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“Meaning of ‘Good’ and the Conditions of Good Life”
by

G. N. MATHRANI
Part I: Meaning of ‘Good’
Section I—Meaning of ‘Good’ according to Hume

Hume defines ‘Good’ and ‘Bad’ in terms of general approval
and disapproval. According to Hume “there is a certain specific

4.ind of emotion which nearly all human beings feel from time to

time. This is the emotion of approval or disapproval. .It is. called
forth by the contemplation of certain objects and it is fi.lrected;
towards those objects”. “For Hume the statement ‘X is gOf)d
means the same as the statement ‘X is such that the contemplation
of it would call forth an emotion of approval towards it in all .or
most men. The definition of ‘X is bad’ would be the same with
‘disapproval’ substituted for ‘approval’ ”. (Taken from Prof. C. D.

Broad).

The following general remarks may be made about Hume’s
view regarding the meaning of ‘good’. (1) The feeling ‘or emotion
of approval or disapproval itself requires a basis and negds to be
explained. Generally our emotions of approval and dlsapproval
are conditioned by some implicitly presupposed standards of judge-
ment. It may be that our felt emotions of approval and dis-
approval make us conscious of our implicit standards, only when
controversies are raised.

William M'cdougall has pointed out that the emotion of ap-
proval, as the essence of moral experience, is of two types, original
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and derived. According to him, the derived emotion of approval
is determined by the sentiment or attitude of admiration for cer-
tain qualities or persons. Whatever exemplifies what we admire
will tend to evoke a feeling of approval in us. He further says
that our admiration for others is ultimately determined by the
character of the dominating instinets in us. Original emotion of
approval also, according to him, is determined by the character of
our dominant instincts.

To M’cdougall’s explanation, our reply will be that it does
not accord with facts. It has been observed that sometimes we
do not admire familiar qualities in others, that .is, qualities which
we ourselves possess in lesser degree. Instead we admire qualities
which we do not possess in any measure and for which we do not
possess the instinctive disposition either. The causal connection
which M’cdougall seems to postulate between instincts and admi-
ration or between instincts and original feeling of approval does
not seem to be based on psychological facts. It would be more
true to say that we admire and approve those qualities in others,
which appear to be desirable. (2) As a definition, Hume’s defini-
tion of ‘good’ should be convertible per simple. It should be pos-
sible to admit that ‘good’ is ‘all that evokes general approval’ and
conversely ‘all that evokes general approval’ is ‘good’. Same
should be possible to say about their negatives. But I do not think
it would be possible to maintain that all that evokes a feeling of
disapproval in most minds is morally bad or wrong. For example,
unclean dress on a person sitting or standing close to us may tend
to evoke a feeling of disapproval in us; but unclean appearance
cannot be characterised as something sinful or morally wrong. It
cannot even be maintained that all that evokes a general feeling of
approval could be characterised as good and right. In short, con-
vertibility of Hume's definition of ‘good’ and ‘bad’ is of doubtful
value. (3) It would be difficult to explain the moral experience of
a hero in terms of Hume's definition of ‘good’. In the context of
the moral experience of a hero ‘good’ cannot mean ‘that which
evokes a feeling of general approval. The moral hero does not
experience the emotion of approval for the objects and activities
which tend to evoke a general feeling of approval and according-
ly he defies the socially approved standards of conduct; and yet
afterwards the society comes to accept him for the very conduct
for which he was previously persecuted. Applying Hume’s defini-
tion of ‘good’ to the conduct of a victorious moral hero, we have
to say that his conduct was not good but is now thought to have
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been good. Obviously such a statement would be self-contradic-

- tory. :

Section II:—Meaning of ‘good’ in some of the traditional ethical
theories ‘ -

(i) ‘Good’ as a causal property : — “The good is whatever pro-
duces pleasure’. This is a general formula of hedonistic Ethics.
Such a definition of ‘good’ implies that ‘good’ is a causal property.
It may be pointed out that this definition seems to be circular.
When analysed, it would amount to ‘good is that which produces
good’. By presupposing that pleasure alone is good, it becomes
possible to define ‘good’ as ‘that which produces pleasure’. But
what does it mean to say that pleasure is good or that pleasure
alone is good? Sometimes ethical hedonists identify ‘good’ with
‘pledsant’. If ‘good’ means ‘pleasant’, to say that pleasure is good
amounts to a tautology. Moreover, in the moral consciousness of
the common man, ‘good’ and ‘pleasant’ are not convertible. Very
often, in the pursuit of the good, one has to forego the pleasant.

More frequently, in the field of Hedonistic Ethics, ‘good’ is
identified with ‘desirable’. Mill, being committed to the cult of
Empiricism, tried to give an empirical meaning of ‘desirable’. Mill
reduced ‘desirable’ to ‘that which can be an object of desire’. 'This
also was against the logic of cammonsense thought and speech.
“The moral consciousness of the common man distinguishes bet-
ween the desires that ought to be expressed in action and those
which in a given situation ought to be suppressed.” (D. M.
Edward). Mill was misled by the syntactical similarity between
‘desirable’, ‘audible’ and ‘visible’. He said ‘audible is that which
can be heard, visible is that which can be seen. Therefore desir-
able is that which can be desired”.

Sidgwick, however, conceived ‘desirable’ as ‘reasonable’. Ac-
cording to Sidgwick, “when we sit down in a cool hour, we perceive
that there is nothing which it is reasonable to seek — i.e. nothing
which is desirable in itself — except pleasure”, Thus, according to-
him, ‘good’ means ‘desirable’ and ‘desirable’ means ‘reasonable’.
Only, according to him, Reason is in favour of pleasure.

(if) ‘Good’ as a functional property :—Butler’s definition of
“Virtue’ (Virtue consists in acting in accordance with ideal human
nature) seems to presuppose the notion of ‘good’ as a functional
property. According to Butler, more a man has attained the ideal
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human nature, more virtuously he would tend to behave. Good
in that context would be an effect and not a cause. Virtue ema-
nates from the operation of the ideal human nature. According
to Butler, when a man has organised his impulses under the
- rational principles or tendencies of enlightened self-love and bene-
volence, and when he has developed a conscience to regulate and
maintain a harmonious coordination between the operations and
activities of his rational tendencies of self-love and benevolence,—
in short, when he has developed or attained ideal human nature,—
‘he will tend to act rightly and virtuously.

Butler’s theory of ‘good’ also seems to be circular. It implies
the circular definition that ‘good’ is ‘that which is produced by
good’. In this theory, goodness of good or virtuous actions is
derived from the goodness of the character (ideal human nature)
which is their chief cause or source. In his development of the
concept of ‘the ideal human nature’, he seems to identify ‘good’
with ‘rational’. He conceives ideal human nature in terms of the
rational control of the natural human propensities. But Reason,
according to Butler, does not create from within itself the con-
cept of ‘ideal human nature’, it constructs or derives it from a
reflective analysis of the various kinds of human propensities, as
a zoologist may derive the concept of perfect horse from his obser-
vations of actual horses. Sidgwick, on the other hand, seems to
imply that Reason can form an apriori concept of ‘good’.

(ili) ‘Good’ as a structural property : — There is also a view
that ‘good’ is a structural property of actions, like any sensible
(sense-perceived) quality of things, such as blue and red. Just
as sense-perceived qualities are believed, by common sense, to be
objective and inherent qualities of things, similarly ‘good’ is said
to be an objective and inherent quality of actions judged to be
good.

.This view is based on three main arguments. Firstly, it is
said that goodness or moral worth of an action is absolutely inde-
pendent of the situation or context in which it takes place. For
example, courage is good, whatever be the situation in which it
may be displayed. Secondly, it is said that goodness of gn action
is judged independently of the nature of the consequences it may
lead to or the causes which may have brought it about. Thirdly,
it is said that just as a pencil can be red even if nobod
it to be red, similarly an action can be good even if nobo
- notice of it and judges it to be good.

v knows
dy takes
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‘Good’ as a structural property of actions is said to be unana-
lysable, though discernible and applicable. Some such theory is
attributed to Prof. G. E. Moore. In some modified form, it may

‘also be attributed to Kant.

It may be pointed out, in opposition to this theory, that gene-
rally goodness or moral excellence of an action is judged in the
light of the other constituents of the situation in which it takes
place. Same action performed in one situation may not be con-
demned as much as when it is performed in some other situation.
Consequences and causes of an action constitute a part of the total
situation and as such goodness of an action is partly dependent on
its causes and consequences also. 'The third argument m the above
paragraph may be accepted to be valid, but that by 1t§e1f cannot
prove that ‘good’ refers to a structural property of actions.

Section III : — A primary meaning of ‘good’.

There is a more primary notion according to which an action
is said to be good and right if it appears .to be the m?st ﬁt.ting,
appropriate and reasonable course of actl,on in the total given situa-
tion. According to this meaning, ‘good’ refers to a unique rela-
tion of fittingness between- the actio.n and. all other factors in the
total situation, apprehended by . dispassionate a.nd ema:nmpa’tted
Reason. ‘This meaning of ‘good’ 1nclud.es the notions of ‘good as
causal property and ‘good’ as a functional property. Accord.mg
to the notion of ‘good’ as a causal pr:operty, goodness of an a}ctlon
is judged in the light of the nature of its consequences. Accordmg. to
the notion of ‘good’ as a functional p1:operty, g?odness of an action -
is judged in the light of the psychological genesis of the action. The

internal psychological causes of ‘a given
co?sequenc:iu:eng pt:;: ol;l its totalp:ituation. The above mentioned
ac.tlon cons'cl‘on of ‘good’ implies that the entire situation, including
f}::n;?t’i:;:sland the consequences of a giverf action, .is taken into
account while judging the worth of tl.lat actm?. Obvmu_lsl;’r, there-
fore, the other two theories may be said to be included in it.

Some writers draw a distinction between fgbod’ a?d ‘rigl'ft’-
According to them, ‘good’ is a property. of a given action, whll’e
‘right’ is a relation of fittingness, as explained ﬁbo\_fe. In the previ-
ous section, we have given our reasons. for rejecting the noticn of
‘good’ as a structural property; and, in the above pa?ag.raph of
the present section, we have stated our reaso’n.s for believing that
the notion of ‘good’ as ‘a relation of fittingness’ includes the notions
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of ‘good’ as a causal and functional property. For such reasons
‘good’ and ‘right’ are taken as synonyms for ‘moral worth’,

The present writer is inclined to accept this notion of ‘good’.
Critics may point out that this notion of ‘good’ is difficult to be
distinguished from the notion of ‘truth’. If ‘good’ implies confor-
mity with the verdict of Reason, ‘truth’ also implies conformity
with the verdict of Reason. How then are the two different?
‘Truth’ in a sense is more objective than ‘good’. ‘Truth’ refers to
objective facts, while ‘good’ refers to an ideal. Truth of a propo-
sition implies correspondence with facts, while the goodness of
an action implies the relation of fittingness, apprehended by
Reason. The relation of fittingness which constitutes the good-
ness of a given action is not an objective relation like space and
time relations which, in a sense, are empirically discernible. Yet
it has a sort of subjective-objectivity, in-as-much as the dispassio-

" nate and emancipated Reason, operating in all the mature minds,
discerns it uniformly. In the absence of empirical objectivity it
may be characterised as a non-empirical idea.

Section IV : — Further scrutiny of the Empiricist meaning of
‘good’

From the Empiricist point of view the so-called rational
act of intuiting the relation of fittingness or appropriateness bet-
ween a given action and the rest of the total situation is merely
a belief or an expectation that the contemplation of such an action
in such a situation would evoke a feeling of general approval. If
the action judged to be good and right is in contradiction to the
expressed approval of society, the judgment ‘X is good’ will be
said to refer to the feeling of approval independently felt by the
person making the judgment.

This controversy can be resolved by analysing the mental act
of approval. Is the act of approval an emotion or an intellectual
assent? Generally every felt emotion impels the individual con-
cerned to act, whereas sometime we pass moral judgements with-
out feeling any impulsion within us to act in accordance with those
judgements. Moral evaluation can be as cool and unemotional as
mathematical calculation, and also like mathematical calculation
it can be purely theoretical, without resulting in any action or in

a desire for action. This could be the character not only of the -

acts of derived approval but also of the original and mdependent
approval.. .
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Emotional experience may be a frequent accompaniment- or
even a constituent; but it cannot be the essence of moral experi-
ence. In essence, moral experience is of the nature of thought.
But it bas to be admitted that in the absence of an appropriate
moral emotion it will be difficult to execute or carry out a moral
action. Possibly for this reason, Hume has failed to distinguish
the thought element and the feeling element in moral experience.

In one place, Hume says ‘The end of all moral Specu]ations_
is to teach us our duty; and, by proper representations of the de-
formity of vice and beauty of virtue, beget correspondent habits,
and engage us to avoid the one and embrace the other. But is this
ever to be expected from inferences and conclusions of the under-
standing, which of themselves have no hold of the affections nor
set in motion the active powers of men? They discover truths: but
where the truths which they discover are indifferent and beget no
desire or aversion, they can have no influence on conduct and
behaviour.” In this passage, Hume rightly points out that Reason
or Understanding cannot inspire habits of moral conduct, because
it discovers truths without the appropriate emotions to accompany
the intellectual cognitions. Later on, in the same section, he states
¢, .. that reason and sentiment concur in almost all moral determi-
nations and conclusions”. 'This point also could be admitted. But
then he goes on to say, “The final sentence which pronounces cha-
racters and actions amiable or odious, praise-worthy or blameable...
depends on some internal sense or feeling, which nature has made
universal in the whole species”. (In the succeeding sentences Hume
makes it clear that by ‘internal sense or feeling’, he means ‘senti-
ment’). Here it becomes obvious that he does not want to attri-
bute recognition of moral worth to Reason. Possibly because, to
him, moral experience that does not lead to moral action is no
moral experience.

Dr. C. D. Broad also points out that Hume “has failed to draw
an absolutely essential distinction between the faculty which recog-
nises right or wrong, and the disposition through which their recoge
nition affects our actions”. He further says, “It is clear that these
are distinct, however closely they may in fact be correlated in all

“human beings” (Quoted from his class-lectures.)

“ There is another special reason which prevented Hume ftom
admitting Reason to be the faculty for reognising right and waong.
Recognition of right and wrong cannot be brought under any of

.the empirical functions of Reason. The alleged empxrical fittiotions
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of Reason relate to the analysis and interpretation of facts, on the
inductive lines. This is dogmatic Empiricism which is against the
very spirit of scientific thinking. Introspective analysis of moral
experience clearly reveals moral judgement as something distinct
and over and above the accompanying moral emotion; and yet the
Empiricist philosopher will not admit it, because he cannot inte-
grate it with his concept of Reason. This clearly indicates that the
empiricist concept of Reason is simply a presupposition and not a
product of a positive analysis of the activities of Reason.

Section V : — Rational Mathematical Ethics.

The view maintained in this paper is distinct from the tradi-
tional and the prevailing rationalist account of Ethics also. Our
thesis is that in the context of a given set of circumstances it is
possible for the dispassionate and emancipated Reason to judge a
certain action to be the most fitting and reasonable. It is further
maintained that the general rules of moral conduct or the princi-
ples of morality could be of the nature of inductive generalisations
from particular verdicts of Reason about particular actions in par-
ticular situations. The rationalists would maintain that Reason
could directly intuit the universal principles of morality, like the
mathematical axioms, and that the particular actions could be
judged in the light of some such universal principle, This may be
named as the mathematical interpretation of Ethics.

. From our standpoint, not to be able to judge directly a given
action in a given situation, without co-relating it to some universal
principle of conduct, is like walking with the help of crutches. A
man who has strong legs does not require crutches to walk, simi-
larly a man who has developed a powerful and dispassionate Rea-
son does not require any moral rules to judge particular actions
M'oral rules may be framed for the general guidance of the lessex:
minds. Since most of the people have not reached the level of
the dispassionate and emancipated Reason, moral rules would be
useful and necessary to maintain uniformity of judgement,

It is possible that, during the historical process of the moral
evolution of individuals and communities, some of the general rules
of moral conduct may have evolved as inductive generalisations
from the day to day moral experience or the ought-awareness felt
in the various particular situations of life. But it is certain that
Reason cannot directly intuit the truth-value of the general rules’
of moral conduct in the sense in which it can directly intuit the
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rightness of a particular action in a particular situation. General
rules of morality are either inductive generalisations, from concrete
moral experience, or social customs or scriptural injunctiong; but
they cannot be direct rational intuitions. y

John Locke conceived the possibility of developing a mathe-
matical science of Ethics. He thought it was possible to build up
a system of Ethics in which all the ethical rules would be necessary
truths, either of the nature of mathematical axioms or of the nature
of the implications of axioms.

Locke’s mathematical conception of Ethics brings out two com-
monly accepted true characteristics of ethical knowledge, (i) that
ethical propositions primarily relate to intellectual cognitions and
not to feelings or emotions, (ii) that ethical knowledge is attained
through Reason and not through, what Hume calls, “sentimen ”
So far we agree with Locke.

Locke also maintains that the general rules of morality are
apriori and necessary, whereas our thesis implies that moral rules
are partly inductive in character and relative and tentative in truth
value. That ethical rules possess relative truth value is an ancient
belief. It is possible that this characteristic of ethical rules has
misled the positivists to reduce moral experience to the subjec-
tive and variable experience of the emotion of approval.

Section VI :—Positivist-Mathematical-Ethics

According to one circle of positivists, ethical concepts are simi-
lar to mathematical concepts; but, for them, mathematical con-
cepts are ‘hard symbols’, words which do not denote any objects
or connote any ideas. They are just words which do not mean
anything and yet they are capable of some functional operations,
because there aré rules of their usage. Each mathematical symbol
has a functional gtatus in a system of symbols in which its func-
tional operations ate governed by a set of rules, known as mathe-
matical truths. = In short, mathematical concepts are empty sym-
bols and mathematical truths or propositions are the rules of the
grammai'bfthe symbols. : 3

. From their standpoint, value terms and propositions neither

relate- to feslings vior to intellectual cognitions. They are only, ver-

bal symbols whst functional operations are governed by-cerfain
" R TN S i

vules of vsage: *

.?Q 2~
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The present writer has analysed this view in one of his earlier
papers on ‘A positivist characterisation of values’. It has been
pointed out there that the mathematical positivists’ denial of the
intellectual character and content of the value-terms is based on
their denial of abstract ideas and their denial of abstract ideas is
sustained by a wrong notion about the meaning of ‘idea’. They
wrongly identify ‘idea’ with ‘mental picture’. Since no mental pic-
tures exactly corresponding to the meaning of abstract terms can
be constructed in the mind, it is concluded that there are no abstract
ideas corresponding to abstract words, and that their only meaning
is their verbal use. In that paper it has been further pointed out
by the present author that the mathematical positivists may have
been misled by the grammatical character of the word ‘dea’.
Grammatically ‘idea’ is a noun. So the positivists try to discover
mental entities corresponding to idea-words.

Really speaking,
ideas refer to mental activities and not to menta

1 entities.

Conclusion: —The present writer still holds that moral ex-
perience, expressed through ethical propositions, is a species of
‘irreducible non-empirical intellectual experience’. In other
words, the primary ethical terms and propositions relate to non-
empirical ideas and cognitions and not to mere feelings or emo-
tions, as the Empiricists believe; nor to mere words, as some of
the mathematical positivists of Cambridge seem to believe. 1t
may be pointed out once again that the interpretation of Ethical
knowledge, maintained in this paper, is, in some important res-
pects, different from that of the rationalist-Ethicists also, We
claim that the universal principles of conduct are inductive genera-
lisations from concrete moral experience, whereas the rationalist

would claim to have direct rational intuition of the universal prin-
ciples of morality.

The present writer humbly claims to b
appreciate the positivist standpoint maint
is necessary to distinguish the two types
the dogmatic Empiricist Positivism and ii)

e a positivist, But, to
ained in thig paper, it
of Positivist trends, i)

either to reject 4 philo-
ense or to reduce it to
Logical Positivism based
S takes its stand on the
d Speech, Wittgenstein’s
eaning of g concept from

sophical concept or a proposition as non-s
a form of empirical experience, Whereas
on the Wittgensteinian method of analysi
Logic of the common man’s Thought an
general instruction was to derive the m
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its rules of grammar (conventions regarding its us’age) emb:ddecdl
and embodied in the Logic of the common man’s Thoughd ant
Speech. According to Wittgenste'u?, rules of grammar dan. gn?;;
the methods of verification determined the meaning and  signi

cance of verbal symbols.

In this paper (part I), an attempt has. been made to discove::
the meaning of ‘good’, as presuppo'sed in th«_e cor.nmcig manr
Thought and Speech. ' As such, the view mamtamed. in t 11s piﬁ;
may be claimed to be positivist in character, thf)ugh it imp. hes nat
‘good’ refers to a non-empirical idea. The ph1losophexi,lis W oﬂ;:Od
fesses the analysis of the common man’s language tofbe : }rlnemle;
has either to accept the rules of language or to re on;nlane e
of language; but at no cost can ‘he defy the rules oEm .g~ sm
The analyst-positivist is not committed to the creed of Empiricism.

Part II: Conditions of good life

‘() In the process of the evolution of the human race and

" the individual, emergence of Reason is a post-instinct phenome-

the conception of ‘good life’ as ‘an activity of
g?n'ass?::::: ﬁ:ii:n’ implies 1:t’he fulfilment and not the nega:cion
oi-sprejection of the basic instinctu:':ll 1.1rges of fnan. - Tl';ex:estl.s afl~
false notion prevailing that moral life is the anti-thesis (')n:in fulm-
tual life, that instincts and Reason cannot go togethe.r. T s false
notion is associated with some of the tr?dmonal rationalist views
about Ethics and moral life. Human mmd_ can develop. a dispas-
sionate Reason only when its primary passions are gratified. At
the same time, an environmental set up in which the hwtunan ptx;s-
sions constantly tend to be exc.ited w111 not be conducive to the
development and activity of dispassionate Reason.

(1)’ Democratisation of education also is a necessary condition
for the development of dispassionate Reason. In t!'xe .preser.xt c:;)ln;
text, democratisation of education refers to two principles, 1). ai
education should be such that the educand may devel?p th.e. mteJc -
lectual tendency of open-minded.ness, that is, the c}1spos?1t1or';‘lﬁ 0
consider any opinion or belief without ?ny.bu:\s against 11;. o ;’{
is sometimes called ‘intellectual ema.nmpatxon of the r;un , i
that ‘self-study’ should constitute an important part of e ;ca’aon.
sseif-study’ implies that the educand should learn to 1scoz}::r
knowledge by his own efforts and that- he shoufld developb :

wer to arrive at an independent opinion and Jud.gment abou
E’e matters that concern him and the problems that interest him,
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Democratisation of education, in the afore-said sense, relates to
the training in the exercise of free and independent thinking,
This would be possible only in a democratic society. Thus ‘good
life’ as ‘a persistent effort to act in conformity with the verdict

of dispassionate Reason’ presupposes democracy as a necessary
environmental condition,

(i) If ‘good’ in Ethics implies ‘conformity with the verdict
of dispassionate Reason’, ‘Democracy’ in Social philosophy can
only mean ‘Reign of dispassionate Reason in Society’. Ordinarily
‘Democracy’ stands for ‘Rule of the Majority’. If in any demo-
cracy the parliamentary activities are conditioned by passions and
prejudices, rule of the majority will prove to be a brute rule of
the majority, and not a rule of the majority by Reason. Such
a rule will prove to be a tyranny for the minorities, Democracy,
as a reign of Reason, will be possible through a parliament which
consists of intellectual adults. In such a parliament absence of
party divisions will make the collective deliberations more fully
expressive of the dispassionate Reason of the participants. But in
most of the so-called democracies parliaments mostly consist of
intellectual adolescents and not adults.

(iv) Democracy, as a reign of Reason, cannot be tied down
to any creed or dogma, political or otherwise. Ag such, the only
aim of the parliamentary deliberations should be to arrive at the
most reasonable solutions of the issues in hand, keeping in view
the limitations of the situations which have 2 bearing on them, and
without being tied to any principle of a creed, Democracy, as a
reign of Reason, cannot admit anything to he irrevocable and
unchangeable. Even the constitution cannot be looked upon as
something sacro-sanct which cannot be changed and modified,

(v) The modern industrial civilizati
which tend to make the ideal of
of practice. Mechanisation of th
large scale production of the goods
layer of the basis of this industrial civilization, Mechanization of
work touches almost all the spheres of activity of the modern
man. The modern man lives in the Press-button civilization. In
the primitive times man did the work of the beast and the maciﬁne
whereas in the present age even the most intelligent activities'
can be carried out through press-button deviceg, In the modern
man’s life the scope for the direct exercise of the manipulative

on has created conditions
good life increasingly difficult
e methods of production and
of life constitute one important

. yironment the social responses
" more likely to be condi

- Y tura-
g . St r e B
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and-creative intéﬁigence is increasingly being reduced to the abso-
lute minimum, - » ' A ’ : ” ‘, . 1 v:

i) Every act of intuiting the rightness of an_?ctlon, as ex-
plaih(e‘:ll)iifparrty I of this paper, is to be p’r‘ecgde’d by a f_actua} study
of the situation in which the given action is one of the’ qonstlt}lents.
This requires an active development of intelligence. ‘But if the
irité]ligencéis put into the state of inactivity, Reaso_p’s power of
moral intuition also may not act rightly. - Thus an extensive
mechanisation of the daily activities of life very likely may result
in the loss of the power of moral apprehension.

(vii) This increasingly extensive mechax-lisat'fo.n of ]if.e is to be
found in the large industrial and commercial clfzxes whlc.h are a
part of the modern industrial civilization. Besides 1';he
g mechanisation of work, noise, crowds and swift motion '
extensive d things characterise the life in the modern industrial
o dmer;::ercial cities. Such conditions of existence are not suita- \,\
2111 ;:r human nature. They are likely to cause nervous and (\{ .
eniotional disorders; whereas Reason, which is the hl.gh%t faculty ‘
human mind, requires for its full and free activity nervous 2
of the hum al stability of a pretty high order. In some of the
cities of the advanced countries in the West, \

N :
X

and emotion

x?;g:ou?iis;r 1:f;Iental ailments are becoming an increasingly com- ’J

mon phenomenon. . X

i another side, it may be pointed out

(vii) Loolkm:le::; iszrg;:passionate and emancipated Reason, 2

that th.e devi:.fis of good life, is possible in and through the ful-

mhich th; conquest of the major instincts.  Fulfilment of

filment an ible through the canalisation of instincts. Conquest

mstincts o I'mssnssil:ole through the sublimation of instincts. Canali-

of Wcﬁ s gi)imation of instincts are possible through the for-

sation er it ble sentiments. The formation of lasting and deep-

mation of suita ts requires a permanently organised group life,

rooted se;}timen ironment. But, in the large industrial cities, dis-

a the SOCI;;:rY)geneous crowds of strangers constitute a large

Megxe social environment for the common man. In suc.}.x en-

' to the various social stimulii are

i the operation of the primitive -

uonet;lo: }:)f the I::eulture-born sentiments.

'Imh’ﬁnr(;t:ult;;hii‘: tll)xzt thlfls;i:rzf any number of cultural influences
e ) :

ting in the city life the city people do not develop permanent
opera ’

/8
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tion and active manifestation of Reason. Ob

: . . stacles to the -
tion of healthy sentiments will be obstacles to the life of Rf: o
All these reasons lead to the conclusion ey

e that the modern city civili
za.ltlon is not conducive to good life. Where life of Reaso: 15; (I:rllvtl;-
difficult, democracy, as a reign of Reason, also cannot Prev:ile
If we are to save Reason and Democracy, the modern industriai

civilization has to be rationalised, so as to free it from its undesira

ble consequences which involve the ibiliti
possibilit izi
the human personality. 168 of dehumanizing
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A Meditétion on Philosophical Methods

Dr. K. SarcHmANanpa MurTy
Andhra University, Waltair

It must be from history that we can learn what philosophy
is, for history shows us the change in philosophical objectives and
methodological differences in succeeding ages and in the same age
from one philosopher to another. Yet, amidst all this change is
to be found the function of philosophy in human society and cul-
ture. Emerging from man’s meditations on his situation and
surroundings and sometimes his concern with practical questions,
philosophy does not limit its problems. Consideration of the
nature, relations and actions of men and things leads to specu-
lation on or discussion about the relations and foundations of
knowledge, of values, of statements about all these and of the
relevance and relations of actions to these and among themselves.
Any attempt to restrict the scope of philosophy to any one of
these is futile, because such an attempt itself will have to take into
account the subjects which have to be neglected by philosophic
activity and explain why they cannot be included in philosophic
inquiries and constructions. The thinkers who tried to expel
metaphysics with a pitchfork have to their dismay found that the
pitchfork itself (viz. the verification principle) is a metaphysical
implement.

Men, things, actions and statements as well as the sciences
which seek to explain these and the arts that develop and use
some of these have formed the subject matter of philosophy. This
diversity of material explains why no single method has been
employed by philosophy. Reflection on the history of philosophy
— which is itself one sort of philosophy, for the rise, growth and
impact of phﬂosophies is a ‘philosophic’ problem — would show
that the nature of the method employed determines the nature of
the resultant philosophy, and the selection of a particular method
is determined by the nature of the problem which interests a
particular thinker., :
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L. One of the earliest methods to be employed in philosophy
was that of definition and development. This method comes into
vogue whenever a man raises the question, what is X?, and answers
it by giving an a priori definition of X. Thus to define the self as
that which is eternal, ever happy, free from sin and change and then
to reject the body, the waking, the dream and sleep consciousnesses
as the self, because they do not answer to this definition would be
an illustration of this method. Or, the Real can be defined as
the one, from which everything is born, by which everything is
sustained and in which everything finally merges, and which is at
the same time the supreme value. Then matter ca
not answering to this definition, because life is a higher value, and
the latter should be rejected because thought is a yet higher value,
But then thought includes dichotomy, the process of thinking and
the object of thought, whereas the Real should be one. Pure Bliss,
it may be held, is the highest conceivable value, and unlike
thought, in Bliss there is an identity of subject and object. It ig
out of bliss that beings arise: it is because they find lives to be
worth living in spite of all suffering, and because they expect more
and more happiness day by day that beings continue to live; and
when they die, do not they attain greater and final happiness? For,
does it not put an end to all the limitations and misery of this
earthly existence? They then attain Bliss, So, the Real is Bliss,
These two examples illustrate the method of definition and develop-
ment. Taking words like “the self”, “the Real”, and “Substance”
and giving a priori definitions of them, we can provide ourselves
with a set of postulates. Then we can go on to the drawing out
of the implications of thesge postulates, or to g demonstration of
the consequences that follow from their acceptance, This kind of
activity results in magnificent systems of philosophy, structures

which are as imposing as the Euclidean and some of the non-
Euclidean systems of geometry.

n be rejected as

- The impetus to this kind of a
to posit the existence of certain thin
to satisfy human needs, psycholo

Experience of birth, death, old age, disease, famine and pestilence,
loss of near and dear ones and the mutability of things may make
one wish that something which is not all these ig existing, So the
soul, which is not any or all of these, viz, imperfection, mutability,
sin and unhappiness, is posited; its existence affirmed and its’
difference from all these is asserted and d

emonstrated. Similarly,
the interest of Babylonians, Chaldeans and Greeks i:x symmetrirczl

ctivity arises from the need
gs like the soul or the triangle
gical, aesthetic or intellectual,
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plane figures and straight lines led in course of time to .the posiﬁng
of triangles and so forth as hypotheses, and to admit no argu-
ment about them but proceed on this basis to demonstrate then'_-

conclusions.

It is needless to point out that philpsophic activity of this
sort is based on the pre-supposition that if one could construct a
scheme of basic concepts, which is complete and l?erfet.:t, the struc-
ture of this “logic” and that of reality would be identical.

The development of science makes many.pe-ople r.x?wadasg
suspicious of claims to knowledge based on a priori 'deﬁmt:](:s. "
we, however, remember the objective which gives rise to this st(;1
of philosophy, the nature of the method employed, and hgw e
resultant philosophy cannot and should. not :be tal.ceI: as l:ndow;
ledge” of reality in the same sense in Wl'flch science is knowledge
of reality, it seems to me that such a phﬂosopl}y, hl.te a great potﬁrar:
or a painting, can still be of great value and 111um1.nate much :
we know, feel and do. The proper way.of Pulhng down such
philosophies is to find out the inconsistencu?s. in the develqp.m.ent
of ideas from initial concepts and definitions. An empmczg
refutation of such a system will not prt?vent some people frqm sti
being attracted by its beauty and logical coherence; and insofar
as it provides an apercu to look at and take stock of ourselve._s
and our condition, it continues to be useful. A broken lens is
better than having no lens.

In support of this method, it could be argued f;hat s}nce some
of the best minds in every age have foufmd a satisfaction in '.che
use of it, we may justifiably conclude that in .contrast.to perception
and {magination, mind has an inherent craving to rise above the
senses and inferences therefrom. The sciences and sense ex-
perience which present phenomena as a vast conglomerate of facts
lacking necessary connection stimulate thought to overcome the
hisjointedness, variety and mutual irrelevance of phenom‘ena' by
making the contents of the sciences and sense experience conform

~ to its own logical processes. In fact even in science we find the

beginning of this tendency. Through classification and formulation

and theories, sclentific facts lose their original form, namely,
‘ :;,1::? f:ére immediate presentations and data, and become shorn
_ of all sensuous character and all that is transient, meaningless and

fortultous. Thus the originally given facts and adventitious data

- .. jbcome ‘logically necessary, When this process is carried still
g ,,-m: ‘an‘glwhen we have been able to manufacture notions such
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as “Being”, “Substance”, etc., i.e., ideas which are so general and
abstract that they have no remote resemblance to anything sensuous
or temporal, and when we are able to express and develop each
possible notion and finally connect all such possible notions into
a system, we have, according to some thinkers, the ideal philo-
sophy. If anyone says that thought should not be allowed to
recast and transmute the phenomenal and transform it into the
universal, and that it should not make a passage from the finite
and the given to the infinite and the ungiven, he is, it may be
said, depriving the right of mind to function according to its own
true nature and is not allowing the further development of a
method which is followed in the sciences themselves. To under-
stand the world and assimilate the conglomerate of unconnected
facts presented by perceptual experience, science manufactures
what Darwin has called “intelligible threads”, ie., theories which
connect them together and reduce them to an order, “Gravita-
tion”, “evolution”, “relativity” are all concepts produced with
such an intention; and as the replacement of the Ptolemaic by the
Copernican system shows, it is not greater conformity to the
testimony of senses that makes a scientific theory more acceptable,
but its logical simplicity, intelligibility and comprehensiveness.
Philosophy, it may be concluded from this, has the right to evolve

concepts, define them in the way it thinks fit and then develop
the elements involved in each concept.

To seek to criticise philosophies of this type on the grounds
of empirical verifiability is like judging a game of tennis in the
light of the rules of chess, all the while forgetting that the verifi-
cation principle is itself not empirically verifiable. To brush oft
such philosophies as meaningless is to define “meaning” in so
narrow a way that only certain sciences alone receive this lauda-
tory title. Like poetry and some non-Euclidean geometries they
help us to look at the world and ourselves in a new way,
the course of this draw our attention to relations, similariti
differences among facts and their implications,
revealed by science and common sense,

and in
es and
which are un-

IL  Another well-known method of philosophising is what
I would like to call interpersonal thinking. Taking note of the
clash of opposing stand-points and the balance of contradictory
theories, one can do either of these two things; (1) after a critical
examination all the theories can be rejected, or (2) the oppositions
can be reconciled and synthesised in a more inclusive conceptual
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construction. While the first method (dealt with in I) is ?on.tent
to mint its own concepts and develop them unconce:tned with th«;
possibility of producing and developifxg. a contrad.lctory set 35
concepts, this method in both its variations essentially cleper‘x11 .
upon taking into account how other persons have thfn.xght or cz

think, and ends either by rejecting or by recozfcﬂmg. all t.ose
differences. The first sort of philosophs.r (described in T) is a
monologue, a meditation in solitude, while tht? pres.ent or;e isa
dialogue, a discussion depending upon the deliberations of more

than one person.

This method presupposes the existence of a .numb.er of. spfecu-
lations, which can be formulated into a thes1s-ant11:he51s‘i1 orm
and contemplated in a detached critical manner. Nature, :ﬁrrilatr;
experience, knowledge, action and history conta}m so many ::lo ! c
and contradictions. It is this which is responsible for the 11s resii
perturbation and anguish of human mi.nds and for .the tangle t;nd
bondage of theories, as the Buddha put' it. By adopu}lg the mte o
of critical detachment, the human mind, as pe pointed out, :;n
deliver itself from all inadequate am'i false 1dea§ :cmd f1('lom e
passions caused thereby, and thus attain t.o. t.ranqullhty an pfeace%
This negative aspect of interpersonal thinking as a c:athartlc ﬂ(:
understanding, leads to the abandonment ?f all dogmatusm, ond .e
basis of a critical examination of every view t:aken smily anh in
combination. This consists in accepting every v‘1ew as .a ypot de.sm
and by drawing out its implication's and showmg. thex.r absurdity,
without any intention of establishing tl.1e. ?pposu;e view, or ang
other view. During the course of the criticism, t%le principles an

rocedures acceptable to the holder of the particular hypoth?.sxs
P'cself are employed to bring out its self-controdictory nature, w#h-
1 t making any assumption as to the validity of these logical
o Jures. For the purpose of carrying on a discussion, it is
- h if l;oth the parties know the principles of the method to be
enOt;g od and how to employ it; they need not be accepted as valid
ot 03; Critical philosophy which is the result of interpersonal
:}1;' rl:iané does not give us any new knowledge, but merely elucidates
wllf;t has been said by others, illuminatt?s certain points a.t issue
and clears up some puzzles, by penetrating to depths, which a1:e

ot usually noticed. The arguments that are usec} and tl.1e analysis
::f opposing statements that is carried out to achieve this ‘penetra-
tion are like a ladder which we use to climb }xp to a height fmld
then throw away. Examination and re.futatlon 'of s.lll possﬂ:;e
metaphysical statements show that there is something mdeﬁnai? e,
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and that metaphysics tries to define it; and engagement in this
activity itself is philosophy and not the reaching of a doctrinal
position. To realise that all metaphysics is nonsense, but not
negligible nonsense, and to achieve a destruction of all metaphysi~
cal views (“Sarvadrstiprahdng” as Nagirjuna says) opens out the
way to gain an important new insight which permits us to have a
verbally inexpressible understanding of what there is.

But then there is another way in which this method can be
used. When the basic oppositions, expressed in the oppositions of
spirit and matter, being and becoming, eternity and time are
brought to light and examined, attempts may be made to discover
comprehensive principles which will transcend and reconcile these
conflicts and contradictions. The purpose of this method is to see
the one-sidedness and limitation of all categories, and then finally
to arrive at a comprehensive principle which brings into relation
ideas and propositions, which otherwise would be irreconcilable
and so unintelligible. In this way it is a sort of dynamic which
is able to find an interconnection and interdependence among all
things and is able to arrive at a synoptic view of all that is. It is
like the aerial survey of a city sprawling chaotically below. All
contradictions found in nature, thought and action could be unified
by means of one or more comprehensive notions, produced by the
pushing of concepts into their opposites by their very inadequacy
and onesidedness, thus leading to their abrogation and then the
repatterning of them into a new synthesis. Ideas based on the
limited and the finite are thus forced to go beyond themselves and
culminate in the Unlimited and the Infinite. Underlying all this
is the presupposition that nothing finite or limited can endure or
be ultimate, and that only an Idea, which can reveal the basic
intelligibility of the universe can be adequate and real.

Here again if the mistake of asserting that what answers to
such an Idea is actually existent in the same sense in which parti-
cular entities which limit and contradict each other are existing
is avoided, a philosophy of this type can give us a vision, which

can broaden the partial view-points found in separate disciplines

such as science, history, common sense and religion and serve to
integrate them all. There is an itching in the human mind for
synthesis, for the total intelligibility of all existence as a whole,
and this can be mitigated only when logic has refashioned the
world to suit its own necessities. A philosophic transformation of
the world is not worse than the scientific transformation of it, and
both are equally remote from the world of common sense,
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III. Another method of philosophising is what may be
termed autonomous self-reflection. A philosophy mu.st not start,
it may be argued, with any pre-supp?s.ition, bt.zt w;th the Pre-
conceptual direct awareness of the infhv_ldual thmker.v All gwen
data, all that is taken for granted in science and human tfxpenenlze
must be doubted and questioned. Common sense and sclencedta e
for granted the existence of ourselves a.nd the wotld arf)gnh uuls(1
But however obvious this existential belief may appear, 1t.s o
be reflected upon and accepted only after dehbera'te t-'zxamma?iv;xlc:né
In thus suspending existential judgments a.\nd medltatu?g on \lw azt
is actually experienced by an individual thinker, one thing at least
is indubitable, namely, the experience of the partlcul'z:tr exper.l:lenc;
ing being. Accordingly, the immediate and pure (ie. .devo; o
theoretical interpretation) experienc.e of a self-reﬂectmg. femg
becomes the basis and criterion of phllosoph.y. In embryoxgc 'o;m
this method is to be found in the contemplat1031§ of some Upamsb;:
dic sages, and in a developed form in the vx{ntmgs of A.san.ga; uvf
it is found in all its detail and clarity in the Meditations o

Descartes. J'P LPq

This method casts doubt on the naive assumption of common

sense and the sciences that persons and things exxst', and sub;eci.:s

ven this to reflection. Anything is acceptable only' insofar as it is

:esied and found valid before the bar of immei:iate }a}warene;;s.

1 is the basic world, whereas the

The stream of pure experience is : L s the
‘ me worlds constitut

of common sense and of science ecome wo! v
rxxo: lodfs it. To take common sense without questioning would be to

neglect reflection, whereas to start with the immediate experience

. of one’s own would open out the possibility of establishing or

i i hence of common
ine the existence of other minds and nes -
::;tzovitut:}gﬁs kind of meditation, some believe, it is possible to

reach the very root of the matter.

ne sists in the discovery of subjective experiences
whicr;"xh :r:n teafxl;?cd ;0:11 knowledge, and a reconstru.ctionvof thg wg'rld
byz'f:rying to piece it up from these pure experiences by pro m%
into évery belief and finding out the pre-c.oncc.eptuﬂ awareness o;.
of which it has been constituted. By this kmt‘i of e;saydml;;g
jectivity it is hoped that the actual state of a.ffan:s arlz ut:le;io o8
relations are seen adequately, and that .Reahty ]sbp lxlun bll
very depths. Such meditation, some philosophers believe, enables

us to examine all concepts and principles of knowledge, apalyse

" all experience and see what is at its bottom, inspect all methods
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of inquiry, abandon common sense naiveté which takes the world
for granted, and arrive at a new way of understanding the world
and its problems. When Descartes questioned every proposition
in previous philosophies, science and common sense, and doubted
whether he, his neighbours and the world existed or not, and
undertook a long meditation on the issues involved in the act of
so doubting, finding finally an indubitable item of awareness, out
of which he recreated all that he earlier doubted and demolished,
he produced no new knowledge, but helped to throw some sort of
light on the foundations of all knowledge and enabled us to have
a new perspective for understanding ourselves and the world and
the relation between the two.

We wish to comment that if the presuppositions of this method
are remembered and if its objectives are kept in mind, the result
of its application would be a philosophy, conducive to the libera-
tion of mind from the naiveté of common sense and science and
from some of the puzzles to which they lead.

IV. There is also another method which may be called objec-
tive generalisation. Some thinkers object to the use of self-
reflection, because they think that to take the elements in one’s
experience which are clear and distinct as fundamental is to dog-
matise. What is fundamental to one’s consciousness may not be
so to another, and what is prior in orfe’s perception may not be
so in time or importance. So the proper starting-point for philo-
sophy, these people urge, must be the whole area of common

human experience and not the restricted sphere of an individual’s
subjective experience,

This can be done in two ways. There is first of all the crude
form of it, which consists in taking over of the findings of the
special sciences and uncritical comon sense and effecting a cosmic
generalisation which will explain all the facts known at g p'\rti-‘
cular time. Some of the French Encyclopaedists, Haeckel La :
others have done this sort of thing. Such a procedure makes }x:
losophy a sort of broad world-view obtained by putting togefhel;

all the available scientific conclusions It i
. S a su i
uncritical attempt. perficial and

- Then there is the subtler and dee

as is found in the philosophy of Whitehead
’ " Rl y Qal d i 3
Dewey’s Philosophy and Civilization and Expeﬁe?’cee:nwdsaﬁzgu::

This presupposes that in the thought of every age, in common

Per way of doing it such
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speech, social institutions, science, poetry, religion and human
activity, a certain number of general ideas are implicit. To phi-
losophise is to find out these ideas, formulate them explicitly and
then put them together into a coherent scheme, so that it may
make our experience more significant. Direct observation, deduc-
tion or the finding of the distinct and the obvious will not enable
us to arrive at these general ideas; “imaginative insight” alone will
enable us to hit upon them. These ideas should be such that they
are npot abstractions from some narrow area of experience, but
should be those underlying all areas of human thought and action.
They must be the ultimate generalities, the first principles, beyond
which reason cannot go; and the criterion of their validity is that
while meaningfully interpreting certain aspects of experience, they
should not neglect or make a mess of other aspects of experience,
and should also be able to explain future experience. Since com-
pletely general ideas which satisfy this criterion in all respects
may not be found and since what seem to be general ideas may
in course of time be shown to be not really so, there will never
be one unchanging perennial philosophy. As human thought,
action and their products, as well as human emotions, beliefs
and hopes change from age to age, the ideas underlying
them will also change; and hence any philosophy which but eo-
ordinates the various ideas, activities and emotions of a particular
age and culture can be fully adequate and relevant only to that
age and culture. All metaphysics is interim metaphysics only.

The utility of such a philosophy is that it takes away peoples’
minds from engrossment in the immediate present, clarifies the
jssues on hand and shows the relative value of things, as well
as alternate ways of action and thought. Deeper insight into
the contemporary situation and a foresight which may enable people
to plan their future more intelligently are the fruits of such philo-
sophic speculation.

Philosophy, these thinkers believe, is a reflection and specu-
lation which must have its basis in primary human activity, and
its conclusions should render our life-experiences and predica-
ment more significant and luminous. Philosophy should not be
based on subjective individual experience, but on enduring cor-
porate experience of a whole people. Imaginative reflection on
the contents of all experience culminating in an unhampered spe-
culative reconstruction of all the items of experience is philosophy.
Such a philosophy will be a sincere expression and a reformula«
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I think I have discussed many of the principal methods used
in philosophy till now; but an exhaustive description of all the
possible philosophical methods is impossible, because nobody
knows all the types of questions that have arisen and could ever
arise.

From the accounts I have given it is clear that while pre-
suppositions and objectives determine the nature of the method
selected, use of a particular method results in a particular sort
of philosophy only. It is also possible to use two or more methods
in combination, though some of these may not combine with others.

The differences in philosophic methods and objectives explain
the lack of any unambiguous universally acceptable philosophic
conclusion, or the establishment of any single philosophy as the
philosophy. The very nature of philosophic activity is such that
we must continue to have many philosophies for ever. And in
this very variety and richness of philosophical thinking lies its
charm, beauty and fruitfulness.

The superiority of any one sort of philosophy cannot be proved
by reference to its accordance with the currently accepted body of
scientific findings and methods, or to its mere relevance to, if not
verification by, human activity and its consequences; because,
firstly, some philosophies do not accept these criteria, and we
ought to judge them by their own criteria, for not to accept the
rules of a game is not playing the game. Secondly, the problem

of differences in method and objectives is present even in the

domain of sciences, and each science has its own logic and philo-
sophy; whether a philosophy is scientific or not depends upon
the criteria acceptable to the logic and philosophy of the science
we choose. This is arbitrary, for endless debate is possible on
the validity and universal applicability of any scientific method.
As no unanimous agreement exists as to what sorts of human acti-
vity are worthwhile and should be promoted, and as there are no
means of precisely judging how far and in what way a man’s philo-
sophy has influenced or can influence his actions, a philosophy
cannot be evaluated solely by reference to its practical conse-
quences. It is also possible that incompatible philosophies can lead
to common actions. Vedantins of different schools and Buddhists
of different philosophic faiths indulge in common yogic practices.
Gandhians, capitalists and Marxian socialists participated in Satyd-
graha.
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There is on the other hand the view that any philosophy is the
product of a certain way of life and means of production of goods.
The interrelations between philosophical objectives and methods
and the socio-political and economic situations in which they arise,
and the interrelations between the former and the temperaments
and psychologies of individual philosophers provide us with a pro-
blem. In short, the investigation of the factors that determine
changes in pilosophical fashions is a fascinating inquiry. Reflec-
tion on all these problems is itself a new philosophy over against
the others. In any case we shall have no one conclusive philo-
sophy or a perfect perennial philosophy, but many philosophies,

constantly changing and developing. That is more comforting to
some of us.
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tion of a culture, making it more significant and opening out pos-
sible ways of remodelling it.

In India only one such philosophic construction seems to have
taken place. The Nyaya system sought to take into account the
corporate experience of mankind (common sense), the contempo-
rary physics of Vaiseshika, religious experience as expressed in
the Veda and the disciplines of logic, grammar and rhetoric.

V. Analysis is another method which has been continuously
employed in philosophy since very early times. It is the direct
opposite to the second method of interpersonal thinking. It con-
sists in breaking up seeming wholes into constituents till what are
believed to be the ultimates are reached. The ultimate — whether
it is an idea, thing or language, — ought to be simple. Democritus’
atomism, Locke’s simple ideas and his historical method, Hume's
impressions are the results of analysis. That all knowledge and
things must be conceived as the configurations of elements, which
are irreducible and atomic, and that organization of these into
systems is governed by a limited number of simple processes and
relations is a presupposition of the method of analysis. Nature
these philosophers believe, has only a limited number of independ.,
ent entities and a discoverable structure,
ponents, and the ultimate differences are those of quantity. Simi-
larly, believers in linguistic analysis hold that all propositions
should be ultimately analysable into basic propositions which
record the real form of the facts in question and that propositions
not so analysable are nonsense. A proposition records the real
structure of facts when it describes sense-experience. Besides non-
sensical propositions there are, however, tautological sentences:
and some sorts of nonsense, it was conceded, may have emotionai

significance.

This method ignores all that is inte

gral, organic and complex
which refuses to lend itself to analysis into a distinct number o%
elements, or which when analysed loses its significance and rich-

ness. The non-cognitive aspects of human exp
vity —e.g., religion and art— fall outside the scope of analysis
Linguistic analysis presupposes that all language only descris.
the world, and that all types of meaningful statements ought to
be reducible tq one basic type, such as that found in natural science
Used with a knowledge of these limitations, this method will hel;;

us to avoid in many cases misleading language fal .
and baseless assumptions. 88 false hlfe?ameét

erience and acti-

analysable into its com-~
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VI Lastly, I come to a method which I shall' call that. of
clarification. Any man is a man before he is a Phllosopher anfl :
every man has certain beliefs, some of them acquired from tra.dl-
tion and his neighbours and others unconsciously formed by l'nm-
self as a result of his feelings and cognitions. Much of the faith
in values in the fields of art, ethics and religion has not bt-aen
arrived at by logical proof or scientific observation, but ex.lsts
somehow already; similarly certain ideas about human destlr{y,
individual dignity, etc. It is clear that we cannot formulate satis-
factory “proofs” or verifications to vindicate these. N?w what is
the basis for these beliefs? Examination of these beliefs can be
undertaken in such a way that we do not proceed from 1ihem ‘to
any conclusions, but to their roots — the discovery ?f certain prin-
ciples and experiences which serve as their foundation. What are
the types of experience which these beliefs imply, and what would

" follow if these beliefs are not true? The goal of this kind of think-

ing is not further knowledge, but the clarification of what we
already know, the making explicit of what we have been .holdmg
implicitly. Such clarification brings a belief into a consciousness
of itself. It is also possible that we may bhe unaware of certain
beliefs we already hold and reflection on our experience and beha-
viour may reveal them. '

In this kind of thinking we arrive at no conclusions which we’
did not know previously, but we come to know things in a v«:ay
different from that in which we already know them. Realisation
of what we already know, discovery in experience of the roots qf
our beliefs is philosophy; and unlike sense perception, mathemati-
cal reasoning and science, it never leads to new conclusidgs or to
the discovery of new facts, but by a reflective retrospection illu-
minates what we already know or believe, confirming our previous
apprehensions and sustaining our already existing faith. In the
Monologium and the Proslogium of St. Anselm we find an example
of this sort of philosophy. The Critique of Practical Reason might
be-also given as an instance of an attempt to discover the onuinda-‘
tions of moral faith in certain modes of experience. And, much
of Advaita Vedanta is intended not to demonstrate some philoso-
phic conclusions, but to strengthen and confirm what is already -
known and:believed on the basis of the Upanishads. Reason here:
removes doubts, contrary beliefs and suspicion of impossibility.

- Philésophy, on this view, is then the faith which knows wi\at
is knowable and elucidates itself, by being conscious of its own

. pumises.

PQ4



Phﬂosophy as a Historical Phenomenon
by N
Dr. S.  VAHIDUDDIN

~ *All philosophical systems which have been constructed as a
supreme concord of the final results of the individual sciences have
in every age possessed much less consistency and life than those
which expressed the integral spiritual yearning of their authors”
(Unainono : Tragic Sense of Life) Eng. Tr. :

Philosophy as it appears in history shows such a variety and
diversity of schools that it requires real philosophical insight to
discern the unity underlying the seeming heterogeneity o_f thought.
“Names have their destiny”, writes Windelband, “but none has as
strange as the word philosophy”. At one time it is regarded as
a meditation on death and at another as a guidance for life. Cicero
assigned it a moral function, and Marx imbued it with a revolu-
tionary ideal. The queer thing about the history of philosophy
séems to be the undisputed fact that philosophy has no constant
reference to a static content but assumes always a new significance

i’ the ever shifting situations of human culture.

‘Now and again it is associated with religion so closely that
it has appeared as a way to salvation, as a teaching about the des-
tiny of man and as a Brahma Vidya. The religious impulse has
always given an impetus to philosophical speculation and imbued
it with its own aspirations. When Plato saw in wonder the begin-
. ning of Philosophy he gave us the common root from which Philo-
" sophy, religion and art develop. What he speaks of as Wonder is
" not simple amazement at something which we know not and under-
stand not, but an awakening to a mystery which lurks everywhere.
The close association of religion and art with Philosophy was rightly
emphasised by Hegel, who discerned in the three principal mani-
~ festations of culture the reference to the same object. He recog-

nised In’ each’the element of knowledge and ascribed to all pre-
eminently a cognitive function. Though it is not possible to con-
cede to conceptual knowledge the highest status, Hegel has ample
justification in seeing in art, religion and philosophy a kinsh ip
which distinguishes them sharply from empirical sciences and eco- |
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nomic activity. Even St. Thomas Aquinas was aware that the
basis on which the poet and the Philosopher are alike is the fact
that each is occupied with the object that provokes wonder. It is
true that philosophy as a historical phenomenon cannot remain in-
different to empirical sciences, to the growth in mathematical
knowledge and to the pattern of economic conditions. At the very
beginning of Greek thought Mathematics and Philosophy were
regarded as sciences par excellence, as they alone dealt with uni-
versal concepts; and attempts have been made again and again to
make philosophy as exact a science as Mathematics, Descartes and
Leibnitz sought to discover a mathesis universalis, and more recent-
ly Husserl essayed to establish philosophy as a system of univer-
sally valid self-evident truths. How far these attempts have borne
fruit is shown by the polemic of Hegel against mathematical know-
ledge, and by the reversal of the whole approach to philosophy
in the existentialists of our day who deny to philosophy its scientific
pretensions and see in it only the illumination of existential situa-
tions. The over-emphasis on death, constant pre-occupation with
the idea of Nothing and with the dread and cares in which human
life is confined is only the transformation of the religious motives
on the secular plane. Thus the present situation in philosophy has
made it abundantly clear that philosophy which fights shy of reli-

gion and sees in art only the expression of emotional subjectivity

without any transcendental reference is bereft of historical insight.

It is first the intellectualistic bias of the
and later the exclusive pre-occupation with
has come in the way of true philosophical
Greek philosophy is above all theoria or
The ruling pre-socratic Greek tradition is, as Nietzshe well saw,
Apollonian in character. It aims at the clarity of thought and
relies on conceptual relationship and formal definition to reveal
to us the nature of reality. Intelligibility cannot be divorced from
being, and hence reality must needs be intelligible. As a counter-
blast to this intellectualism we find the life of passion and frenzy
embodied in the Greek cult of Dionysius. For the ruling Greek
tradition form and measure are the criteria by which even ethjcal
action is judged. It fights shy of extremes, and can appreciate
only proportion everywhere. This great tradition runs through
Cartesianism, and finds its culmination in Hegel whose philosophy
denies to feeling any cognitive right and looks down upon mystic
illumination as capricious subjectivity.

We owe it to the insight
of Pascal that emotions at last came to their own and claimed for

classical Greek thought
empirical research that
understanding. For the
conceptual knowledge.
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themselves a separate logic and an independent reason. Kant
denied to theoretical reason its pretensions, only to make room, as
he himself said, for practical reason and to m?.ke the moral will
jmmune to theoretical scepsis. Once it is reahs?ed that there are
non-conceptual forms of knowledge, art a.nd ethieal act101?, mystic
and religious experience do not become irrelevant to. Phd?sophy,
put the mainspring of Philosophical inspiration. Martin Hexdegggr
sees the intimacy of the relationship between the 'poet and the
thinker in the fact that in their universe “everythmg,. a tr?e, a
mountain, a house, the cry of a bird lose completely their indiffer-
ence and familiarity”.

The relation of Philosophy to empirical science§ has also under-
gone many a transformation, from the direct disparagement o'f
empirical research and wholesale condemnation of facts to a glori-
fication of sciences and to an uncritical abandon' to their calcu‘la}-
tions. Philosophy became no more than a summing up of etnpiri-
cal results. It is true that in the dawn of phllosophmal speculation
there was no bifurcation of science and philosophy, and by graduz:\l
process of differentiation sciences began to secede from their
mother soil and declare their autonomy. Psychology was 1.:he last
to assert itself, and inspite of all the efforts of the Behavmurzs.ts
to disown the historical past of their science, ‘Psychology can il
afford to lose its philosophical heritage. The light that has been
thrown in the last few decades on the darker recesses of the
buman mind and on the complexity of human mot:watmn and the
new knowledge that we have gained through Psg'rchx.c research con-
firm the view of Heraclitus that the more we d1.ve mto' the dt.epths
of the soul the deeper it becomes. The existentialists like Hexdg?g-
ger and Jaspers, Sartre and Marcel have shown great apprecia-
tion of psychological problems, and the phenomc.enol.oglca‘l research
and the existential interprefation of the.psychxc situations ‘show
how closely psychological and philosophical problems are intex-
twined.

But the fascination of psychological research has made eyen
acute thinkers often oblivious of the limitations of. ?sychologmal
explanations. One of the major problems of the Crftu.;ue of‘ Pure.
Reason was to show that the psychological method is inapplicable
to the theory of knowledge, and Husserl in our own days waged a
relentless crusade against the reductior.x f’f Logic into psychologg;
That Aesthetics and philosophy of Religion have Pro?olems wl.xi
defy Psychological explanation and presuppose a priori foundations
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is becoming clear. Already Plata’s theory of ideas may be regard-
ed as the classical attempt to go beyond the dichotomy of the phy-
gsical and the mental o a third realm which transcends hoth.

It must be noted that the glamour of technology and the tre-
mendous strides that pbysical sciences have made in modern times
have been so overpowering for certain schools of Philosophy that
the introduction of the so-called scientific method and the applica-
tion of the categories of the Physical Realm o higher strata of
being seemed as the only way of salvation for philosophy, All
forms of positivism and naturalism work with the {acit assumption
that the methodology developed with reference tg the physical
realm is applicable to all higher realms without any reservation.
The revolutionary changes in thearetical physies and the crisis
that has developed in Mathematics have shown the limitations of
the so-called exact sciences. Only slowly are we coming tp the
realisation that cultural and historical sciences have also their
own autonomous domains and demand a line of approach radically
different from those of the physical sciences. Only slowly their
methodology is being worked out, and thanks to the efforts of
Windelband, Rickert and Dilthey a systematic logic of history and
other cultural sciences has developed. It is sbove all in history
that philosophers have come fo see the most fertile field of philo.
sophical invegtigation, and since Hegel they have come to gee
more and more that man is embedded in a historical process, and
that the individual person can be “understood” only in his rela.
tionship with the objective spirit which embodies itself in art and
religion, in law and languages. We may not only say with Croce
that in a way alt history is contemporary, hut that all contempo-
raneity is historical. Thus with the awakening of historical con.
sciousness a new philosophical anthropology has grown, and with
it the ideas of man as a historical being. The historica} orienta-
tion has brought into new light the problem of the history of philo-
sophy, and has made it possible to see in the conflict of the systems
of philosophy not a ‘history of human errors’ or 5 Chaotic anarchy
but a significance which can never be appreciated '
vidual psychology or with reference to the typol
of the human mind. Fichte had remarked
one bas depends on the man that one is.
human values is at issue, the decisions exp
choice of the alternatives the personality
‘decisive factor. But no-one will venture to m i
differences of philosophical systems are b, Antain that the

ogical differences
that the philosophy
When the question of
ress a risk, and in the

in terms of indi. -

of the philosopher is a,

asically personal, ‘Rather
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it is the personality of the philosopher that has its roots deep down
in a reality which is historical in character. The philosophical
alternatives which manifest themselves as a variety of philosophi-
cal systems do not depend on subjective predilections, but express
the structural peculiarities of the reality itself. Hegel's great
attempt to understand -the history of philosophy dialectically is
with all its speculative arbitrariness without a parallel in the whole
history of speculative adventures. But unfortunately his supreme
confidence in the correspondence of the Logical order with the
historical misled him. His contention that the thesis and the anti-
thesis must reconcile themselves into a higher synthesis and philo-
sophy should work for absolute reconciliation betrays the theolo-
gical origin of his optimism. Philosophy in him aspires to reli-
gious ends and becomes the mouth-piece of a divine comedy. It
is true that the conflicts of the schools are not irreconcilable, hut
40 hold that this reconciliation can be achieved i all its fullness
is unwarranted. We might say in the language of Kant that com-
plete reconciliation is only an idea, a desideratum which is always
distant. Thus philosophy itself as philosophia perennis becomes
an idea in the Kantian sense, an idea which only regulates man's

‘quest and’ which is only partially and incompletely realised. in

. Dilthey’s ambition to write a critique of Historical Reason and
to develop a philosophy of philosophy led him to discover a new
meaning in the clash of philosophical systems. For him the many-
sidedness of life makes its comprehension possible only in isolated
perspectives. - Positivism, objective idealism, and the idealism 'of

freedom are the typical alternatives between which philosophical

thought constantly moves in history. Thus the conflict of ‘phile-
sophical systems finds its explanation in the nature 'of Reality itself,
and does not depend simply on the variation of Psychic Types.
Only with a philosophical evaluation of history and an historical
appreciation of philosophical differences are we led to deliverance
from scepticism which otherwise conclusively follows from history
of philosophy. History, now, does not become irrelevant to philo-
sophy, but shows in its dynamic a deeper meaning, and finds in
the negativity of conflict a positive moment.

It must be noted, however, that philasophy in history is sub
ject to the ailments and affections of the time, and the growth in

. philosophical consclousness is hedged in by the limitations of the
~ time. Every period of history has ifs own limitations of outlook
P Q8 ‘ . :
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and exclusiveness. What N. Hartmann calls blindness to certain
spheres of values and fanaticism for others may affect a whole
period and distort the axiological perspective. Again one special
field of philosophical research may dominate the whole gamut of
philosophical thought and lead to the undoing of philosophic uni-
versality. In recent times psychology and the Theory of Know-
ledge usurped the whole field of philosophy, and all metaphysics
was relegated to the limbo. Experience was analysed in terms of
atomistic sensationalism, and the great world of the poet and the
mystic was consistently excluded from its range. Philosophy was
either lost in speculative constructions without any relation to
Reality, or fell a prey to such pragmatic, positivistic or naturalistic
theories which can only be understood as conditioned by indus-
trial factors and treated as symptoms indicative of ¢
Happily we now find a revival of Ontology and
interest in Metaphysics; but a meta-physics whi
rical phase of Reality as final and conclusijve and does not swi

to the transcendent is not worth the name. The knowledge thni
we have gained in recent years in psychic p g &

) henomena ealls £,
- new metaphysical ontology, a new idea of space and time ax?(; :
re-consideration of the problem of the relationship of mind and

matter and of person and person.

ultural inanity.
a resurgence of
ch sees the histo-

What then is the meaning of philosophy in human culture?
The historical situation has made it abundantly clear that it i :
universal phenomenon which recognises no distinction of th1 Ili‘i?;
and the West. It involves a transition of consciousness fro . 1 y
of wisdom to wisdom which is refulgent with love. Our :a'uf:fv,1 h:::

always held to the conviction that knowled i

: . ge without ig Bli
and Philosophy as wisdom born of love is the ho;: olfo Ili 18 fl}:lmd
in the turmoil of the present. € luture

Concepts of Meaning and Understanding in New
Physics
by
PrAVAS JIvaN CHAUDHURY
Professor, Presidency College, Calcutta

1. Introduction

What was Einstein doing when he gave the general theory of
Relativity in the form of mathematical equations containing the
four ‘generalised coordinates’ and the ten ‘gravitational potentials’
and spoke in this connection of ‘curved and closed space’? Did
he mean anything and advance our understanding of some aspect
of nature? The same question may be asked about the perfor-
mance of Schroedinger with his Psi-function, of Heisenberg with
his matrices and Dirac with his phase-waves. The students of
modern physics answer this question in the affirmative, while a
large section of philosophers will answer in the negative. This is
surely perplexing to many who will ask themselves, “Is it that
these leading physicists of our times bungled their job and betray-
ed the true ideal of science and that what is commonly known as
the brilliant achievement of modern physics is but a heap of non-
sense, or is it rather that the philosopher-critics of new physics
are mistaken in judging this work by wrong criteria of science?”
The layman will be inclined towards the second alternative, for it
is prima facie less probable that the physicists have been deceiving
themselves with glittering trifles than that the philosopher-critics
are rather fanatic about what they think science ought to be,
more precisely, about their definition of “meaning” and “under-
standing” with reference to scientific statements. 'The layman feels
that the physicists must be finding some sense in the theories of
relativity and quantum mechanics which, moreover, do offer them
gsome kind of understanding of the world though the precise nature
of this sense and understanding may not be very clear to them.
The physicist who resents the philosophic criticism of the new
developments of his subject will do well to clarify his so far vague
ideas of ‘sense’ and ‘understanding’ in relation to his new science,
and, moreover, to find some reasons for holding these ideas rather
than those held by the philosopher-critics of this science, The
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present paper is directed to help the physicist in this task of
clarification and vindication. The nature of this task may be
roughly indicated by its parallel in the philosophy of art where,
for instance, a romantic critic like Coleridge upheld Shakes-
pearean drama against its neo-classical critics, or a modern eritic
like T. S. Eliot vindicating the new movement in English poetry,
of which he himself is a leader, against people who think that new
poetry is ‘true nonsense and false art’. The task, generally, is then,
first, one of explication of what is actually meant by somebody’s
claiming some piece of scientific (or artistic) work to be meaning-
ful and, second, one of showing how this explicated meaning is
more adequate or theoretically justified than its rival.

2. The problem and its historical backgrbund

The problem at hand arises from the situation in the new
theories in physics where the fundamental expressions, axioms,
postulates and even theorems, do not describe any cbservable fact
but are relations of pure theoretical constructs or uninterpreted

llow from these top-level expressions
according to the rules or definitions of the system and these are

connected to observables (like pointer-readings) by Semantic
rules! The theory is then

vational facts from certain others in a specific sector of enquiry,

As such it states no fact and offers no understanding of the world
but only provides us with a useful device to systematise a class
of observables. It is neither true nor false but only less or more

non-representative nature of their theories? and most probably

1. See for a description of this axiomatic or formal m

% ethod in sclence,
R. Carnap: Foundations of Logic and Mathematies, (in International Encyclo-
pedia of Unified Science, Chicago, 1955, Vol. I); pp. 208-10. (First published

separately, Chicago, 1939). The relevant part is reprinted as
tation of Physics” in Readings in Philosophy of Science, ed
Brodbeck, N. Y. 1953,

a calculus for predicting certain obsep-

| talk by this criterion’

g na‘h.ll'e of sc;ence, we may

4 mm@l Analysle ed, F
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' ' simple difference between scient.:e an@ltgchnolbgy;
the}:hls:e\:e‘ﬁ;k:v:?f find out the precise sense in which tl}ley t;nd
” ir follawers may have understood scientific knowledge, and. en
ﬁ;:id?vihjs sense is more adequate than the one of the phileso~
s | ,

pher-critics of new physics. .

* “Thi nse has its roots in three sep‘arate _behefs_ about
sei Tl:s ;‘til::: Stlele belief in the traditional Ansmt?han _;hzor;;i o:
zgiﬁze. that d’emands that science muslt be t;‘:fssen'gallt;;al io usn:,s

i i f principles, self-eviden: ‘ ,
cons'is:tmg .Of ; ifixr':;f ;huilzll??f:c(t)ualla sentznces can be 'logicftlly det.iuts
e e & som ary inspection of the observable facts is required
oo Or.lly i sutI}:::nintuition of these principles® Second, a belief in
for et chanical explanation of sensible facts, t'hat is to say,
caus‘al or m‘l* ically perceptible, even though empl:ncally and nolt
a faith that t?g ally imperceptible, objects must-exist at t.he t‘;ac ,
merely ted?ll:;i henomena, to be explained. (To explain . ese
of the sens fpperceptibility we may cite the case of submxms—
diﬁerent_sortsl& atoms and electrons, which being smaller. n
capic objects ef visible light of the shortest wavelength .(wolet)
the waﬁelenﬁrged under the so far known laws of pl.xysmal ax:ld-
ey ¥ be 01' ience. - They are said to be ‘enfpmca]]y 1mperce(1ioi -
physiologic? ¢ logically perceptible as it is not se]f:contra e
ble. e -they ﬁu;ethey could be perceived. The ot‘her side of the
tory to thirk thahxﬁcally unobservable so far, but is both empﬁ-
moon 18 only. 1:1(1: observable). The faith in such a causal ‘exlf -
cally an(fi :,%fﬁoms;na led classical physicists to construct the theo-
nation o

: lained so
1 . icles which successfully exp. - S
ries of sub‘mcroscop?'hza?;;eesss strengthened the faith which,

: i i ing that no
many phenomena abstract theories. Third, a feeling that 1
therefore, mustul’e‘j:;“it in science which has no s?psxble m:iz;im]r:lgé
statement be & t in principle (or logically) directly ve a.t
that is, which is no the feeling behind the empiricist crite-

by sense-experience. This is gclude all metaphysieal of gbstra'g:t

~ rion of meaning which seeks foe

ﬁrstl belief; mentioned above, about the

- With ,,l‘ésl’e"t to the note that ‘Aristotle’s logic teaches by

. e Woritical epoc‘,,; in the development of the theory

-8, See E. Beth-s. Yol 1 No. 1, Msy, 1950)”.‘in Readings in hilo-

of Belonce” (B.J-Fu s o aning and Verification s
L Ben M Pl wnd Sollars, (V. 100). g



176 PHILOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY

implication that the fundamental principles of science must be
supersensible or metaphysical, to be known principally by some
meditative search which is only aided by observation. But since
access to the abstract metaphysical principles was found impossible,
they were replaced in scientific practice by such hypothetical cone
structs as have a close analogy with commonsense experience and,
so, have a prima facie plausibility or self-evidential character,
The proof of these constructs rests on this character rather than
on the verifiability of their consequences. This modification of
the Aristotelian logic of science was indirectly helped by Thomas,
Aquinas who explained and justified the use of analogy in meta-
physical knowledge. Thus the transcendent hypotheses modelled
on our commonsense experience came to be

recognised as the trye
kind of scientific principles. This logic of science led to the dis-
tinction of a mathematically true theory of science, which is but

a convenient instrument for saving and predicting appearances,
from a philosophically true one that describes the real state of
affairs. This notion of science worked in the mind of Bacon when
he rejected the Copernican theory in favour of the Ptolemaje one,
and in the mind of Newton when he described space as the ‘sen-
sorium of God’, and also in Kant when he. spoke of space, time,
substance and causality as ‘the metaphysical principles of science’

too are somewhat of this kind. An e
suggests a verifiable diagnosis of a symp
pleted when the diagnosis is directly ve
tive when not so verified, though it is

to verify it, and when there is no rival diagnosis in the field, In
the latter case, there is no law of nature, hut only some technical
difficulty, that prevents the verification of the hypothesis,—.such as,
for instance, that about the appearance of the other side of the
moon; or, say a hypothesis about some geological state of the earth

xplanation in these cases
tom, so to say. It is com-
rified, but partial or tenta-~
not empirically impossible

5. See Philipp Frank: “Metaphysical Inte retations of Selenge”
(BJPS, Vol 1, Nos. 1 & 2, 1950), R
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i i hich may be thought

istorical event in the distant past w :
:cl; lizn\l:erl':;i,sable in a way by photographs of th(;ie ol?ects takelzn l;:r
i t scientifically developed people of some p A
somfa::t‘i::;:;t i:lterms of such hypotheses are also acc.epted by en-
E':xpte ed commensense. Now this commonsense nc?tlon of expla-
ﬁilio: works in g liberalised and sophisticated form in many scien-

" tists and laymen who admit explanatory hypotheses that are empi-~

rically unverifiable though logically ver@ble. ’I"h.e sul;-hnucr::;
édpic bodies belong to this class of hfypotl:t.et;c:l :1111(‘;11:1::. - ge:;tion

rdin; notion of particle , SO, estl
niotf:li:i:i?t;i ?1as aazima facie plausibility f;o minds. behe\gng
o the fraditional (Aristotelian-Thomistic) l?glc of science ﬁ(:'s;
mibed above. There is thus a subtle connection bet.ween the firs
zo grounds of philosophic criticism of abstract science.

The third ground of this criticism is an e.mpiricist criterior(; of
eaning that demands a statement of a scientific theqry to be es-
o tive of something that can be at least logically, if x?ot techni-
enlf o d not even empirically, verifiable in sense-experience. The}
ea‘ Y ion eems prima facie to be a sensible one, for how else.can
crltel:cmnesm: in science be demarcated from one in metaphysics ?
;‘}fizacililtlerion was rather narrowly conceived by Mach.who sought
fo do away with all empirically unobservable‘ ent}t}es like thets,ub-
microscopic ones, and admitted them only as au:’nhary concel.) S 01;
| ‘abbreviations’ for ‘economy of thought’ or convemel?ce..
They c:uld be explicitly defined in observation terms and, so, ehm%-
:T:t?:l from the scientific theory,.which wc?uld des:}ll'ibe the ;:::,-
ble by the sensible as Poynting put it. Goe 1?1" we b the,
treated the transcendent hypotheses as scaffolding ‘
”ediﬁce of science to be removed when. the latter is com-
leted, and we remember Russell’s advice: “Whenev?r pos-
b e1e ,logical constructs are to be substituted for inferred
::;Dti:ies.’" But this criterion of meaning implying a red1.1c-
tionist strategy in scientific methodology could‘ not be in tpnn‘i
ciple carried out in practice, for experience being open-texture
we cannot definitely tell which set of experiences are to be iorre-
lated with a particular transcendent hypothesis. ‘ {\s a result we
can never translate any scientific statement containing g tfagscen..
dent hypothesis into observation statements without remainder or

8. B Mach: Science and Mechanics (Chicago, 1893), p. 315, pp. 495-6.
: _7' B'. Russell: Mysticlam and Logic (Pelican ed. 1953), p. 148,
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loss of meaning, and, so, eliminate it from scientific discourse.8
Moreover, a logical construct, being a summary of a system of
sense-data, cannot have a prospective reference or predictive funtt‘-
tion that belongs to inferred entities which being, though not empi-
rically, but only logically, observable, are postulated as existent
and not held as fictitious. So that the logical constructs, though
metaphysically simpler than the inferred entities, are methodologi-
cally less sufficient® This difficulty about logical constructs had a
tendency to lead scientific thought to view the so~called inferred
entities as somehow really inferred, though this inference cannot
be strict like that of an observable object, say, fire, from its con-
comitant, smoke. Some sought 1o justify such an inference by
describing it as an indirect observation “through causality” like
touching a table by a stick,0 and arguing that such an inference
from a connected series of observations (like pointer-readings,
clicks in electronic counter, photographs of condensation tracks)
and through certain relevant hypotheses yields more reliable
knowledge than direct observation, just as a verdict based on
thorough circumstantial evidence is more dependable than a few
- eye-witness accounts.? Now these attempts to rank the trang-

cendent entities with observable objects imply a faith in the former

objects as logically observable, though technically or even empiris
cally unobservable. Thus the empiricist theory of meaning implies
an implicit metaphysical theory that reality has a uniformity of
structure at all levels of analysis not excluding the (empirically)
imperceptible onej2 g0 that the model or analogue of everyday
experience may be at the back of the latter experience. Now this

criterion of meaning, though broader than the one of Mach and

8. See L. W. Beck: “Constructions and inferred entities” Philosophy

of Seience, Jan. 1950, also reprited in Readings, ed. Feigl ang Brodbeck,
op.cit. : . . e :

10. Bg, V. F. Lenzen: Procedures of Empirica] Science (LE.U.8.,
op.cit.), Vol. T, part 1, pp. 320.21.
11. E. H. Hutten; Language of modern

12. A. C. Lovioy advocated thig view,
(Open court, 1830), pp. 206.7).

vhysics (1956), pp. 52-53.
gee his, Revolt againgt ‘dugliem

1955) .
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any logically observable object. Recently some metl%gdologzsts
like Carnap'® and Braithwaite have sought to rehabilitate the
‘abstract theoretical constructs of physics by a half-hea}'bed and
vague assertion that these constructs somehmf{ gfet partially and
tentatively interpreted and acquire empirical s1gfuﬁca.mce through
their. connection with observation statements. Einstein !:oo seems
to entertain such a liberalised concept of empirical meaning, X{he.n
he declares that for this meaning of a theoretical construct “it is
only necessary that enough propositions of the conceptual system
be firmly connected with sensory experience.s ]_30th Ayer‘ imd
Bridgman, who at one time demanded a strict criterion of empirical

- meaning for theoretical constructs,—the former in terms of ‘verifi-
. ability’ and the latter in terms of ‘physical operations’ (involved

in determining the entity represented by the construct) ,—eventu-
ally came down to compromise in the matter in terms respective};:
of ‘confirmability’ and of ‘mental, verbal and paper-anc.l-pencﬂ
operations besides the physical ones.’® But such compromises and
half-way houses do not really help us to settle the question ?f
meaning of the abstract non-intuitive constructs of science, It is
difficult to think of meaning being gradually acquired by an ori-
ginally meaningless expression as research goes on, though this
may be a metaphorical way of describing the actual procedure of
science where concepts like force, energy, etc, are not fixed but
develop.’” Moreover, it can be shown that this criterion of mean-

ing cannot succeed in ruling out purely metaphysical hypotheses
from creeping into science.}®

3. The proposed solution.

We thus see that the several notions about what science ought
to be have suitably combined to bring about the present crisis in

- R. Carnap: “Testability and Meaning” (Philosophy of Science,
Vo£ 3-4, 1956-7). Reprinted in Readings, ed, by Feigl and Brodbeck,
op.cif, Also see his “Truth and Confirmation” in Readings, ed., Peigl and

.cit.
Sellxs, R.opB. Braithwait: Scientific explanation (Cambridge, 1553).
15. Einstein: “Remarks on Bertrand Russell’s theory of knowledge” (in
Philosophy of B, Russell, ed, P, A. Schlipp, Evanston, 1944), p. 289,
16. A. J. Ayer: Language, Logic and Truth (London, 1946), Chap. I.
P. W. Bridgman: “Operation Analysis” in his Reflection of a Physicigt (N.Y.

17. C. G. Hempel: Fundamentals of concept formation in Empirical

Science (LE.U.S. op.cit, Vol, TI, No. 7), p. 49.

18. See S. F. Barkaer, op.cit,, Chap. 7.
P.Q6



180 PHILOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY

scientific methodology, namely, the denial of any scientific sense
and merit to what are acknowledged by the physicists to be the
greatest achievements of science. The very alienation of direct’
sensible meaning from the key-concepts of science, that which has
repelled a section of philosophers, has been welcomed by many
scientific methodologists as instrumental in increasing “the scope,
simplicity and experiential confirmation of scientific theories.”1?
Use in scientific theories of analogies drawn from common experi-
ence is regarded as positively unhelpful for the progress of modern
physics?® In such a situation it seems necessary for us to clarify
and defend as best as we can the sense in which these scientific
thinkers find the abstract theories of new physics meaningful and
fit to be called scientific.

3 (). The meaning of abstract theories and how they offer us
understanding of the world.

To clarify the above-mentioned sense we may summarily state
that when the physicists speak of the abstract theories being mean~
ingful and offering us understanding of nature they mean, by impli-
cation, that these theories, though having no meaning in isolation,
make the observation statements with which they are indirectly
connected by a long chain of definitions and reduction statements,
meaningful. They may be likened to such parts of a sentence as
prepositions and conjunctions which, without denoting anything,
make a sentence, containing some denotative words, descriptive of
a state of affairs, and, so, meaningful. They relate or order classes
of observables in a particular sector of enquiry and, so, render
them significant, so. that we can predict some futyre observations
from certain given ones with the help of these abstract theories.
The theories thus offer us an understanding of a section of the
observable world. They are thus meaningful and effect under-
standing of nature in the above senses. Can we say that we do
not know what a word like “in’ or ‘against’ meang just because
we cannot mention or point to any referrent of it 9 We know what
such a word means in the sense that we know their use in meg
ingful discourse and know how they shed -

. meaning on other term
which separately mean observable things, but jointly mean g cor:-:

19. See Hempel, loc.cit.

20. Bee R. B. Lindsay: “Future of Physics” in ppi T
(Oct, 1638, Vol 5, No. 4), pp. 465-87.  Also, E. Zimmers” fospopr™e"
Physics (London, 1936), p. 222, , )
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plex state of affairs only with the aid of these so-called meaning-
less words. . To use a phrase of Wittgenstein in a slightly different
context we may say that the meaning of an abstract unintuitable
expression. or theoretical construct in new physics ‘shows itself
as we operate with it in the description and prediction of pheno-
mena. And since the phenomena are thus brought under some
rule or order, these expressions or constructs may as well be said to
effect our understanding of the world.

3(b). Vindication of this view.

This being the sense in which the uninterpreted constructs of
new physics have meaning and yield understanding of the world,
we may now seek to defend it against its critics. The latter hold
that a theory must be descriptive of some physical state of affairs
and that the empirical laws describing the observable phenomena
in the sector of enquiry must be derivable from the theory. 'The
justification of the theory has to be given not only in terms of the
confirmation of the laws by the observational data, but also in
terms of some independent and more direct evidence for the exist-
ence of the physical objects or principles postulated by the theory.2
The case of the Kinetic theory of gases to explain Boyle’s law,
that describes the relation of pressure to volume of gases, and an
independent and more convincing confirmation of the theory by the
phenomenon of Brownian movement may be cited to illustrate
and support this view. The treatment by Roger Cotes? of New-
ton’s law of gravity and of inertia as inherent powers of matter,
respectively, to attract other matter and to resist a change of mo-
tion in it may also be cited. The molecules of a gas as well as the
principle of gravity were regarded by many scientists and philo-
sophers of the time as ultimate facts having a self-evidential vali-
dity because of their analogy with common experience. But this
conception of scientific theory must be critically considered. Sup-
pose a theorv vostulates some observable thing which is subse-
auently verified by observation, then the theory (together with
the laws under it) describes an order of observable phenomena,
made up of those stated by the theory and others explained by it,

21. A modern exponent of this view is I.. O, Katsoff, see his, Phystcal
Science and Physical reality (The Hague, 1957), po. 159-61, also Chap. 20.

22. See his preface to the second edition of Newton's Principia, See
also K. Povper: “Three views concerning human Knowledge” in Contempo~
rary British Philosophy, 3rd series (London, 1956), p. 369,
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We admit that discovery of new existent objects is a part of a scien-
tist's job, but as soon as such new objects are discovered through
hypotheses and verification of them and related to other objects
there arises the question of further explaining this new order oi?
objects in terms of some other observables. Similarly the expla-
nation of attraction of bodies in terms of gravity cannot be final
The essentialists view that there are some ultimate physical ob'ects‘
and principles which are self-evidentially true in a mere do]gma
that aids obscurantism. Newton himself regarded inertia to be an
essential and ultimate property of matter but not gravity which
he sought, but failed, to explain in terms of mechanicalyush of
matter which he thought, following Descartes, to be an N al
property of all bodies or extension® ’ essentl

~ Now the causal explanation of the sensible either by the sensi-
ble (ie. technically discoverable) objects or by some - ima facie
. plausible principle such as the essentialists conceive azz demand
of science cannot be possible after a certain stage of scientifi

advancement when the scientists have to postulate logicall bz -
able, but technically and even empirically unobservabley Ob.erlr;
and abstract principles at the back of observable heno’ " ]ect

explain them. The molecules are generally said topb H(;ena tlo
verified by the observation of Brownian movement a edutlhlrec' d
tillations under the ultra-microscope, but strictl " ki  ten
are but postulates to account for these effects whicsli'l S}I:ea ng they
vide independent and closer evidence for these part3 lowtelraer’ e
by tl:xe empirical laws (like the Boyle’s and Chaﬂ;c,esla n done
require them as explanatory hypotheses. The sam. , wli)e th‘at
with regard to electrons which are again said to be : ;n o 1 Salfl
ﬁe.d bs.r the condensation tracks in the Wilson ch,am bmmt Y e
cllciks in the Geiger counter. In fact they are but mdeli and e
logical objects which cannot be verified but mer lmo efsir;): 1t
some degree by verifying their consequences, AsesZi;olx: £ e(.l t.o
not any technical difficulty that prevents their direct vzr(i)fl‘;f:alttiolri

but it is the constitution of nature itself, so far as it is known by

us, that stands in the way. Now th i

: 1d v e positivists sanction such -

z};it:,zil ;ntlt.le(si thc?ugh the.y are empirically imperceptible anc;l i’l?:y

cannot e 1:: .uctlvely (ie. hypothetico-deductively) established
vith y. certainty because one cannot be sure that there are no

rival hypotheses to explain the same class of phenomena. They do

23. See Popper, opcit., P. 871.

. theories in terms

4o imagine certain analogues of ob

* so, really ex

. methodology of science,

_for mass, size, shape, et
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it because these ‘hypothétical entities bear some analogy with ordi-

. e me and prima-facie plausible. The
nary objects an S:i; atlrlese models or transcendent hypotheses are

jenti ey are not like a mere mathematical theory,
hﬁihasi:?:g: l:c&eszzp};ive law having no explanatory value and
g no understanding of nature in this sense. So far then
O tuliat the three beliefs, mentioned above, that are antagonis-
‘:iV: tie:n abstract theory in science, namely', that (i) the th.eory must
appear to be self-evidential providi‘ng ultimate explanation of the
phenomena treated by it, (i) that it must be causally explanatory

1 descriptively meaningful, are operative at the back of
and () jvist methodology. It admits the logically observ-

modern posit : # .
glﬁe objects like the sub-microscopic particles, but rejects the

: it i instein or Dirac, treating them
Jy non-intuitive theories of Eins -
purely rrelating facts offering us under-

as mathematical devices for co

standing of nature.
' i -antific theory operative in the
e ‘three notions about scientific b
Now & es are arbitrary norms that have an appli-

rejection of abstract theori . an appl
calbﬂity in science in a restricted sphere. When science is still in
ss ‘and discover some observable agent cau-~

jts infancy we can gue ;
sally related to a mass of other observable pl'.nenomena and explain-
ing them. At a more developed stage of science these observable
and’ causally explanstory objects may be exhausted, and we have
servable objects to explain pheno~

mena which will now include the formerly discovered causes. The
analogues or models are then treated as logically observable and,
istent, though not technically and not even empirically
observable. Though they cannot be verified but only confirmed
to some extent by verifying some of their consequences, and there
may always be the possibility of their being replaced in future by
better hypotheses, they are admitted in science because of their
analogy with commonsense experience, which analogy confers on
them some sort of plausibility. Now this rather psychological,
particularly aesthetic, preference for such entities and the related
which has only a heuristic value, comes

to grief at a further advanced stage of science when it is found that
models do not really help us in organising facts. If we consider
an atom or an electron to be a physical object with certain values
c., then we are led to enquire about the rea-
whereas if we consider them as point-

son behind just these values,
masses then we fail to understand how an entity without exten~

sion can be material, and a seat of force. In the case of electrons
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I)er:;ds,m' who, however, admits abstract theories of modern physics
: }l:emrejig;s se lﬁz:;xensaltit;i gr irxstrunilenta]istic) interpretation of
) : ey are ‘“genui i :
c15t.s who conceive them instrumentally will eventuall €0 e
their mistake. Now certainly this criticism that a y oo f{
a\.bstract theories themselves but only objects to their o the
tion as formal and instrumental is less drastic and: ﬂim}firpreta-
the one that, accepting this interpretation and believ'g y than
classical notion of science, regards them as misguiduzlg e
B.ut ) 'far as this criticism merely shows how the instr(; efforil;s,
view disappoints the original aims and attitudes of S ,mentahst
apl?eals to our natural weakness for the latter, it is inc0n01ence a.nd
I!; Is no good warning us against the defects of in Sequiential.
since according to this view theories are neither true
but useful m various degrees in various ranges of appli tn or false
always hold their respective grounds, an 4. 5o, no I; e‘:; ion, they
c?n be madg in science® We may reply to this particul Pl‘:hgress
o obscuf'antlsm against instrumentalism that there ma bar a.trge
prog.re.s§1vely more general and convenient caleyl y be dev1_sed
the 1mt1a11y. narrow and cumbersome ones; but our superseding
reply to this and other objections of the ,sort will :)n T gen.era]
no use telling us how nice it would be if we could 1: that, it is
traditional ide.als of scientific theorising and explanati ee.p up our
:I(LtS:;ZW Sl:e;lﬁcauy how we could keep them up, H;Zpon: ;:a ;
culi bi??) el ahPhYSlcaI Interpretation of any of the abstxzit als
Hov:le nly hopes that. physicists will be able to g thi cal-
ver, to help them in the job he has 0 this job,

ngers of an instrumentalist view which degrades science ::)n t ﬂllle
ech-

nology or knowledge to a
craft, and he has sou '
N o ght t

zf a;rll .:mpll‘émsts prejudice against dispositional ch:r:;re th?m
oas incl Z a:;t ﬁeld of forces. He thinks the probability otfers h.ke
of theg dicce aig Iﬁumberhought to be treated as a physical pra dlr:e
. ) opes that if we P Operty
interpretation of peebability ollow this principle of physical

theo i ,We can rescue the ne

sure;‘y from an Instrumentalist construction upon it W'I%uantum
y very good suggestions but as yet too vague an ax eset:re

. emo to

strumentalism;

27. K. Popper. "Three
S views concerning h
temporary British Phj ‘ ¢ human knowl
28. Ibid., p.28382. htbsophy, op.cit.,, pp. 377‘86. edge» in Con-
2. Ibid., p. 380,

 that as “John” means a person ca
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bring about any practical consequence, and so to convince us of
the possibility of our going back to the traditional ideal of scienti-
fic knowledge.

4. Concluding Remarks

We have in this paper described the chief elements of the
prevailing notion of scientific theory and shown how they are
inapplicable in the present situation in physical science. We have
in this connection referred to the sense-verificatory theory of mean-
ing as advanced by the logical positivists and have suggested a non-
denotative notion of meaning to justify the abstract theoretical ex-
pressions of new physics. We have in these discussions steered
clear of the controversy over the concept of meaning that is current
in modern logic. We may, however, mention here that a denota-
tive notion of meaning, that says that every expression must, like
a proper noun word, name something, may be working in the mind
of many (besides the other notions mentioned in the essay) who'
protest against the abstractions of new physics. This notion of
meaning is very naive. It arises out of a facile analogy between
proper noun words and others; they all are symbolic expressions
and we are said to understand them or grasp their meanings, so.
Hled John, other words like
“dog” or “Justice” must have a corresponding entity. But a little
critical reflection will reveal the worthlessness of this analogical
argument for queer entities like Dog and Justice which are called
subsistent objects, different from the existent ones, both mental
and physical. For we understand these non-proper noun words in
a manner and sense different from that in which we do proper noun
words, and we mean by their meanings something different from
the meanings of the latter words. We understand the word “dog”
or “justice” in the sense that we know how to use them intelli-
gently; we know what can and cannot be said with it and we do not
know what it names. We know the meaning of the word in the
sense that we know their sense or significance. Saying is not
naming and vice versas. Meaning is denotatum or nominee in the
case of proper names only, it is significance in the case of other
kinds of words. ‘This notion of significance in the theory of meant
ing saves philosophy and logic from many difficulties, for instancey
the questions, where and how does the universal Dog or Justice.
exist, how to know it and how can it be related to its instances,
bow can ?egasus, the illusory objects or round square, exist, what
do the words that are prepositions, conjunctions, adjectives, ads

P.Q17

-
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placed by measurable parameters like mass, momentum
etc., and the phenomena of interaction and transformation’
cles in nuclear physics can be

even of language
on in  the logie
scientific theopjes

(as in Joyce) in these novels. Justificat
of science for the new norms of meaning of

things, for they state what ought t
this is but one side of the matter,

» that it is reasonab]
to produce things according to the norm whicg x;ﬁssstlbr!;tf%l; ‘;2:
24. See L. L. Whyte: « . ,
No. 4). Fundamental Physicat Theory, (B.7.p, s., Vol. I,

CONCEPTS OF MEANING AND UNDERSTANDING 183

exacting or irrelevant. We can define science in whatever manner
we pléase and reject whatever portion of science does not satisfy.
our definition, but this arbitrary procedure will not be of any use
to anybody. We have to see whether our definition is adeqt'Ja‘te.
Of course there is an irreducible element of choice or subjectivity
in this matter of setting up norms or definitions, and hence the con-
stant disagreements over the question whether a particular work
of a scientist (or an artist) is really scientific (or artistic). But
there are constant attempts at clarification and justification of _one’s
-norms, such as the present effort, and these do effect some kind of
mutual understanding and agreement. So that the fact that a
norm or definition of what ought to be called scientific, though not
a matter of straight-forward description of facts but one of pres-
cription -of a way to evaluate facts, is not a matter of pure sub-
jective preference. There is a large core of objectivity in this
respect and, so, scope for argument, such as is offered here in
defence of our own norms of meaning and understanding, which
justify abstract theories of new physics.

3 (c). The objection of K. Popper answered.

We have not only described the conception of scientific know-
ledge that works in new physics to-day, but have also prescribed
it in spite of the classical opposition against it. We have shown
how this opposition is grounded in nothing but a’ prejudice which
may be corrected by an inspection and appreciation of the actual
situation in recent physical research, where the demand for a priori

' plausible descriptive theories (i.e. postulates of models believed to

be real existents) and causal explanations cannot be fulfilled. Now
this implies that we have to content ourselves with certain abstract
theories or mathematical formulae that do not describe any hypo-
thetical and explanatory facts behind the ordinary observable ones,
the data, but in a way describe, without explaining, the data, that
is, the empirical world. So that these abstract theories are but cal-
culi which are neither true nor false but less or more ‘adequate’
(as Schroedinger® admits) or ‘right’ (as Heisenberg? puts it) in
their respective contexts or ranges of applicability. This means
they are instruments or devices rather than pieces of information
and, so, new physics that utilises them should be regarded as a kind
of technology rather than science. This is what Karl Popper con-

2, Schroedinger: Science and Humanism (Cambridge (1951), p. 22,
2. Heisenbery: Dialectica, Vol 2, p. 333.
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I

There is a contemporary craze for linguistic analysis. Such
analysis consists mainly in studying the various standard uses of
expressions,—words, phrases and sentences of ordinary language,—
with a view to determining precisely the concepts expressed by
them. For, how else can we make our concepts precisé except
by studying the usage of expressions embodying these concepts?
The present paper will be concerned with the concepts of truth

and falsity.

“True’ and ‘False’ are very familiar adjectives used to qualify

two kinds of objects: (a) statements, judgments, propositions,
views, laws, theories, hypotheses etc. and (b) things and events.
The statement ‘earth is round’ is true and the hypothesis ‘sun goes
yound the ecarth’ is false. This is the first kind of use. “A true
patriot’ ta false note’, ‘a false pride’ are examples of the second
kind of use. Acco ing to modern philosophers of language ana-
lysis such adjectives are not descriptive of any fact. In the meta-
linguistic statemen « “Earth is round’ is an English sentence”, the
factual character of the object-language

predicate determines a
But “ ‘Earth is round’ is true” is

statement, ‘Earth is round’.
rth is round”. F. P. Ramsey and A. J. Ayer

equivalent to “ea
maintain, therefore, that meta-linguistic statements, which ascribe
‘glse’ to statements of object-language,

the predicates ‘true’ and

do not describe any fact not already stated in the object-language
statements themselves! Similarly, though the two expressions,
4glse friend’ and “old friend” are grammatically similar, their logi-
cal behaviour i efers to an attribute of the friend

s different. ‘Old’ r
in question that is empirically verifiable or disverifiable, and thus

its behaviour is cognitively descriptive of a factual property:

. 4, F. P. Ramsey, Foundation of Mathematics, pp. 142-143. A. J. Ayer
wCriterion of Truth” published in Philosophy and Analysis by Margarate

Mcdonald.
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7% We have advanced the view of
verbs' and pr(.mo-ur:nj: ntootejustify the abstract theories of new
eaning a;i ig::g meaningful in this non-denotative sense, Our
physics, wf : d attribution of meaningfulness to these Scientific
defence.o a}x: ve a wider and more robust Support than what
abstractions toa the reader of the paper, particularly to thoge not
ma}:xaiﬁf::rwith the general problem of meaning in modern philo-
acq
sophy.

We may also derive some indirect support for our vieyv. from
i y m . in modern literary criticism where too a revision of
the SItuatlfln ;nmeaning is going on. Formerly, say, till the first
the concefp thois century, a poem, a drama or a novel, had to haye
quarte.r tollectual idea, some' message, expressed through itg artis-
:i(::@riel(lllilfm by means of suggestions. The reader or
'know what the piece of work means to tell.us or con '
i d teach us indirectly while evoking in us varioys erpo-
gfx?snz:; offering us artistic c_lelight. It must no-t telll anlythmcg1
directly and abstrusively, but it must.tell somfethlng clearly an
istinctly in order not to be nonsensical. This meaning of the
d'IStht o ce could be stated in intellectual terms, But this demand
i:)tj I;izepﬁteﬂectual idea as the meaning of a.literary piece is now
replaced in many quarters by that for some image, myth or even
style or form of expression that may appear _to be significant and
symbolic of some truth of our wor.ld and hfle.
meaning cannot be translated'mto mt.ellectua ter
no less meaningful and revealing. It is further ¢l
new kind of meaning that these w$>rks possess
possible in this advanced stage of literary art,
to cope with a much richer and subtler worl.d of
than what their predecessors kx?ew of. Life
quicker and more complicated with the expans
knowledge about the world and our body an
instruments of production and enjoyment, an
our time are attentive to the mix%utest featu
complex life. They find it impossible to com
in such clear intellectually formulab%e terms'
found it possible with respect to the%r expe.r1
the charge of confused seeing and umfltelhglb
against the moderns is hasty and unjust. D

listener must
vey. It must

This evocative
ms, yet this is
aimed that thig
is the only kind
when artistg have
human experience
has become vaster,
ion of our scientifie
d mind, and use of
d literary artists of
res of this rich and
prehend its meaning
as their predecessors
ence of life. So that
le expression brought
0es not this situation

30. See Gilbert Ryle: “The Theory of Meaning"

in British Philosophy in
Mid-century (Ed. C. A. Mace, London, 1957),
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i for a revision of the .older
in Lters criﬁ({]sm:)fv:h‘;ir;r:; gf(:i and of understandability of
o mearildl.liﬁered by the piece is felt as a rfzsult of the ni:
fife and the WO’If‘;i under which the literary _artlst. has to wo <
objective C'Ol_idl onzlocy to the situation in our loglc.of. sclencc:-
rl Strlklﬂgh%_m an;logical situation in a sister d1scE1phne som )
And dO_eS e« 1: argument for a revision of the no’fmn of metaI:)
hov remfor:l:e O’:mdability in our own? After all htet:ature m(:d,
ing anfi un er:ks to understand an aspect of our ex‘pene;lc:s,ta nd-,
ke “oivos ¢ S; meaningful, though the forms of tlru‘s un i,e nd-
o and m to' . Iness are different from those o.f science, c?
ing o0 meamngti}:ua different aspect of our experience. There 1(:11:1:
et dea’ls ‘lYierature a move for breaking away from the od i
e " 'lliterary criticism a revision of older norms of unt h(:;l
mOUI('lS o d by a literary work and of its meamngfulm;s;,.t ¥
Standlnghaﬁerzome extra assurance with regard to the validity
;;eraclrl r::::ements in science and its logic.
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whereas ‘false’ does not describe any property of the friend, but
only estimates his value. Truth and falsity are descriptively
meaningless pseudo-concepts, the question of whose nature does
not arise. Thus the philosophical distinction between the pro-
blems of nature of truth and of criteria of truth appears to be mis-
leading. Whenever we ask “what do we mean by truth or falsity?”,
we are really demanding the criteria that people employ when
they declare statements to be true or false2

This may be interpreted, I think, as, either the criterion of
truth is identical with its nature or, it is the reason for the evalua-
tive emotions, felt and evinced, by the employment of that value-
expression. For, the criteria of truth may be different in different
types of statements and things. In factual, empirical statements
like “This flower is red”, that criterion is correspondence with
facts. But logico-mathematical statements that are non-factual
and a priori, are to be regarded as true by definition of the ele-
ments involved in these statements and not by correspondence with
facts. If there are two kinds of statements, a priori and empirical,
as held by the logical positivists, the logical criteria of their truth
will also be different. -But though the criteria be different in
different cases, the meaning of ‘true’ and ‘false’, whatever it may
be, seems to remain invariant in all instances of their use. There
is a sense in which ‘true’ and ‘false’ are genuine meta-linguistic
predicates, ascribed to statements of primary object-language as

~ subjects, when the latter do not assert anything but are merely
“assertible” (cf. W. E. Johnson, Logic, Part I, page 4). T can
significantly assert “The statement ‘earth is round’ is true” or
“ ‘Milton wrote Meghadutam’ is a false statement”; for, here the
subjects of the metalinguistic statements are themselves statements
that do not assert anything but are simply ‘entertained’ for cog-
nitive consideration. Here ‘true’ and “false’ must mean something
as genuine predicates and cannot be mere pseudo-concepts. Simi-
larly the criteria of a ‘false friend’ and ‘a false God’ are obviously
different, though ‘false’ has some invariant meaning, .

If so, the modern analyst must take the criteria to be merely
the »easons for calling something ‘true’ or ‘false’. The invariant
meaning, if any, cannot be cognitively deseri

. ptive but may bhe
purely emotive. It can only be the expression of emotions like
admiring, honouring, respecting, praising or holding the statement

in esteem. Such-expression of laudation does not say anything

2. A. J. Ayer, Ibid,
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does not even describe the emotion, but simply evinces it as in
the exclamations, “Bravo!”, “Excellent!”, “Encore”! This can also
be done with clapping of hand without using any word. Similarly
‘False’ will express the emotion of dishonouring, annoyance, dis-
gust, vexation, contempt etc., as in the exclamation “Fie upon you”!
The moral adjective “good” is analogous and expresses, accord-
ing to the positivist, praise, honour, respect, encouragement etc.,
and the symbol ‘bad’ expresses the opposite. Of course, Prof.
Ayer does not clearly indicate the emotive force of ‘true’ and ‘false’,
though he admits such emotive significance of ‘good’ and ‘bad’ with
reference to moral context? Recently Mr. Barnett Savery has
drawn a parallel between the positivistic theory of ‘good’ and
that of ‘true’ and says, “if our logical analysis and our logical positi-
vists insist upon their emotive theory of value, then for the sake
of consistency, I suggest that they accept the emotive theory of
truth”4 Prof. Ryle’s statement: “There is something of a slur
in ‘false’ and something honorific in ‘true’ ™5 can, I think, be also
given an emotivistic interpretation. If we assert a proposition to
the effect that such and such is true, we do not make a statement
of fact, but merely express a feeling which says in its emotive
way, “I endorse, go you and endorse likewise”5 “True’ expresses
a feeling of approval, or a pro-attitude and ‘false’ expresses a feel-
ing of disapproval or con-attitude.

I

If my statement of the emotive theory of truth is substantially
correct there seems to be some sense in such a view; for ‘true’ and
‘false’ are many-faced words that are a packet of meanings each.
But the emotive force of the words, I think, is neither the only,
nor the main sense, as the emotionalist seems to hold. According
to the emotionalist all the values of human life—truth, beauty and
goodness—are to be analysed in the same way. The emotive signi-
ficance, i.e. the proper meaning of all the value-words, appears to
pe the same. The emotion evinced by holding a statement or
thing to be ‘true’ is the same as the emotion expressed by judging

3. Language, Truth and Logic, pp. 106-107, 2nd Edition.

4. Barnett Savery, “The Emotive Theory of Truth”; Mind, October,
1955, p. 521. , -

5. From “Truth as Appraisal” by A. R. White. Mind, July 1957, p. 320..

6. See Barnett Savery “The emotive theory of Truth”, p. 518. (Mr.
Gavery expresses the feeling as “I believe ...... ". But to bring out the
emotive character, it is better to say ‘I endorse’ or ‘I admire’). s .
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an action to be ‘good’ as well as by saying that a painting is
‘beautiful’. If we take this to be the only proper meaning of value-
words, may we not substitute one word for another? Suppose
a man commits robbery and escapes. Instead of saying that his
action is ‘bad’, let us say that it is ‘false’. May we not imply by
the latter mode of speech that the action has not been done at all?
Then what is the use of police investigation after the alleged crime?
Does it make any sense when we say “The Tajmahal is true”,
“@4+3=19) is ugly”, or “The 2nd law of Thermodynamiecs is
beautiful’? If it be said in reply that such substitution is not
possible because the criteria of different kinds of value are diff-
erent, then the meaning of ‘true’ and ‘“false’ in respect to their cri-
teria will be more fundamental than their invariant emotive signi-
ficance. If, on the other hand, ‘“true’ is cognitively vacuous and
emotively expressive, the criteria cannot determine truth. For,
the criteria must constitute the cognitive or descriptive aspect of
the meaning of ‘true’ and ‘false’. Is not then the emotivist under
the obligation to explain the differences in the emoti

on evinced
by different value-words ‘true’, ‘beautiful’ and ‘good’? But what
are these differences?

Further, we may not always express praise and admiration
by ‘true’. There is such a thing as unpleasant truth, and even if
we recognise something to be really true, we may not be favorably
disposed towards it. An unpleasant truth has g bitter taste and

when we recognise it, it is the logical criterion of truth that seems
to be more fundamental.

Again the criterion of knowing or recognising something to
be true, ie. the cognitive aspect of the meaning of ‘true’ or ‘false’
may come into conflict with the emotive aspect of it. This ,,‘
hecause emotion is a conservative element of human na

e el ture and
cognition is a changeable element.

I may have held g statement

_dicts of commendation or condemnation.
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Mr. A. R. White? is right in taking the crtieria, to be applied

in saying X is ‘true’ or ‘false’, to be descriptive or cognitive
aspect of the meaning of these appraisal werds. ‘Being supported
by facts’, for example, is a property of some empirical statements,
and this is known when we apply the criterion of correspondence.
Similarly, ‘being coherent with other statements’ or ‘being useful’
may be a property of some logico-mathematical statement or of
some scientific hypothesis, respectively. Hence “........ (a) to
say ‘x is true’ where the criteria of truth are known conveys infor-
mation about x, (b) to say this where the criteria are not known
fails to do 50”3 Yet Mr. White seems to take this descriptive
aspect of the meaning to be only secondary, for even when we do
not know the criteria we can use and understand the expression “x
is true”. “To give the criteria of truth is not to give the meaning.”®
The more intimate aspect of the meaning of ‘true’ or ‘false’ is
evaluative, according to Mr. White, for this remains invariant
even though the criteria differ. A proposition to the effect that
something is true is an evaluative or critical judgment upon a pro-
position or thing as distinguished from mere factual judgment that
is purely descriptive. Appraisal is estimation of value and implies
the grading of propositions or things in question as higher or lower.
In saying ‘x is true’ I grade x high, and ‘x is false’ grades x low.
This is the primary aspect of the meaning of ‘true’ and ‘false’
according to Mr. White. Value-judgments are appreciative ver-

Evaluation is not merely
an expression of emotion but is a kind of stating the grades with

reference to some criteria or standards, analogous to the grading
of examination scripts as “good”, “fair”, “hag” etc., which also sets
up some standard. Such grading may or may not contextually
imply some expression of emotion like praise, admiration etc. Thus
teaching the use of the word ‘true’ is not like that of an ordinary
descriptive adjective ‘red’ that is destitute of evaluative sense.10

This view of “Truth as Appraisal” seems to be better than the
emotive theory of truth. The evaluative judgment ag distinguished
from factual judgment need not be meaningless, But here also it

seems to me that the descriptive (criteria) aspect of the meaning,

“Truth a8 Appraisal” by Allen R, White, Mind, 3ol .
Ibid, p. $19. . d, July 1957; p. 820,

. Ibid., p. 819. .
10. Ibid, p. 319,

PvQ:'a !
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Linguistic Analysis and the Ideal Language Method
Linguistt by

A. Laxsamana Rao,
Department of Pi hilosophy, Andhra University

Some time ago I came across an article by C. L. Stevenson in
the~‘Phﬂosophical Review’ of July ’57 entitled ‘What is a Poem ?’
and T eagerly started to read it. The author began with a defini-
tion of the poem as referring to a sequence of words, and then
went on saying that the sequence expresses such and such a mean-
jng; later, by an ascending process, the writer laboriously attempted,
step by step, to 4nduce’ the poem from the particular sequence of
words with which be originally started. I I Richards in his ‘Prin-
ciples of literary criticism’ asks a similar question, and begins by
saying that a poem refers to certain experiences that we may have
when we read certain words. According to him the words are
properly interpreted when and only when the person reading them
gets an experience that is very like the poet’s experience. But
Stevenson does not concede even this. He says that Prof.
Richards’ answer is debatable and that “those who make much of
_the intentions of the artist in aesthetics are likely to accept it,
whereas those who make much of the ‘intentional fallacy’ are
likely to reject it”. I have no doubt that he considers himself
belonging to the latter category. Needless to say that I was
thoroughly disappointed with what Stevenson had achieved in his
unusually lengthy but fruitless article. A Positivist-analyst is
simply incapable of looking at a poem from the ‘experience-end’—
he does not even accept that there is any such thing —and this

learned author was no exception.

To the outward of course a poem is a jumble of sentences, and
each sentence is compounded of words or a sequence of words;
but is that all that is most important in a poem ? The Positivist
perhaps claims that it is the only thing that is given to his per-
ceptual observation. Is then a poem just poetic language—a

language in which words are perhaps less haphazard and more.
to me as outsiders it may be that, but-what of

* adhesive? To you and
the poet himself? To him, it must be a different story, To him it



196 -~ PHILOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY

specially of ‘true’ and ‘false’, is logically more fundamental than
the evaluative aspect. If the criterig of truth be different in difi-
erent kinds of statement (empirical, apriori, hypothesis) or in diff-
erent kinds of things, the ‘true’ meaning of truth must be multivocal
and not univocal or invariant. It is doubtful whether the evalua-
tive function of ‘true’ and ‘false’ is analogous to the evaluative job
of ‘good’ and ‘bad’. We can easily grade apples in a series with
the aid of some criteria. Apples may be ‘very good’, ‘good’, “fair
or tolerable’, ‘bad’ and ‘worthless’, and these grades differ in degree,
But I think that there are no “degrees” of gradation of “rue’ or
‘false’. These words express an invariant, non-gradational estimation
of value. There cannot be any such series ag ‘truest’; ‘truer’, ‘true’,
‘misleading’, ‘false’, ‘falsest’ etc. in any real sense. We may use
such expressions as ‘absolutely true’, ‘true as a matter of fact,
‘probable’, ‘false’, ‘absolutely false’, etc.; but these modal expres-
sions are used more subjectively for the sake of emphasis than
with reference to the criteria of truth and falsity. Either a state-
ment corresponds to fact or not. There cannot be any degree of
correspondence. Thus there can only be two kinds of estimation

of value, ‘true’ and ‘false’, and there cannot be any degree of suth

valuation. As Mr. White does not admit any degrees of truth in
Bradleyan sense,!! he cannot but maintain that the use of “truey’
and ‘truest’ must be more or less subjective. Non-gradational valua-
tion depends on the criteria alone and hence the descriptive and
not the evaluative meaning is more fundamenta]

¢ 3 . . in case of ‘true,
and ‘false’. Valuation is the function of criteria, but not econver.
sely. .

Evaluation is, therefore, not mere gradation. If we consider
the scale of intensity of sensations we find such non-evaluative
gradation or arrangement of sensations as higher or lower in inten-
sity. This is factual or descriptive gradation. But the tea-taster’s
gradation of different qualities of tea is evaluative gradation fixin
the price of the commodity. Now what else, besides mere grad :
tion, is involved in evaluation, except the expression of a priorz

con-attitude ie., except praising and endorsing? W

: ngl With th
come round to emotive theory of truth with all its attend::tlsd i\gie
culties. -

v

I conclude, therefore, that the descriptive

criteria) of ‘true’ is more fundamenta] than the e:ni?g (i.e., the
valy
1. Ibid, p. 322, ative, ang
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this is perhaps admitted by Mr. A. R. White, indirectly. He says,
“ “True’ as well as ‘good’ praises, directs, guides, encourages, agrees,
endorses, expresses a favourable attitude, sets up standards. Per-
haps it is mainly this last, which was the concern of maost theories
of truth, and in a sense was rightly their concern since the kinds of
standard point to kinds of evaluation”.’? The standards set up are
the criteria, and hence the descriptive meaning must be the primary
aspect of ‘true’ or ‘false’. Different kinds of criteria will involve
different kinds of evaluation. I am not disputing that ‘true’ ex-
presses a favourable attitude, praises, directs and evinces an appro-
priate emotion. But these are perhaps secondary and metaphorical
senses. I am ready to go even further and hold that the logical crite-
ria cannot but determine the nature of truth, as these are the stan-
dards of ‘truth’ and of nothing else. In a sense, criteria of truth
(standards) and truth (ie, its nature) are one and the same thing.
The criterion is not a mere test of truth. Correspondence to fact,
for example, js the criterion of empirical statements. This defines
the truth of such statements, and also defines their logical meaning.
For we can easily define an empirical statement as that whose truth-
value is determined by correspondence with facts. Such identifi-
cation of the meaning of a statement and its truth-value will surely
be endorsed by our logical analyst. But the criterion (standard)
of truth is one thing and its test is another; for, the tests of one
and the same correspondence (criterion) may be very various.
Thus correspondence or non-correspondence of the statement “This
cup is hot” may be tested or verified either by hand, or by lips or
by a thermometer. Thus the old philosophical distinction het-
ween the nature of truth and the test or verification of tfruth
returns with full force. We must hold that the logical criterion of
correspondence defines the nature of truth of empirical statements,
coherence defines the truth of logico-mathematical statements, and
pragmatic utility defines the truth of scientific hypotheses. “Truth’
therefore is not a pseudo-concept, and the problem of its nature is
not a pseudo-problem. If we evaluate things and statements at
all, we are to do that with reference to some criteria, 'Thus value-
judgments with reference to ‘true’ and “alse’ are mainly deserip-
tive and partly critical or appreciative. The linguistic analyst is,
therefore, wrong when he holds that ‘true’ is not a descriptive
adjective at all.

12. Ibid, p. 330—my itelics,
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is the yearning of a ‘subliminal’ heart and also 1 should say ‘Subli-
minal’ intellect. It is the cream generated as a resylt of the
churning of the sublime emotions by the discerning intellect,
Whenever this churning in the subliminal oceurs 5 poem is gene-
rated, may be in words, or in other kinds of symbolical expression,
Not that therefore a poem cannot have any elements, but that a
poem or, for that matter, any aesthetic Product, is a result of a
creative synthesis of elements, and is thus an ‘emergent’ pheno-
menon. If there is none of this Synthesis, emergence and creatjve
experience, there would then be 3 mere Sequence of words, not a
poem,

Collingwood considers every philosophical work a poem of the
intellect. “What is expressed in I,” he says, “ig not emotions,

desires, feelings as such, but those which a thinking ming experi-
20 to the extent

mind that it is only a poet that is capable of geny; i
expression, for it is only a poet who can look b
of things, and who has a certain Vision—a Vis;

the Great Upanishads of India, the noble waorks of
Plato in Ancient Greece, the outpourings of §
Thomas and a host of others,

full of the uprush, gushing for
liminal’. In them language was not only at its
attained complete fruition and fulfilment. B

philosophers like

t. Augustine, St.
These are all poems of the intellect,

ous, a language itself talking a language;
in love with its own reflection
structure, it has forgotten completely a
language which, like the schizophrenic, hdrawn
into itself, losing contact with the world i

in short, become pathogenic. It has been saj
as poetry and ends as Algebra, Nowher
in Philosophy; only, the present day positiy;
worse than Algebra, having been ill-con

It would be interesting to find the

_wou reasons for thig language
obsession in recent times and the sprea

d of its tentacles intg the
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realm of philosophy. Ever since Locke wrote his famous essay,

* there was growing among philosophers—of the empiricist brand at

any rate—a particularly conspicuous desire to be car-eful anc(li v:ea;z
in the use of phﬂosophicalfterms, apd a s(;eli—c::rsecfllc:luzn a:iysm -
i t clarity of expression an :
r;ilitfe;l: eﬁ‘(}):; ien‘:ienc;’, no doubt, reached ‘its cl.imax in 1\{[(;::
Svhose ‘Philosophical studies’ is an ins’ta;nce in pomtf reI;Illisty’r fu-
tation of Idealism’, ‘Status of sense-data’, c?nf:eptlon o o n,ness
are all remarkable for the incisiveneisls olfﬁlsn‘s u;:letgzzl a(r:f Ide;eahsm’,
i ’s work, especially re; . .
o atrllfewtstisl:rﬁnl\go;z:nst ‘:nd a mf)):t important landmark in the his-~
Z:; of Realism in particular, and empiricist m}«:ver'nex:;;1 in tﬁ:zle{:rz:;
is is generally considered to be the opening shot in the a .
f(lil:allfsri, and whether his Gun had ac;ualtl){ ﬁr}:‘lt et?:r s(})xfoi:t ;:ialzt
r misfired, there was no doubt w .

L};iv:?rﬁft;h(;t it scared away for the time being Ideahsnlll,il at le}a:st
in its purer manifestations, from the field of western p OSOI:ajZ;
I cannot but make a passing remark here tlfat tl.lere are cer an
concepts which philosophers—whether of the idealist or t?e rela t

d—use, which are not easily amenable to the type of ana ysi
bracrlle famoizs by Moore, or at least that such concepts -lose thel-r
:er:slence or significance when subjecffed to such analysis. tBe 12
noted that analysis fails not necessarily beca.luse the concep skarr
meaningless, but because they belong ?;o a different frannewor di:
plane of discourse. The difficulty with MooFe, n-otv'mflhstand §
his great powers of analysis, is that‘ he used htf':le insight, .and ?t
a result he, more often than not, mlssed. the point. He m1ss§ thle
because he frequently argued from outside the f1:amework o 3
one he was criticising. ‘These remarks ‘ap-ply with even gll'ea er
force, I believe, to the present day linguistic analysts who se way;
argue from the Zero-levels, and meta-levels, but never get‘ yt;n
language level. It is significant that most of these are d1sc1p.es,
di;leguctly or indirectly, of the famous trio, Moore, Russell, and Witt-
genstein,

Moore was a Realist and he was sincere in his analysis; nobody
could question that. But his type of analysis was, in dl.le icoLursfe, :

licated by the admixture by Russell of Mathematlc? ogic
co'r:}lxpit with the result that we have begun to have in Phllosor.)hy
:v 1hybr’id which was a cross between language an.d Mathematxlcgl
Logic. Russell’s main interest is Science, e}nd to hJ:m‘ perhaps P -
losophy is no more than a hand-maid of science. His constructlc;n—
jsm’ is only intended to justify science, and his whole quest for
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only through such an enquiry intg the
. P . N prOper S tax
ieaxizzi ’cI;all:: \I;vn:f:uihmmght mf.o a.solution of tsl?é pu:zfl: 3‘1;;:: I:;
v an.alysm mat uj le u§ua1 linguistic-Positivistic assum£>tion that
an analysis valuational language can furnish religble insi
at least clues as to the status of value in the worfd?m'%}l:;:

linguistic i
gu analysis of the structure of value sentences, moreover, |
’ ’

should take place in an ideal langua ;
e, i ) guage. This notion of i
:f d;lei;()fé I;I:;%s fwn_analyS}s, arose: (i) partly asd:ZI:;:‘:gu-
ambiguities and '01 Phjllosol)hlcal analysis that would avoid ntllll)t
as an attempt tomlf eading associations of ordinary gramma e
logical paraI:io solve or rather to avoid the occurrence of r, (i)
e o bo oxes; (iii) 1_out‘ more important, because i certain
. ginning that in its structure it would it was felt
gorial structure of the world, reveal the cate-

It is the last of the above thr . '
lenge. 'Th . ee assumptions that I wis |
ourg comm:nsﬁ::;ewo'rf;mﬁirﬂg appeal to our reason as vlvletl(l) as tc;
’ . one, to elaborate i i
:lrlas to l:he c.eﬁect thaf; The vocabulary of an ide:\tl élla::ttle o
> ;:;Sw ;ti su'?lple entities are in the world; its true ele guage will
t4

o - will tell us the facts; the forms of its elementamentary .
that %l'h‘;e usalthc? structures of the facts” and so on ?f’ sentences
roveal than 27515 ?f the structure of valuational se;xt it Js said
Tevea e ca ggonal features of the world, would j ences would
suounset:l) t;:)u:lmg the cart before the horsé? Lan . nOt.be tanta-

ppotha rnish the grounds of our empiric algll::ge is further
think that we can know the empirical world onl owledge. To

and that we cannot know pe
the structure Of the WOr. d in de ndently
of lang_uage appears to me, on the face of it, absur(; and hlghl pr
y pre=

posterous. We are alwa;
_always, every mome: )
;)fdthe world, perceiving it, and acting O:tghserl;su}g the structure
ciniz tsT? flzc;lhtate action, and if we care ivea?s of that know-
knowpthelztrucf::je'f If it is supposed tha;: a livic:;nbu?te certain
than three quarters Of tthhe world independently of lan ing cannot
will have to peri h° e number of living creatur guage, more
understand _tpens ' b.ec ause they have no langu es of the globe
knowledge olf'thBut still they live and act on th: gbe as humans
] : e structure of the world, known i asis of their

Again this doctrine tak
es an atomis
of the facts of the world as well aa . ele::z and elementaristic view

agsumes that there is, or that there should g:s’ ::n?:t;ifngnt;a&e- It
g like a one

_ which is not. legi
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o one correspondence between the symbol wer'cohsir'lict and the
The structure of the world, 1 would suggest, is ‘molar’®

actual facts.

and pot ‘molecular’—10 take the two terms from recent Psychologi-
cal jargon—and as such could never be known by the artificial -
constructs which are our own making. To be just to Prof. Hall,
“he does not think that the adoption of Ideal language method war-

cants the assumption of ‘ontological atomism’.
Prof. Hall answers a number of objections to the use of Tdeal
language, and disposes them off with a powerful argument in its
Jefence. Among the arguments he disposes of are the following : —

. (i) The method is circular. (i) The ideal language could not actu-
- ally replace everyday language. (iif) The ideal language is not
lisation, (iv) An ideal language, to be ideal in the

capable of rea
way pecessary 10 the task of philosophical analysis, must be com-~

pleted, not’ just gketched out, in the gashion of a model. (v) The
3deal language method was designed to answer a type of question
timate—the type of question, for example, liké
«hat is fact 7', ‘what is value 7, etc., which are just verbal confu-
sions. Tt would be impossible for me either to elaborate on all these
objections or to dilate on Prof. Hall’s illuminating defence, beécausé
of want of space. The task, however, is unnecessary, becausé

" consider his arguments irrelevant for my purpose, because they are
gounded on an assumption, the fundamental basis of which T would
question, the assurption. being that “the ideal language method

yises an ideal language not to improve in general upon everyday
sjage, but to Improve upan it as a vehicle of philosophical

language I g
Insight, 88 revealing categorial features of the world” In other
e the ideal language does not merely describe the categorial

words, the 10eal =0
: éét‘mr‘gsl of the, world, but actually furnishes the grounds for the
sey, 1 vonsider it just as absurd as saying that the shadow fur-
nisheq the ET unds for the substance, or the image of the face in the
Moii"fufnishes,the grounds for the real face in flesh and blood. -
Not satisfied with just one Tdeal language, Prof. Hall visualises
e possibility of using a battery of ideal languages, “f we wish
{6 show. adequately the categorial features of reality as judged
../ {HE roain sorts, of things we can and do say in éveryday langu-
N g‘e‘;b! e refterates this view in his reply to Hochberg thus (Mind-
yan. 58). “t could find no one model or fragment of an ideal langu-
Saé it could properly render into clarified form the sense of our
é‘:ﬁw*aay vaiue-_télk, nor any but what required ordinary speecil
to state 1ts appropriateness. Hence my position was that a whole
pattery of such models must be used, embedded in every day Eng-
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certainty is a quest for ‘empirical symbols to replace unempirical
symbols’. To accomplish this, mathematics and logic happened to
be very handy as instruments. In fact, for Russell, they are in a
sense identical. “They differ as boy and man. Logic is the youth
of mathematics, and mathematics is the manhood of Logic”. The
process of ‘Logicising’ and thus rejuvenating mathematics is re-
christened with the name ‘Logistic’. The first offspring as a result
of this unnatural alliance between Logic and Mathematics was the
theory of ‘Descriptions.” A description of this theory is now not
called for except the remark that Russell’s elaborate ‘Description’
of complete symbols like ‘author of Waverly’ has not made those
symbols any more luminous than what they were before they were
subjected to that painful operation; and I am afraid that between
complex symbols like the ‘author of Waverly’ and much more seri-
ous and complex problems like the ‘author of the universe’ th

is yet a long way to go. ) aere

Philosophy which began as a ‘poem of the intellect’ is now
getting closer to becoming a kind of mathematics and Algebra
Carnap’s thesis that Philosophy is to be replaced by the Logic o£
Science, and that Logic of science is nothing other than the logical
syntax of the language of science, reduces philosophy to mere ‘ogi-
cal analysis of the concepts and sentences of the sciences’ ‘Tie
aim of logical syntax’ according to Carnap ‘is to provide a s:ystem
of concepts, a language, by the help of which the results of logical
analysis will be exactly formulable; Carnap was, on his own adgmis-
sion, largely indebted to the writings and lectures of Frege, to the
‘P.M.’ (Principia Mathematica) and Tarski’s meta-logic and ’Godel’
method of ‘arithmatisation’. The assumption underlying the aho .
arithmatico-logical thesis of the mathematics-fad logicians wa o
the words of Prof, McCracken (Philosophy Jan, 56—‘Logi g ]2
Philosophy’), “that if we could develop a languag’e in whiflllc eanh
wor<.i is given a precise and definite meaning approximatin o
precision and definition to the meaning and symbol used in m gthm
matics, the philosophers would have at their disposal an addit?o :i
and powerful weapon.” Prof. Mc.Cracken categorically rejects tlllxis

assumption; he was certain that language does not work that way,
]

and so it was unnecessary to discuss
; : 0 what h .
‘imaginary problem’, e characterises the

I would simply endorse Prof y
remarks with which T wholeheartedly agree, In :uppl\grcf ;afwk:\rl;
Onily add ;};at farlxly thecfn'y which arithmatises and quantifies language
is doomed to failure, for the simple reason th. ‘crea
tive’ phenomenon, e age s 8 i

and its words cannot be forced into stable and
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rigid mechanical moulds, nor can its elements be manipulated as
lifeless symbols in Algebra.

Carnap distinguishes two kinds of speech—Material and For-
mal. A sentence is in a ‘material mode’ if it asserts an observable
fact; it is in a ‘formal mode’ when it makes no assertion about a
fact. In the former case, the sentence is true if the fact it asserts
is observed, false if it is never observed. In the latter case, the
sentence is neither true nor false, but a mere ‘stipulation about
syntax in some language’. Metaphysical sentences are only
“pseudo-object sentences”, they are meaningless when they appear
in the material mode of speech. Confusion and obscurity regarding
metaphysical problems arise only because of ‘the deception and
self-deception induced by the application of the material mode of
speech’. Metaphysical sentences are significant only as Formal
sentences, and as such there is no way of verifying or disverifying
them. Thus the task of the philosopher has been reduced to that
of a translator, translating sentences from the material mode to the
formal mode, and in the case of metphysical sentences to declare
them as ‘Nonsense’. Since the formal mode is a matter of stipula-
tion about Syntax in some language, the question arises, what
language ? ‘This problem has led the language-enthusiasts to
investigate further and try to evolve a universal language, a kind of
‘Esperanto’, a language, which is ‘not talked’, but only ‘talked
about’—an ideal language, in short.

Bergmann in his “metaphysics of Logical Positivism” distin-
guishes two types of linguistic philosophy—Formalist and anti-
formalist. - Although both subscribe to the view that Philosophy
is verbal, it is the Formalists that are more radical of the two. It is
the Formalists that advocate the ideal of the ideal language; they
devote themselves to the construction of symbolic systems, so-
called artificial languages. Typical and pre-eminent among whom,
of course, is Rudolf Carnap whose “Logical syntax of Language”
is undoubtedly a classic. Leaving Carnap, however, for the
moment, I shall briefly consider now a'recent work entitled ‘What
is value?’ by an outstanding author, Prof. Everett W. Hall, who
was my teacher in the United States. We find in this work the
method of linguistic analysis in its application to value-theory. It
was. an attempt to analyse value, to try to find out what it. is.
After disposing of the view that ‘Value is a property’ as' highly
implausible, if. not definitely untenable, Prof. Hall embarks on a -
real linguistic analysis of value sentences, as he was convinced that

P. Q9
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lish talking about them, to get as far as one can in
-perly such questions as ‘What is valye 2’ »
look into several mirrors instead of one,
‘stand one’s face on the basis of the refle

answering pro-
One might as well

and then try to under-
ctions,

, the assertion
undefined descriptive signs
classical sensationalism transformed
e contains no undefined descriptive
al of the first order etc. etc. Berg-

except proper names. Again,
asserts that the ideal languag
predicates except non-relation

age; but I wonder what more

formations could serve. They certainly could
Problems are at best stated or described—in 3 language which
sounds fantastic and eccentric. I concede that Ideal language
method is one of the ways—a fastidious way, though—of speaking
of the world’s categorial features, but no more than that, Vet I
maintain that when we have a problem for solution we do not ordi-
narily seek a translation of it into the id

eal language before we
go about trying to solve it. The whole question of translation

not solve problems,

Suppose I have 3 stomach-ache
and you are curious to know whether I have it-or not, you certain-

ly would not—would you?—look into the image of myself reflected
into the mirror, trace the region of my body called stomach, and

conclude: ‘your physical body, transformeq into the ideal condi-
tion of the image, contains stomach no doubt but no
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. e of the ideal language way -

To f:ox.mclud:;: ;Il'shet :"g;};?:;?zsa?nﬁonceived, misconstru?g ilﬁd
of'lingufsi(;;‘c a;:ieZI k’mguage, no doubt, will help us to avoi 3 i;
m_xsa’ppl_xef f our every day language, and also perhaps av01t;nt
amb1gu1t1ii iy ceurrence of certain logical paradoxes; to th:; e:tte ot
e sol\ée; :a?nly serve a good purpose and in that .Sensi e Hing
. ol ceZt be said to be harmful. But th? linguists, i’ m o
mtll:teo;a?;ss about the Ideal langnl;ag% giYeglt t: Eggiees: 3;0‘;’; ogf
2 ; servin, )
and miﬂeadmi%ﬂ::iz’o? r:ii;;e irzeps;rable harm to x?}ﬁlosophy, ;ﬁd
s ‘;or:;nﬁzsiime hide its real potentialities for doing good. e
at the ’

is essay on seman-
ds with which Bergmann concludes his essay
same wor!

d in respect to formal semantics, would, in my opinion,
~ tics, use

i thod in philosophy, namely:
to the ideal language me pamely
ﬁfmglly ;%I;Isiphicauy not important. The current xl'a;g;ou;;t:
It s b ing moment in the history of philosophica .
but a pass



Book Review

The Cultural Heritage of India, Volume I: The Early Phases
[Prehistoric, Vedic and Upanigadic, Jaina and Buddhist]; second.
edition, revised and enlarged, 1958; edited by Suniti Kumara
Chatterji, Nalinaksha Dutt, A.D. Pusalkar, Nirmal Kumara Bose;
~ pp- 652 + Ixiv, double crown 8 vo (10” X 712”), with illustrations,
maps and plans; price Rs. 35; published by the Ramakrishna
Mission Institute of Culture, III, Russa Road, Calcutta-26.

The present work on the Cultural Heritage of India is the first
volume in gerial order but third in the actual order of publica-
tion. Volumes I and IV have already been published and
reviewed in the pages of this Quarterly.

The importance of the present volume can hardly be overs
em: ized. It is in a way foundational to all the other volumes.
«The present, volume digs deep into the past and reveals to our
wiew the pre-historic glimmerings of this culture”.) Without a
proper upderstanding of these foundations it would be difficult,
if not impossible, to appreciate fully and properly the contents of
the subsequent volumes. The publishers rightly point out that

‘it was the unique nature of the foundations that made possible.
the mighty edifice. of Indian culture with its great diversity of
thought and forms? The. knowledge of the past is indispensshle:
to an understanding of any culture, for the past lives in the

t and leads fo the future: This is- especially true in the
case of an- ancient and'a living: culture like that of India to which"

' the pest ig:not a mere maiter of history, but sometliing that has
never ceased to.exert its influence throughout its long history. At
ne time did India “completely cut herself away from her moor-

ings: in spirituality”3 The Vedas and the upanigads constitute
these: mooTings. ‘‘These ancient’ monuments of India’s culture
set. for all time the direction- of its march; and: it can: Be said that
it is by following their lead that India has survived the ravages

1. ditor'’s Preface, p. xxvil. (ALl the page o
volume under review).' numbers refer to- the
2 Publishez’:til‘:!l:te, pﬁi:,
3, P. 163, on Religio—Philosophic Culture of- I .
??;T.MP'Wevm. o of India by Sri
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of time”4 The present volume makes a nice introduction to th,

ancient monuments and the various aspects of their stuclo >
us now proceed to give some idea of the contents of this y-l -
along with our critical comments wherever necessary ome

. The volume begins with the Publisher’s Note
aim of the Ramakrishna Mission Institute of Cult.ure “j
mote the study, interpretation, and dissemination of thls e
her.itage of India”.5 The present undertaking is undot:lb(fcultural
n'lajor step in that direction. The publishers rightly dra ey @
tion to the famous upanisadie declaration, “that scien o 'atten-
greatest which makes man know that which never hce S the
by knowing which everything is known’.6 o 2nd

- This science j
famous Atmavidya or Brahmavidys N lence is the
all the Vedas avidya which is the quintessense of

The primary

Next we come to a small but pregnant n i -
of India by Rabindranatha Tagore wgho 1ov:;e1:3::1iieme it
has saved through tumultous ages the living words t(;?: * he
issued from the illuminated consciousness of her gr b have
Sa}tyam Jidnam Anantarn Brahmae: Brahma is Trut§ (;;t SODS—.-
Wisdom, Brahma is Infinite; Santam Sivam Advaitan;. : I”Ié:hma o
Brahma, Goodness is in Brahma, and the unity of all b-emg?? '? ®

Then we have an Introduction i
. e an to the First Edition i
Radhaknshnan ”‘Spmtual life”, " rightly says he, “is th:y tf -
genius of India”8 Beligion is, according to him,' “a matt, u:,
experience.... It is Brahmadarshan—insight into Realitye’zr 90

The said Introduction is foll itor
It provides a comprehensive and'::x‘;v eeic:illextlltlemﬁc?fior ts elace.
volu'me um.ier review and cannot fail to provide a o
pective to its study. In a historic-critical considerati?)roper e
the myth Cff the golden past has to be discarded a dn (};f oy
say th.e editors, “we have to bid good-bye to the s ot e,
antiquity for Indi.an Aryan Culture, which we in Iorfcfs oy
look upon as axiomatic”1® The learned editors rilzhtgli’ne;rail\z

Ibid,

Publisher's Note, p. vi
Ibid, p. ix. v Bk
P. xxi.

P. xodii,

P. xxiv.

P. xlL

—
SN
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attention to the fact that there is no conflict between the Vedas
and the Upanisads as many are prone to suppose, and “that the
Upanisads do not represent a revolt or departure from the general
trend of vedic thought, but a natural growth out of it”.}* Religion
- and speculation go hand in hand from the very outset’® “as may
be evidenced by the fact that the Rgveda anticipates the doctrines
of Mayd and Ripa by employing these terms precisely in their
vedantic sense”® Not only this, “Most of the grand philosophic
insights which we find flowering in the Upanisads can be traced
back to the vedic source, at least in germ form”.4 The preface
ends with a note on the Universal Ideals of Indian Culture “with
the great ideals of the Vedanta looming in the background and
even forming the basis” .

The book itself is divided in four parts. Part I deals with
‘The Background of Indian Culture. While going through this
“part one cannot fail to notice that the emphasis is rightly laid
on Indian Culture rather than on the background itself. The
various aspects of the background like the geographical, the racial,
and the linguistic seek to bring out the real nature of this culture,
While discussing, for example, The Geographical Background of
Indian Culture, Sri Nirmal Kumara Bose says, “the whole history
of Indian life and culture has been throughout an amplification of
this idea of unity in variety”.’® The two chapters in this part
viz, (1) Linguistic Survey of India: Languages and Scripts and

(2) Contributions from Different Language-Culture Groups, both
by Sri Suniti Kumara Chatterji, make valuable reading and may
prove helpful in removing some of the misunderstanding which
has given rise to linguistic controversies in our country. Regard-
ing Hindi the learned author says, “Hindi can claim to be the
third great language of the modern world, coming after North"f
Chinese and English”.17 Sri Chatterji rightly emphasizes the -
importance of Sanskrit to India’s culture. Far from being a dead’
language, “Sanskrit is still a dynamic, current language”® In

Pp. 1 and Iv.
P' .1' ‘

BREREERE
'u
<

o
o
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the second of the two chapters just referred to, our author dis-
cusses the individual contribution of different language-culture
groups and fittingly concludes the chapter in the following words:
“Mother India is the repository of a composite culture, of which
the vehicle of expression is the Aryan language, but the contri-
butions brought by the Nisadas, the Kiratas, and the Dravidas
are as important as those of the Aryans. This composite culture
is the ocean in which several rivers have mingled their waters” 19

Part II deals with Prehistoric India. In it we find discussed,—
The Stone Age of India, Indus Valley Civilization, The Ori;in
of the Indo-Aryans, and Cultural Interrelation between India
and the outside World before Asoka. Most of these are even now
controversial issues and it cannot be said that the last word has
been said with regard to them. Qur authors are aware of this
and make a modest and a guarded approach to the same,

Part IIl deals with Vedic Civilization. It is the central
theme of this volume. The twelve articles in this part “cover a
wide field and throw a flood of light on the various facets of the
vedic civilization, such as religion and philosophy, culture and
society, rituals and other auxiliary sciences (Vedé.ﬁga,s) and medi-
tation and mysticism™  “Written by acknowledged e'xperts the
articles .. .. represent the quintessence of the long-standin s:tud
of the different aspects of the subject” 2 g y

This part opens with an article on The Religio-Phi i
Culture of India by Sri T. M. P. Mahadevan. The ?:ri’:go:zf}?ct
while trying to bring out the spirit of India’s culture removes
many current misunderstandings about the Upanigadic philosoph:
as, for example, that it is pantheistic, idealistic, or of the naltbu:’e,
of subjective-idealism. A close alliance between religion and
philosophy is an important feature of India’s culture, gTo sorﬁe
Hinduism seems to be too philosophical to be g religion; to others
it appears too religious to be philosophical, Many ev,en i
country feel apologetic over this feature. But accordin ‘cn our
author it is an ‘unconscious compliment’ to our cultureg I?md?ur
philasophy is “essentially a quest for values” Moksa I;e' ;;n
highest value. “It is the quest for Moksa, ’ e ent

: ' then, that
Indian philosophy and religion together; and if philos:;;xsykﬁf::

19. P. 90.
20. Editor's Preface, p. xlv,
21, Ibid,
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t become barren and religion blind in India, it must be due to
0 1
?h‘eir reciprocal influence” 2

Summing UpP his chapter on The Vedas and their Religious

i Sharv #“One in the many, unity in
. Swami Sh ananda says, :
Tea.ce’:;:m;armony and not discord, is the perennial message of
yar » S

Vedic India” I
a. discussing the Vedie Culture Sri Kunhan Raja poin
e damental tenet of Advaita Vedanta viz. that know-

;elgggﬁ::: :::: lead to final release had been established even at '

the time of Rg-veda." ’
Writing about Vedic Society Sri Altekar says ’.zhat marriage
life-long bond and there are no indications of divorce. ’.I‘here

waj.: no castes but only classes, which latter too, were fluid.
" The chapter on Vedic Society is followed by two highly infor-
ers on Vedic Rituals and The Vedangas, both by

. t 4
ma.tlvel\;hif;te. The subsequent chapter is devoted exclusively to
§;} 112 an'd Panini, which seems to be justified in view of their im~

as :

ic culture. Vaska, the famous compiler of
Riats, tzst:egr‘::;l:;ﬁconamt‘ “According to his definition a rsi
Nimktoi’l‘g a5 he has obtained a vision of Truth (rsir-dorfandt) "%
r Sofc;:us grammarian Panini “is the most shining star to rise in
'tlh'};e ixS:ellectual horizon of India.”?®
After presenting a detailed account of the Vedic Exegesis Sri
irvan comes to the conclusion that “the Veda cannot 1?e t&k?n. as
Y tmen of archseolgical curiosity, because it is still a living
?o:;e (;n Indian spirituality manifesting a unity of purpose in her
cultural homogeneity. "% ,

Writing on The Dawn of Indian Philosophy Swami Ghana-
sanda draws attention to the two greaf gifts of the Ary,anﬁ-—"he
n'a:"ls of intellect and intuition—both of which seem to be indispen-
glfble to philosophy. Even in the Pre-Upanisadic literature, accord-
::8 to the learned Swami, there are evidences of identity of Atman

with Brahman.

NERREN
)
2
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Swami Madhavananda presents us ird’
. g??:ﬁ:d gl‘f aI;e_nt.ral‘ question of th:-;1 g:jn:fgse ‘I?gel:lt,l e
o acamed Swa 1, is ‘What is that by knowing ’Which every.
ihing in fhis un verse is known?2 The answer is —B :Ifrfy.
et Is the areulr)late cause of the universe, 4rom v:rhomr' d o
e belngs e m2rn, @f;ugh whom they live, and unto lnheed
o el Ch;'gr: in’® The Swami rightly calls the ‘[?TV om
says the Swami, “of 1? o hun.1a.n rights'® 'The Upanisad arl)am-
aye i Tatiomle: I ; th.e religious literatures of the \;rorid St
b he rationale of ox"ahty—-w.hy we should do good to ;;hgwe
b o e are all I;,e ! In helping others, we help oursel O- ond
, urt none but ourselves” 31 ves; and

We must, however, record i

ooy ; ) d our disagreement wi
msa;l; ;):x:n: p;);nt. According to him Saﬁkar: 1‘;::1::111:: ® searned
e o P fom e Kk (1. 20 The oo
and will not b,ear' the . Pas‘sa‘ge I duestion 1s Sleatly di(:;i’ a'c:
and by ot T thenéonmtl'c interpretation. We fail to y (Sitlc
especially because h takwaf]rn oon cal ihe said pssage ‘4 lfl ?r;
tion is the soundes‘ce d sl 'for e hat the monis'lcl'a vos-
ly”®8  Once this is tz?]fzl efx plains all the other positions ei;c P_OSi'
passage is bound to b reduves oy oo he so-called dual o
Swami has arrived t: f‘duced ot ore semblance, It e i
P Witha is conclusion rather hastily- W;eﬂems t'he
ignored altogether t;ut fully Unde?standing him, he ‘seem te Tave
the immediate as Welle o o o coniretation, the exi : o- o
e immediate us + as the total context which are a dgenmes .
Sarikara puts a dilﬁeratlons with any commentator wor::h tsl:1 —y
Sokara puts 2 i ei;a‘nt.but a c.leeper meaning irrto the v de name.
as such it can harscgl e satio g well as the t fal ontens and

s S rdly be called a distortion o2 context and
giri’s gloss on Sankar’s commentary will s};o Atﬁlance at Ananda-

w

ous meaning so ferventl i at eve vi
y championed b Wam n the obvi-

th . K p y the o .
er abandoned but is implied by certain wnfd; lsls.n(’t altoge-
In Sankar's com-

mentary. Only this meani

) ing has been :

meta i ich i subord

physical meaning which is more consistent mfitt}?‘ihto a deeper,
wl e immediate

28. Mundaka Upanisad,

saae o » quoted by th
29. Taittiriya Upanis y the author on p,
30. P. 365, ad, quoted by the author anpp.353%6 .
3. P. 364 0.
32. More precisel
b s csely the reference should be 11123,

' about Sankar’s abilit

* which deserves the
~ dogmatists in their embarras
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and the total context. It is not difficult to bring out these deeper
and finer shades of meaning in view of the elastic nature of the
Sanskrit language with numerous meanings of one and the same
word. In the present case, however, under the veneer of theism
(and not ‘Jualism’ as the Swami thinks) the deeper metaphysicai
ineaning can hardly be missed. Paul Deussen has not failed to
eeper metaphysical import of the pasage in question as

grasp this d
may be seen from the following quotations from two of his well-

known works : —
@ “ According as the Atman is conceived as a divine per-
son, this revelation is represented as an act of his grace”.—(P. T8,

The Philosophy of the Upanishads).

1) R the attainment of knowledge must depend solely
'and entirely upon outselves : for the knowledge of Brahman can
be conditioned by nothing else except that which in it is at once
object and subject, by the Atman, the Self; and this is our own
real, metaphysical Ego- This metaphysical Ego appears in the
exoteric doctrine personified as God . . . and corresponding to it
this knowledge, which depends upon him, appears as Grace of
Cod . .."” (The System of the Vedanta, Pp. 409-10).

Sankar's interpre
in the ultimate analysis,
His grace that is the cause
own real, metaphysical Self.

Let us also see what the impartial Paul Deussen has to say
ies as a commentator : — “Sankara in these
difficulties created by the nature of his materials, in face of so many
contradictory doctrines, which he was not allowed to decline and
yet could not admit altogether,—has found a wonderful way out,

attention, perhaps the imitation of the Christian
sments”.—Appendix to My Indian

tation has full metaphysical justification for,
it is not the ignorance of God or want of
of our bondage, but ignorance of our

Reminiscences, P. i 4
~ In a subsequent section entitled Correct Approach to the
Upanigadic Teaching, the Swami assumes a mediator’s role
which seems to be quite gratuitous. Especially his recommenda-
tion, *. . « we have to approach the subject psychologically, rather
than logically”% seems vulnerable on the face of it and s such

34, P. 8%.
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quite unacceptable. The moment we leave logic,

we also bi .
bye to philosophy. 0 bid good

We come back to our theme after this gi

two more useful chapters in this part entitled Mystical Approach in
ithe Upanisads and Upanisadic Meditation by Sri Mahendranath Sir-
car and Swami Gambhirananda respectively., In the first of these
two articles the learned author rightly draws attention to the fact
that in the Upanisads there is no separation between the inney and
the outer and that they emphasise the realization of the identit
of forces working in nature and man3s Swami Gambhiranandz
rightly points out that Indian philosophy had a bearing on life from
the very beginning. In the various upasanas that We come across
in the Upanisads, “Vedanta is reduced to practice” 3 The Upa-
nisads first make us realize, ‘Brahman is al] this’; and then, ‘T am
Brahman’. The latter is the highest upasana.3 This upz‘isan,gl itself
is the highest knowledge. But technically there is a good deal of
difference between knowledge and upasana which

is nicel
out by the learned Swami. ‘Knowledge is determineg b;‘;utg}l::
obiect, but upasani is dependent on the subject’. Upasang is a
matter of faith. not so knowledge, “Thus knowledge and meditation
are entirely different” 38

gression. We have

Part IV deals with Jainism and Buddhism. The various aspects
of these heterodox faiths are dealt with by recognized authorities
in the field. But we must admit, we feel something wanting in
the treatment of Buddhism. In the first place we miss the philo-
sophical treatment of Buddhism and its important schools, espe-
cially because Buddhist philosophy .does not find any place in
vol. ITI of The Cultural Heritage which deals with the Philosophies,
Secondly, sometimes it so happens that we are unable to see the
wood for the trees, and this seems to be the case in the treatment
of Buddhism in this part. One naturally expects a clear-cut and
well-defined formulation of the fundamental teachings of the Sikya-
muni. But this has not been done, Nowhere do we find men-
tioned the causal links constituting the Pratityq Samutpida (depen-
dent origination). Even the constituents of the famous eightfold
‘path are not mentioned. 'The authors seem to have taken too much

35. P. 368.
36. P. 377.
37. Pp. 384-385.
38 P. 378,

. Ver

- saying, :
‘“There:lsvedanta and Mahayana philosophy”.#0 We have already

. L] S |
R referred to Sr
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e part of the reading public. Jainism, in less
for grant third of the space allotted to Buddhism, has been better
than one-

atively speaking.

treated comP in this part entitled Buddhism In Relation to

In & ch?p:;ird_hushekhatra Bhattacharya makes many cgntro-
Vedans, sr) ts. He says, for example, “Brahmavada or At.mg-

sial s?atemenv.i'f:,-é;.nava’lda”.39 But while pointing out the simi-
vada is, 1B fact, th]e two schools, the learned author fails to bring
Larities 1:')etweilatnt differences between the same. It is interesting
out the lmpotixe author’s view finds enough refutation in this very
to mote thwalfuming over a few pages we find Sri Satkari Mooker;l
volume. his article on Buddhism in Indian Life and Thought,
mno doubt that there is a fundamental difference between

ed on th

i Mahadevan’s view that the Upanisadic philosophy

. ot of the nature of subjective Idealism and to say so is to mis-
is O

_understand it.

whole section entitled Vijidna in Buddhism and Vedanta
seems to be written rather loosely and one may not
t of what is said there. Take, for instance, the fol-
“Thus, to say all this is Brahm}aln or I;tm:lr;
i at all this is Vijiana, or, in other words,

an}mfnts 'L\(;':Zzgg(:ﬁusory manifestation) or parindma (transfcfr-
tlus. s szrahman or Vijiana”.4t Now a Vedantin will readily
matlon)hot the world is a vivarta (illusory appearance) of Brah-
agres 18 ever that it is a parinama (real modification) of Brah-
man, ot after this our author says, “The words citta, manas,
e "S"(‘)'on are synonymous”.42 A Vedantin will never agree to
anfl mym?;dna in the sense of Brahman and citta (which is a pro-
shlstfz; :e]science) stand opposed to each other like light anfl d.a.rk-

u:s This very sentence is enough to refute the author's view
ness.

that Brahmavdda is Vijdnevdda. )
On‘another page, in this very section, the author indiscrimi-

i Moksa to be found in the differ-
equates the conception of . ‘ f
:::egstgms of Indian philosophy for, according to him, these | are

The
in this article
agree with mos
Jowing sentence:

. P. 568.
P, 5.
4. P. 569.
4. Ibid.
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all, in fact, different expressions of one and th,
seems to us they are one in name only The
tal Merences among the various systems.w'the
ception of moksa, and it seems neither ; ;
to ignore these differences. proper

same thing,”B It
re are fundamen.
regard to the con-

In an interesting and instructive chapt
11)1:11::12 (il,zfe landl. Thought Sri Satkari Mislze:j? f:(fii‘;‘i{m in
bala dh; mex,:;h uation c{f both the merits as well ag the deme e of
Bu Weu_k.n e nrlx)ora and the cultural contributions of Budl;illtfisOf
re wel li)wn ut not s0 well-known is its seamy sid 1Sm
er, should not be ignored. Regarding th N which,
Buddhists towards the Vedic tradition our a ° atitude of the

i . uth 3
dhists were confirmed in their antagonism to \;z;iis: S;i, d‘;lt'he Bud-
a

there was not the sli i
ghtest chance of reconciliati ton, and
iliation, .
were truculent”# In contrast to the robust, healﬂlyTz:ldBl;l:lthSts
) anced

attitude towards life of the Vedic i
unhealthy ascet%ci.sm which “provedﬁzyzzsé E:r(ilf:llollsm f?stered an
g;ef);.)ze;l Ve Rehg.lo‘n degenerated into a device of :SOP“_Im o he
t};:;n 11:5 ! Z.nd pofhtlcal degen.eration was unwittingly c}??st;m The
Worlcdl odians of the Buddhist religion in India, The ¢ omed by
y gof)ds became a dangerous craze and fashi ,?ntempt for
:::sult. of thxs”ix;orbid attitude was that “India succim(;:eé“ The net
ofv;f;og uddhlst nVYhnal:s was the depth and the sense of ;O;ti?r:iisgn
is a sad comment - 111; face.Of this grave national danger(‘)’ “IIn
> 2. sad commer a;z on u,:id}usm as a religion and the se ar t .
tendencies Su; z:t ;rt;nts, sasts Sri Mookerji, “that thesepSh:di}sx?
ains (o B et nvaders and helped them in et
the Buddhists submitted to wholesa.h.e. g;nl:ejiizna i;l;z:ise t}t‘ltt
) as e

Hindus . survived this o
faith. . .7 nslaught and preserved their ancestral

We have endeavoured to gi
to give, so far
conte i ' o ’
certailrlxtsco:zftrtgtzr;(flu;&; along ?ttlﬁ- our differences of opinion on
N : €s. Bu oughout o
work our impression has been repeatedly cour clo:;e ﬁy of t&is
nfirm on the

a fairly good idea of the

SEBED
WP YN
B
g EE3

nor even desirable
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’ whole we find here a faithful representation of both the letter and
the spirit of Indian culture. The work is “true to the spiritual tradi-
tion of the land” and at the same time it exhibits, at every step,

“a sound historical sens
from a genuine Indian standpoint which incorporates at the same

¢”49 Here is a work written by Indians

time the modern historico-critical technique. The book does cre~’
dit to the scholars concerned as well as to the publishers.

The Indian Institute of Philosophy, S. M. CHINGLE,

Amalner

4. P. 311 (Article on Vedic Exegesis by Srimat Anirvan).
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