleged operation of disembodied
forms is not relevant to nature’s order or to our knowledge of it.”
Man's position in nature is neither inferior nor superior to that
of atoms, stars or nebulae; the values which men cherish are an
expression of the needs “which the subtle organization of their
bodies develops” (p. 40) Yet he is opposed to the doctrines of
the evolutionists and others who speak of the “continuity” of
men with the pervasive traits of nature, because he suspects that

‘what they have back of their minds is the desire to build up “teleo-
‘Jogical systems, producing definite ends, so that nature itself is
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properly understood only when construed as the habitat of human
society”, (p. 10) “A mature naturalism”, he asserts “seeks to
understand what man is, not in terms of the discovered or postu-
lated continuity between what is distinetive of him and what is
pervasive in all things”. (pp. 10-11) As he conceives it, the task
of philosophy is not to explain why things are as they are, but “to
be analytical and critical”. (p. 41) Accordingly, man is not to
be explained but only to be critically and analytically understood.
Thus “human hature and history [in short] are human nature and
history, not the history and nature of anything else”, (p. 11) “A
mature naturalism”, he tells us, “attempts to assess man’s nature
in the light of his actions and achievements, his aspirations and
capacities, his limitations and tragic failures, and his splendid works
of ingenuity and imagination”, (p. 11) If he would admit this,
as he does, one cannot see the point of his objection to the doctrine
of free-will (vide his essay, “Science and Society”). He criticizes
Mr. Joseph Wood Krutch because “he regards human freedom
and self-determination to be indubitable” and because he denies
the validity of alleged “mechanical determinisms”, (p. 424) It
is certain that Mr. Krutch deservedly draws the ire of Professor
Nagel for likening the “indeterminism” of the electrons to the
“freedom” and “self-determination” ascribed to human beings, But

such spurious similarities aside, the fact of human freedom or

freewill remains, and unless Professor Nagel is not covertly in-

terested in “explaining” (much as he dislikes the word) man
and huméan society as part of nature, it is difficult to undérstand
his oppositi_oxi in this regard. For, after all, freedom or free-
vivill is'as much a fact of experience (call it part of human nature
if you like) as anything else. Or has Professor Nagel conceived
of the possibility of regarding human nature minus freedom? If
s0, on what is such denial of freedom based? Concerning moral
problems (you will grant it is a specifically human thing; in dis-
tinction from nature as such), Professor Nagel says that they
“arise from a conflict of specific impulses and interests”., Also:
“They cannot, however, be effec
derived from the study of non-human nature, or of what is allegedly
beyond nature”. (p. 11)' If the study of man is to be conducted
in isolation from the study of matter and the study of God, we
may agree to it at least for the sake of argument., But this is not

what Professor Nagel does. He definitely refers man to matte:

as he himself says that he does not deny “that even the most dis-

tinctive human traits are dependent on things which are non-

tively invoked from standards
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human (meaning matter)”, and that “knowl.edge of other thl?g”s
(material things) contributes 'to a just appr-axs?al of' what. man hi .
(p. 11) In this respect it seems an atheistic ex1stent1a11s}t e
Mr. Sartre ig more consistent, for whfen he. says that trued um:-
nism is a study of man without referring him either to Go otr 0
matter, he means it and-practises it. Of cours'e webmzy ﬁnnzd gaz
to lengths of saying with Mr. Sartre, that man is to be de hed 28
freedom or unlimited and “dreadful’ _ freedom, but' we c;t.xmo :1?10. .
the point he raises. It seems that hls.to?y and philosophic I:;:n r

pology cannot be regarded in naturahs.tm ten'ns, because the tp;er;
vasive traits of nature and the pervasive tra1ts.of h.?m;al? n;l. T
are so remarkably incompatible as not to allow identical handling.

Lastly, however, it may be reite}'att.ed that tl}e b;),Ok tha;l w:
have before us, in spite of the_ very s?gmﬁ'c.ant point t ?t w:al . a\rr
just raised against part of its gon;cen.?ons,'rﬁ;eaw\::i e;ca:az;tz;il 5;

i in penetration and clarily. :
::z:;zrge:tsi?ng service to the philosop.hy -of analysis. ' S:;r.xe ?,f

hnical essays like, “A Formalization of Functvlon ism”,
o H}SII“; te‘émund of Induction” contain stuff that will put .to
a}I:d ‘:’ne of the more cumbersome writings on the same topies
b Do s;) like Carnap and Reichenbach: they are models of lzre-
b.y pe;;:nce and clarity. The book covers a wide range cff topical
:;:z;ests, like social philosophy, political philosopll;y, eth1c§, oidz-
cation, all of which being approached from the §eh -san'txe rlfl : (t)ﬁ :

ho,dological angle. The author has probed with acute s :

;nitourite fetishes of our age: such, for example‘,‘ as he iioes m»the
. “Tinstein’s Philosophy of Science”, I?mlectwal Mat?’-
e.SsafyS, i iance”. and “On The Philosophical Battlefront”,
raliam I° SCIeXflc w,hich being a devastating criticism of the
the las:c e n(t)i unscientific and unphilosophical théories of
tendentlousro:'ininent: English Marxist writers, J. B. S. Haldane
o l\t/Iwo ril:e Cornforth respectively. Here is a book to reaw%, me.u‘k,
- aud inwardly digest, for to study it is a labour that will yield
i:?;n rae?urns in terms of philosophical illumination.

—J. G. ARAPURA
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