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Is Philosophy Linguistic Analysis ?
(Symposium)

Dava KrisHNA

Saugor University

/

FThe query “Is philosophy linguistic analysis?” may expect an
answer to any of the following questions or even to all of them
together. _

1. Can the term “linguistic analysis” be substituted for the
term “philosophy” without affecting the truth-value of all the
sentences in which the latter term occurs ?

2. Even if the connotation of the two terms be different, do
they have the same denotation?

3. Does Philosophy belong to a wider class denoted by the
term ‘linguistic analysis’ of which it is one but not the only mem-

ber?

Any attempt to answer the first question raises problems clus-
tering around what has recently been called “synonymity”. But
even without settling the generalized problem as to whether any
two words or sentences can ever be completely synonymous or if

- any adequate criteria for synonymity can be found, we can easily

see that the answer to the first question is a clear ‘no’. If we go
by established usage, and we can do nothing else in the matter, we
shall find the term ‘Philosophy’ applied to types of thinking which
have got nothing to do with ‘linguistic analysis’. ‘Existentialism is
a particular type of philosophy’ or ‘Phenomenology is a particular
type of Philosophy’ is a correct expression in contemporary usage.
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But to say that ‘Existentialism is a particular type of linguistic ana-
lysis’ or ‘Phenomenology is a particular type of linguistic analysis’
is obviously wrong, for these have got nothing to do with linguistic
aaalysis. Similarly, with the derived words from the term ‘philo-
sophy’. If ‘to be a philosopher’ is to be one who practises philo-
sophy and if philosophy is linguistic analysis, then one who is a
philosopher necessarily practises ‘linguistic analysis’. But to say
‘Heideger is a philosopher’ seems correct by all contemporary
usage, while to say ‘Heideger is a linguistic analyst’ is just plain
wrong, for he is nothing of the sort.

These examples dispose of the second and the third questions
also. The terms ‘philosophy’ and ‘linguistic analysis’ do not apply
to the same denotata, and the question of ‘philosophy’ being a pro-
per sub-class of ‘linguistic analysis’ does not arise at all since
every member of the class ‘philosophy’ is not a member of the
class of activity called ‘linguistic analysis’.

Prima facie, the converse position seems a more correct des-
cription of the state of affairs that prevails at the present time and
that presumably prevailed in the past. ‘Linguistic analysis’ seems
a proper sub-class of ‘Philosophy’, since every element of the
class of activity called ‘linguistic analysis’ is also an element of the
class of activity called ‘philosophy’ and not vice-versa. There
seems hardly anyone who would deny the name ‘philosophy’ to the
activity of ‘linguistic analysis’ being carried on by many thinkers
to-day. Nor would there be any, we think, who would deny them
the title ‘Philosophers’. But these practitioners of linguistic ana-
lysis do not seem satisfied with this; they want to reserve the title
and the name solely to themselves and their activity. But they
fail to see that names are not the preserves of individuals, and that
what they are doing is not an elucidation of the established use or
usages of the word ‘philosophy’, but making a covert proposal that

the word be used only in a certain way which accords more or less
with the practice of these thinkers.

Now, there is nothing wrong in making a ‘proposal’, but it
surely leads to utter confusion if it is presented not as a proposal
but as the statement of an established fact, The question ‘Is philo-
sophy linguistic analysis? should, therefore, be reformulated as
‘Ought Philosophy to be lmgulstxc analysis only?”. And if some
feel ‘Ought’ too much of a moralistic term, they might reformulate
it as ‘Should Philosophy be linguistic analysis only?’,

IS PHILOSOPHY LINGUISTIC ANALYSIS ? T

So formulated, the question does not admit of an answer whlch
may be regarded as true or false. A proposal is neither true“nor
false; it may have good reasons for it, adequate or inadequate, and
may be accepted or rejected. But in no case does it make sense
to speak of it as true or false.

Does the proposal to restrict the term ‘Philosophy’ to linguis~
tic analysis have good reasons behind it?—is, then, the question
we should attempt to answer.

The answer may be sought in different ways. One such way
might be to inquire what philosophy is besides linguistic analysis,
and whether these different ends, goals, or purposes which philo-
sophy is supposed to set for itself are possibly realizable by the
methods at its command, or whether they even theoretically make
any-sense at all. If it is found, for example, that such ends can
be better served by methods other than the philosophic or that
they make no sense when adequately conceived, then it should
presumably be taken as a good reason for accepting the proposed
restriction on the meaning of the term ‘Philosophy’.

Before starting on such an enquiry, I should like to make a
few formulations which, I think, will be agreed to by most of the

persons interested in the question. These may be formulated as
the following:

1. Philosophy is a way of knowing, not of feeling or willing or
imagining or being or enjoying a state of consciousness or anything
like these.

2. It is not the scientific way of knowing, if by ‘scientific’ we
mean the understanding of phenomena through the hypothetico-
deductive-verificational method adopted in all inquiries that are
carried on under that name.

3. Tt is neither mathematics nor logic, whatever may be the
exact nature of these disciplines.

4. It is not an intuitive way of knowing. The intuitive way
of knowing may produce a saint or an artist, but never a philo-
sopher. Intuvition may play a preliminary role in philosophical
investigation, just as it may do so in scientific inquiry. But its
role is never the decisive one.

If these points are agreed to, it can easily be shown that many
of the traditionally conceived businesses of philosophy belong to
some other domain, or just make no sense. Take, for example, the
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much-advertised business of philosophy as being the “science of
sciences” concerned with the total integration of all knowledge. If
this means the building up of a unified general theory in terms of
which all phenomena can be understood, this is the task of science
and not philosophy. Such a theory, in order to be accepted or
rejected, must be verifiable in its nature; and if it has to be veri-
fied, it is science and not philosophy. It is a wrong conception of
science to think it essentially concerned with specialised subject-
matters only. It is as much, even if not more, concerned with the
inter-relationships between different fields of phenomena, but only
on the condition that the inter-relationships be genuine, i.e., verifi-
able. Already within the various physical and social sciences an
attempt towards integrated inter-relationships is visible, and if
it appears to some that no over-all integration is possible between
the physical and the social sciences it is certainly not philosophy
that can provide it. The simple point is that if the integration is
to be genuine and not imaginary, it has to be verifiable; and if it
is verifiable, it belongs to the domain of science and not philo-
sophy.

Besides being regarded as the search for the total integration
of all knowledge epitomized in the phrase “the science of sciences”,
it has also been considered as the search for “the really real”, or
the study of “eidetic essences”, or the self-conscious articulation
and critical examination of the pre-suppositions involved in all
knowledge. All of these functions have been traditionally asso-
ciated with Philosophy, and even to-day if any work is along these

lines, it will be classified as ‘Philosophical. But is there anything
more to this than ‘traditional usage’?

The search for ‘the really real’ may be regarded as the leit-
motiv of most philosophical thinking in the past and the present.
Philosophers have not hesitated to declare the whole world ‘un-
real’, and many have gone so far as to question whether anything
‘really real’ can ever be ‘known’ at all, and whether anything
‘known’ can ever be ‘really real’. But what is this ‘really real’
after which the philosophers have been for ages past? Any distinc-
tion between ‘real’ and ‘unreal’ must be b

ased on some criterion,
some characteristic, the presence or absence of which would make
a thing ‘real’ or ‘unreal’.

A change in criteria would divide the
things in a different wav and this, it is obvious, tells us more about

the criteria than about the sn.oqlled ‘reality’ or ‘unreality’ of
objects. Nothing more is conveyed by calling a- thing ‘real’ or
‘unreal’ than that i possesses or does not possess certain charac-

~r

IS PHILOSOPHY LINGUISTIC ANALYSIS ?, 79

teristics; and this, though an interesting information in itself, could
certainly not have been so exciting as to engage the minds for the
ages.

The trouble with the words ‘real’ and ‘unreal’ 'is that, though
ostensibly descriptive, they are charged wit‘h,valuatlox.xal overtonl;as
suggesting appropriate emotional and voh.tlonal attitudes to be
taken towards them. Something ‘unreal’ is stlpposed to be un-'
worthy of attention or interest or pursuit. De;.)rlved of ‘thesg covert
suggestions, the cognitive contention becomes innocuous an ha::;rln-
less. No-one, for example, is much excited by the fact that. Hamlet
is a fictitious person, and no one, on that account alone, wa ceas'e
to be interested in him. A comparative study of .th'e ‘vary.mg cri-
teria used by different thinkers for drawing the dividing line bet-
ween ‘real’ and ‘unreal’ will, I am afraid, reveal' more abopt ‘fhe
philosophers concerned than the so-called ‘reality’ about which
they seem so seriously to be talking. 5 O

The study of ‘essences’, though associated w.ith philosophy
since the time of Plato, is in no better situation in order to 'be
identified with it. Surely, mathematics is the study of a specific
type of ‘essences’, if there is anything like ‘essences’ at all. But no-
one, as far as I am aware, will go so far as to contend thz.at' mathe-
matics is a philosophic discipline or that ‘to be a mathematician’ anfi
‘to be a philosopher’ is the same thing. And if. in one case it
seerms obvious that ‘to be the study of essence’ is not t.he same
thing as ‘to be the study of Philosophy’, it is t?qually obvious that
the generalized contention that ‘Philosophy is the study of es-
sence’ must be false. The possibility, of course, remains that
philosophy is not a study of all types of essences, but only of cer-
tain specific types of it. If so, it has to be Pomted. ou} wh'at are
the specific types included under it, and what is the ]’ustlﬁcfatlon for
excluding others which, in any case’, aré ‘es.sen.ces ?ll-rxght. As
far as I am aware, no such specification or justification has been
offered by any of the thinkers concerned.

The articulation and critical examination of thF pre-supposi-
tions involved in all knowledge has been a perenma.l concern (.)f
philosophy. In a generalized way, it was kpown as eplste‘rr}llologbylm
the past. No-a-days, in a detailed fashion, it has bevomgt ht ehp 1 (-):
sophy of science’ which, though mostly concerned \wt hp ysics,
is eradually extending itself to other fields also. ]iu, vc;“.re;relr
perennial the concern and however legitimatc.e as a sul ]ec?t;)l 1;;3 -
ligent interest, there seems little reason to identify it with philo-



80 - PHILOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY

sophy. In a generalised way, for example, logic can be said to be
presupposed by all the other sciences, but this does not mean that
philosophy is to be identified with logic. It has, of course, been
traditionally treated as a part of philosophy, but the recent deve-
lopment of logic as an independent discipline shows it to be as
little a part of philosophy as physics or psychology which once
were treated the same way. The sceptical may find the residue of
such a tradition in the Philosophical Transactions of the Royal
Society of England which has nothing philosophical about it,

Further, a presupposition is neither valid nor invalid, neither
true nor false. It is just a presupposition. It may be interesting
to know what we are presupposing, but the presuppositions are
interesting not for themselves but for the sake of that of which
they are the presuppositions. The specific presuppositions can be
given up if the activity which presupposes them does not lead to
successful results. ‘Success’, of course, would be defined in terms
of the results intended. Generalized presuppositions, on the other
hand, can only be given up if the activity itself is given up alto-
gether. Whether generalised or specific, a presupposition raises
no problems to which an answer may be sought. And philosophy,
whatever it may be, is certainly no mere descriptive science seek-
ing an answer to the question ‘what is the case’? Presuppositions
may raise problems of the acutest philosophical sort, but then they
are not presuppositional at all. The moment a presupposition is
questioned, it is no more being treated as a presupposition at all.
But the philsophers seem to be doing just this. They are always
declaring the presuppositions inadequate or unfounded or unintel-

ligible, as if a presupposition could possibly be these without losing
its character as a presupposition.

A philosophical problem can arise ostensibly from what may so
obviously be an inquiry into presuppositions, but equally it may
arise from what has got nothing to do with presuppositions. The
relation of a philosophical problem to the ostensible field from
which it seems to rise is so deceptive as to have misled many peo-
ple. The problem is not specific to the realm in which it arises;
in fact, one may be a thorough student of the subject without ever
coming across the philosophical problems that are supposed by
some to be so foundational to the subject. It is fairly common
to find specialists in various fields stumbling. on philosophical pro-
blems and writing about them as if they were directly relevant to
their field. But it is equally a fact that only philosophers find

4
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themselves interested in such work; the fellow-specialists in the
field are mostly indifferent, if not hostile, to it and, at best, display
an amused tolerance towards it.

It seems, then, that the various businesses of philosophy such
as the integration of all knowledge, the search for the ‘really real’,
the study of ‘eidetic essences’, the articulation and critical exami-
nation of the presuppositions involved in all knowledge are either
better done by some other discipline or make no sense when criti-
cally examined. The same conclusion is sustained if we look at
the method that philosophers have habitually used to solve their
problems. Nothing, I suspect, so clearly reveals the nature of
philosophy as the method it employs to solve its problems. This
method does not consist of observation, hypothesis, deduction or
intuition, though such an impression is created by many philosophi-
cal works. Arguments from design, for example, are sustained
by a mass of facts. Sidgwick tries to establish God as a necessary
hypothesis to account for certain moral facts. Spinoza tried to
build his whole system on the geometrical model of the deductive
method. Bergson has pleaded for intuition as the sole method for
discoverng reality. But however obvious the impression, it is mis-
taken. The argument from design relies not so much on the facts
as on the obvious tautology that all the conditions necessary for the
occurrence of any event or thing must be fulfilled in order that
the event or thing might itself happen. The detailed enumeration
of the facts is merely meant to hide the obvious tautology which, by
itself, proves nothing. Similarly, Sidgwick’s hypothesis is no hypo-
thesis for it leads to no consequences which can be verified as true
or false. The pseudo-character of Spinoza’s deduction has long
been exposed, and Bergson is not intuiting but giving reasons for
holding that intuition is the only method for knowing the real..

The distinctive method of philosophy is, thus, different from the
methods used in other disciplines. The problems that the method
is supposed to deal with are also distinctive problems. The reality
of motion as questioned by Zeno, for example, is not a question of
fact -or hypothesis or intuition or deduction but of a certain un-
intelligibility revealed in the concept when subjected to close scru-
tiny. The only method to deal with the types of difficulties raised
by Zeno consists in a detailed analysis of the arguments raised
and to show the confusions involved, if any.

Analysis, thus, seems the only adequate tool to deal with the
types of problems encountered in philosophy. This analysis, of
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course, is neither physical nor chemical in character. It is not even
of the type that one meets with in literary criticism of the Emp-
sonian variety. Is it, then, linguistic analysis concerned with an
analysis of the words used? But philosophy is not philology, and
words can be approached and analysed in different ways. Philo-
sophical problems are not so much linguistic problems as concep-

tual ones. The analytic method dealing with them should, there-

fore, more properly be called conceptual analysis.

Shall Philosophy, then, be conceptual analysis only? Con-
ceptual analysis, however, is a method; and a subject is described
not so much by the method or methods it uses as by the field it
studies. The subject-matter of philosophy, therefore, cannot be
characterised as conceptual analysis. That is the method par
excellence which philosophers use to meet the problems they
encounter in their field. But what is the nature of the problems
that strike us as philosophical and whose solution we seek to find
through the method of conceptual analysis?

It is obvious that conceptual analysis can deal with conceptual
problems only. A conceptual problem is that which arises from
the nature of the concepts, and not from the nature of things,
events or objects to which the concepts vefer. To take a distinc-
tion from Tarski, in philosophy we do not use concepts but are
concerned about them. Whenever, therefore, we stop using the
concepts, and our attention gets caught by the concepts themselves
we are in the realm of philosophy. A philosophical problem, thus,
can arise from any realm, and once it has arisen it is seen to have
no specific relation to that realm at all. The problem is felt to
be a problem because of an incompatibility or unintelligibility dis-
cerned in the concept, and the attempt to remove it takes the
usual form of conceptual analysis. Philosophy consists both in
the revelation of the problem and in the attempt at its solution.

The term ‘linguisic analysis’ comes pretty close to describing
what we have been proposing in the last few paragraphs. It has,
however, certain misleading associations which, as we have pointed
out, should be dropped if confusion is not to occur. If such pre-
cautions are taken, there seem good reasons to suggest that the
term ‘Philosophy’ be restricted to the discovery of conceptual

problems and their solution through the method of linguistic or.

conceptual analysis. This will be a technical use of the term
philosophy. The term, of course, will continue to be used in its
wider, popular and vague usage, but philosophers will have little
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to do with it. This, it should be clearly understood, is a proposal,
and as such may be accepted or rejected. I am only submitting
that there are good reasons for accepting such a proposal. Anyone
who chooses to differ will not only have to give good reasons for
rejecting it, but also suggest alternatively what, in his opinion, an
adequate conception of philosophy is. Unless this is done or unless
it is believed that words should be allowed, even in a technical
discussion, to remain as vague as possible, I submit that the pro-
posal made in this paper be seriously considered by all those inte-
rested in the question,
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Is Philosophy Lingusstic Analysis ?
(Symposium)

Dr. N. K. Devaraja, M.A., D.Pum.., D.Lrrr.
Lucknow University

The question posed in the title of the symposium presupposes
an agreed understanding of the expression “linguistic analysis”,
which unfortunately does not exist. During the last thirty years

-the term analysis has been used in innumerable contexts, in a

variety of senses, and with varied interpretations as to its nature
and use. The adjective “linguistic” has likewise been employed
in ambiguous and confusing ways. However, there seems to have
prevailed a general agreement among analytic philosophers in re-

gard to the following characteristics of philosophy conceived as
analysis :

(1) Philosophy is concerned in a peculiar sense with
language or linguistic expressions. This means that it
is not directly concerned with facts, which constitute
the province of science;

(2) Philosophy is concerned with the clarification of.
language or linguistic expressions;

(3) This clarification is effected by the rewriting or re-.
casting of a given sentence or expression, or the transla-
tion or transformation of one sentence or expression,
called the analysandum, into one or more sentences or
expressions, which make up the analysans.

As regards the differences, the following points may be noted.
The logical atomists thought that what metaphysics aimed at was-
the revelation of the structure of facts which could be achieved
through the resolution of complex propositions into their atomic.
constituents, or the derivation of the former from the latter. To
the logical positivists, analysis signified the resolving of complex
synthetic statements of science and commonsense into basic protocol
sentences consisting of direct records of the given. Both the
atomists and the logical positivists, however, held the extensionalist
view of language and thought that what they were directly dealing
with in analysis was language. It is in this sense that they may’
be considered to conceive philosophy as linguistic analysis,
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. Th'e view is characteristic of Wittgenstein in his later phase
E at s:lllll more pronounced sense. In the Tractatus he maintained
'thzugh t: o‘l‘;iec';1 ilof ph}losophy was the logical clarification of
prough . ¥ phi osophxcal. work consists entirely of elucidations’,
e saild. His emphasis now is on the view that philosophy
s ould solve puzzles arising out of confused linguistic usages. This
1t appears, can be achieved by bringing words back ‘frorr; the'ni

metaphysical to their everyday use’. (Investigations, I, 116). In

other places, however, Wittgenstein seems to recommend a different

one might say contrary, course for philosophy. Thus we are told
that what he wants is ‘o establish an order in our knowled y f
'z:e 1}115iehof language: an order with a particular end in view & o’
tior\:ls :,hiz}r:dohe wo;ld ‘constantly be giving prominence to distinc-
Toks Which ur or inary forms of language easily make us over-

. (L. 132 —Italics ours). Clearly there is an ambivalence in

Wittgenstein’s attitude with r
espect to th, i : .
should deal with language. e way in which philosophy

b t}f’:(::;t;ncenfle&ts o'f the second type in Wittgenstein seem to
o e <Ee of the view, recently expressed by several thinkers
8. John .Wlsdom, Prof. Lazerowitz, and Miss Alice Ambrose. th t,
philosophical theories are nothing but ‘verbal innovations’, i:

recommendations or pr
usages.1 proposals to alter language or linguistic

o a:}l'lzlzl(:hphi{)osophy be equated with linguistic analysis taken

A 1e above senses? A reply to this question presupposes

g 5a11sv;'1 standard or set of standards with references to
\ ews concerning the nature of phil .

judged. Now a view abou i Philosophy may be

. t philosophy has the ch

philosophical view or theor i © Sharacter of @

ulos ¥, and it may be demanded that th

. » . e

;lzt::; set utp f}c;r ]udgl.ng views or theories about philosophy should

as to be applicable to philosophical views or theories in

e sthi -

igt I;:r:xl(;t How.iver, within the limited space at my disposal here

chall, therz(f):ls-; 120::: rtne to 1fformulate these general criteria. i
’ nt myse i i iter; :

merits of different wioe cy with stating the criteria by which

oncerning philosophy may be as
ssessed.
An acceptable view of ’ -~

e) philosophy should satisfy the followi
three conditions: (1) it should clearly mark out the ;ro‘\)ril::t‘:?r:’gf

1. Se ‘ .
Kegan Paﬁ“fu({z‘:i:l‘izelgg,tz'c;x}; S;;u:::ge‘:fdeetaphySics (Routledge and
Ambrose, Linguistc Approaches to Philosophical Protlemms, Journal o Phls
» ume XLIX, April 21, 1952, ms, Journal of Philo~
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philosophy by distinguishing it from the sciences; (2) it should
assign a worthy role and purpose to philosophy; and (3) it should
indicate the nature of philosophical method and proof. In addition,
a satisfactory view of philosophy should be true to its history, i.e,
should enable us to detect the elements of truth contained in
various descriptions of philosophy given by important historical
thinkers.

None of the views quoted above satisfies these conditions.
One obvious objection against them, as pointed out by the previous
symposiast, is that they fail to do justice to the claims of such
systems as existentialism and phenomenology to be called philo-
sophy; they would also have us deny the name philosophy to the
systems of Sankara and Ramanuja, Spinoza and Hegel. Such
definitions of philosophy are wrong (if that term can at all be
used in this context) for much the same reasons as would make
wrong the definitions of poetry not applicable to the compositions
.of Homer and Kalidasa.

I shall now proceed with other objections. None of the views
in question succeeds in assigning to philosophy a role at once
worthy and specific, such as would enable us to see how philosophy
has a nature and purpose distinct from that of science. We can
no more believe with Russell in his atomistic phase that ‘the
business of metaphysics is to describe the world? or with Wisdom
that ‘the philosopher’s intention is increased clearness in the
apprehension of the ultimate structure of facts’3 Surely it cannot
be the aim of philosophy to describe all the facts that make up
the world, or to apprehend or reveal the structures of all sorts of
facts, particularly when those facts are held, as by logical atomism,
to be distinct and separate from one another. As Mr. Black ob-
serves ‘the philosopher is not “an extra-cautious scientist”—trying
1o talk like the scientist, but more carefully and about everything’ ¢
Moreover it is not clear how preoccupation with language can
help the philosopher to describe better the facts or their struc-
tures than the methods used by the scientists. Nar can the
philosopher be expected —and this is a different point with a
bearing on the more clearly positivistic view — to busy himself

9. Logical Atomism, Lecture I, reprinted in Logic and Knowledge
(Allen and Unwin, London, 1956), p. 215.

3. Vide, Ostentation, reprinted from Psyche (1933) in Philosophy and
Psychoanalysis, Basil Blackwell, Oxford, 1953, p. 8.

4. Philosophical Analysis, Ed. Max Black, Cornell University Press, 1950;
Introduction, p. 11,
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indifferently with the elucidation of any and every proposition,
relating to any and every fact. Surely the philosopher must be
permitted to exercise his choice, both with respect to facts and
to propositions, if he is to preserve his sanity. And a correct
view of philosophy should indicate the principle on which the
choice is to be exercised. Whether philosophy has to deal with
facts or with propositions (about facts), it should be clearly
specified as to what sorts of facts or propositions fall within its
purview. The reason why analytic philosophy fails to enunciate
any such principle is that it has no clear conception of the specific
aim and purpose of philosophy. It seems to believe that philosophy
is nothing but a discipline auxiliary to physical and other sciences.

The later views of Wittgenstein seem to save philosophy
from its position of subordination to science. The business of
philosophy. is neither to reveal the structures of facts nor to
elucidate the staiements of science and commonsense; its proper
function is the solution of linguislic puzzles. As to the genesis
of these puzzles or confusions Wittgenstein remarks that they
‘arise when language is like an engine idling, not when it is doing
work’ (I, 132). It is not clear, however, why a philosopher should
at all attend to language when it is idling, nor why this activity
of his be taken seriously and regarded as important. Others write
as if the puzzles or paradoxes such as those relating to motion
- presented by Zeno constituted the sole reason for the existence

of philosophy. In that case, it would appear, the discontinuance
of the highly inconvenient study of such philosophers, if not the
total destruction of philosophical libraries, would be the ideal
solution. These accounts of the genesis of philosophical problems
or puzzles seem to make that discipline a mere aberration or an
adventitious property of the human mind, a mere accident of
man’s intellectual history without any serious meaning or purpose.
Philosophy so conceived can obviously have no future, not, at any
rate, important future. For we believe that philosoghy cannot
survive unless it continually goes on asking new and significant
questions, and not merely rest content with the solution of old
puzzles. A correct view of philosophy should be able to show
how it constitutes a real and serious need of the civilised man.

The view in question is open to another serious objection. Is
it the function of philosophy to go on solving puzzles as they
happen severally to present themselves, without caring to inter-
relate the different solutions ?  Should not philosophy rather pro-
ceed systematically to collect its various problems and to try to
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tackle them together? Ought not philosophy to aspire to constitute
“connected knowledge”, in the manner of scientific knowledge ?
When Wittgenstein opines that ‘there is not a philosophical method’,
but methods, ‘like different therapies’ (I, 133), he forgets that
different therapies flow from a single science of medicine, which
constitutes more or less a connected body of knowledge.

At the back of the aforementioned confusions concerning the
nature and function of philosophy is the modern man’s excessive
preoccupation with facts, with whatever is the case, and his un-
willingness to investigate the realm of values, where possibilities
are apprehended and weighed against one another. The repeated
attempts of European philosophers to make philosophy “scientific”,
or to assimilate it to the use of science, may be traced to this
preoccupation. Losing sight of the circumstance that man as a
conscious being is concerned essentially with the creation and
enjoyment of values, most of these thinkers tend to make an
apotheosis of facts and of factual knowledge.

" All the activities of man are directed towards the production
and/or enjoyment of values. Even the scientific activity does not
constitute an exception to this rule. Science concerns itself with
facts, or the attainment of factual knowledge, because man is
interested in the manipulation and transformation of objects and
energies which enter as constituents in facts. Science occupies it-
self with the investigation of those aspects of phenomena in virtue

~of which they suffer and produce changes. In other words, science

is interested in the actual nature of phenomena because it wants
to control the course of those phenomena. It is a mistake, however,
to think that scientific knowledge reéflects the character of facts
in their pure actuality. Even the experimental or observational
records which science apparently seeks to correlate, unify or ex-
plain do not refer to pure facts. All experimental records are
generalised records made out of observations conducted on different
oceasions, and also in different laboratories, by the same or different
scientists. The recorls in question are always constructions out of
observed data. Further, as Max Planck informs us, every observa-
tional or experimental measurement ‘first acquires its meaning
through the significance which a theory gives it...... the finest

and most direct measurements. .. ... have to be corrected again

and again before they can be employed for any practical (or
theoretical ?) purpose’.5 Nor is this all. All scientific explanations

5. Vide, Where is Science Going? (Allen Unwin, London 1946), pp. 84-85.
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involve as iggredients not merely the variables referring to obser-
val?le magnitudes, but also the axioms and postulates in terms of
which those magnitudes are sought to be connected.

© The contrastt. between science and philosophy, then, is not that
e one deals with facts and the other with concepts and/or pro-
positions. What both science and philosophy directly deal with
?}ll'e conFepts and not facts. On the other hand it can be contended
: at pl}llllosophy'too deals with facts, though these facts are distinct
rom t o.se. studied by the various sciences. For concepts or modes
o’; cc?ncelvmg are as much facts as the modes of .change of the
fh 35;::: phe;omena. 'Howe:ver, as we have already suggested,
oy S an concepts. studied by philosophy are different from
ose studied by the sciences. The sciences study facts or concepts
which are axiologically neutral, i.e., which can be contemplated in
an ?mologically neutral spirit. Philosophy, on the contrary
stuh;il;s facts or concepts which claim to be bearers of values, i.er
¥hisc isa:st Teanmgful to us only in virtue of their value-aspect.
i t to say that the study of science is useless. The scien-
is ds mam.pulatlon of the conceptual data drawn from observation
and experiment leads in the course of time to systematic picturing
of and control over the environment. The philosopher’s concern
zﬁeﬁl; ?;hlfr hand, is wit.h the concepts or symbols created and’
: is ke: y man for their validity and/or their aesthetic worth.
n seeking to correlate or explain observational or experimental
con'cepts, the scientists produce conceptual or symbolic systems
\th.ch are of interest to the philosopher. The poet or the artist
similarly creates systems of symbols which are intrinsically interest-

ing and which, therefore, provide .
materials f ,
contemplative scrutiny. ’ or the philosopher’s

With'I}‘?'e concep.tior.xal life of man, according to us, is coextensive
- is symb?llc life. Philosophy studies those forms or segments
of this life which are valued by man for their own sake

1It.ls not wrong, therefore, to speak of ph’ilosophy as linguistic
analysis provided that the following two points are borne in mind:
(1) Every form of s is a’ .

: : peech is a form of-activity: it i
Wittgenstein suggests, a form of liofe;actxwty, s s

(2) Philosophy concerns itself only with those forms of

speech or symbolic life which :
by men for their own :;klec. are cherished and valued

This mea.ns that philosophy does not deal with all forms of
speech, or with all forms of symbolic life. Further, philosophy

-
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deals only with the general aspects of the significant forms or
sectors of this life.

The symbolic life studied by philosophy forms part of the
human psyche. Philosophy, thus, is a species of self-knowledge.
However, the self that philosophy studies is not the individual self.
It is the self constituted by the shared symbolic life of man. This
self is a historically continuous and growing entity. Another
peculiarity of this self is that its being consists in being known or
enjoyed. A mass of symbols is not yet life, it is life in abeyance,
or potential life. It is enlivened into conscious life through the
contemplative activity of a self which is already alive, and is in
the process of creative self-expression. The symbols constituting
a poem or a theory become parts of a living psyche when the latter
incorporates them as units in the totality of its significant
awareness.

Philosophy may be defined as the attempt to analyse, interpret
and evaluate the general forms of the significant symbolic life of
man. This life is necessarily shared, impersonal or universal life.
It constitutes its own excuse for being, and is the repository of
what may be termed the ultimate values. The intuitive perception
of these values necessarily precedes both their analysis and their
conscious evaluation.

The significant symbolic life of man, in its varied forms and
manifestations, may be called his culture; and philosophy may be
described as the attempt of the cultural consciousness to attain self-
articulation and self-awareness. This awareness relates to those
aspects of human culture which make it significant or valuable to
man. The awareness asserts itself in the consciousness of standards.
In the sphere of scientific investigations the consciousness of
standards manifests itself as the sense of evidence, or as insistence
on a dispassionate, objective assessment and interpretation of evi-
dence. In the domain of art and art-criticism it shows itself forth
as the demand for impersonality and universality, completeness
and maturity. These latter criteria are applicable to the realms of
morality and religion as well.

Viewed in the light of the above discussion philosophy may
be regarded as an instrument of the qualitative improvement of
man as he expresses himself in his higher cultural activities. In
this deeper sense philosophical theories may be taken as being
proposals for regulating linguistic usage, though it would be more
correct to say that they are attempts to formulate standards for the

PQ3
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regulation and critical

appraisal of i it
achievemente, various cultural activities and

In conclusion, a word may b
philosophical method Watoen

in the last analysis, be j
and comprehensiveness
description and analysis

-

Is Philosophy Linguistic Analysis ?
(Symposium) |

KALIDAS BHATTACHARYYA
Professor of Philosophy, Visvabharati University

I
The Problem

Analysis is of something and by means of something. Linguis-
tic analysis may, therefore, mean either

(a) analysis of language by means of something which is not
itself language, or

(b) analysis of language by means of language, or
(c) analysis of anything, but by means of language.

Logical positivists and philosophers of the school of Analysis
are all agreed that it is analysis of language. Whether it is also
analysis by means of language is not, however, evident. Analysis
by means of language is a difficult concept. Whatever be the
analysandum, philosophical analysis as it is commonly understood
is made by thought, and though thought may involve language the
two are not for that reason identical. If thought is to be identical
with language, that would be from a new point of view altogether
which neither logical positivists and Analysts nor old-world philo-
sophers would readily accept. ‘Linguistic analysis’, then, means
analysis of language, whatever be the method.

The proposition ‘Philosophy is linguistic analysis’ may mean,
as Dayakrishna points out, one of two things— (a) it is nothing
but linguistic analysis and (b) it involves that analysis but is in
itself something else. Both Dayakrishna and Devaraj reject the
first alternative and discuss at length what philosophy by itself
is or should be. They, however, define philosophy in different
ways, and though Devaraj has, it appears, successfully refuted
Dayakrishna’s view neither of them has developed the notion of
philosophy from out of a consideration of the nature of analysis.
They both have introduced it ab extra. They have not seen that
if philosophy is something more than analysis, the additional
feature might come out of a critical consideration of analysis itself,
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They have not analysed linguistic analysis sufficiently. This is my

m;in .t;sk in t}.xis paper. Only toward the end it will be seen
what idea of philosophy my discussions lead to.

II

Arguments for linguistic analysis

N

. Tf}ilose \ivho have identified philosophy with linguistic analysis
havsa rst dxspossesst?d philosophy of its traditional status and then,
aving shown that it cannot have a task equal in dignity to its

old one, have concluded th
. at the only busi e e
linguistic analysis. y business left to it is

tutogeiolxvz assume_d that the only criterion of reality is un-
putorec o bm n experience and argue that if in old days philo-
d p i, a een'chastenmg and systematising it, this task has now
evolved on science which is more rigorous and systematic, so

télat nothing of common experience is left for philosophy to manage.
ommon experience means solid sense-experience.

1Ph1losophy cannot claim that though common experience is
:::cluded, there is still uncommon experience left which it might
be?n;r:iwaU:?or:mon experience cannot be verified, verification
i nz in \ it;rms of commo.n experience. One cannot say that
o oo 1 veri Fatxon, for this would mean that philosophy is
e h.pursm‘c worth no serious attention. If, on the other
, a philosopher seeks verification, the so-called uncommon

experience would just be a scientific h i i i
its thorough hold on common ex o o epich setence with

v.eri.fy. The uncommonness of
distinguishing mark of philosophy.

perience is more competent to
experience is, therefore, no

I_’hilosophy does not, also, deal with
res.tncted sense. The concepts that are tra
philosophy are all postulates either of scie
world-view, and in either case it is science w

to i
thaitl::ﬂezh?:: tll).lecause it alone is conversant with the situations
ose concepts. Philosophy i
: : phy is not, again, a i
1\31752 n(;f kstudy—specu?atlve, as it is called — of these co:IZ:Cltasl
one knows what this special study is, unless it be clai e
which is unverifiable. ’ © eitvoyance

concepts, except in a
ditionally reserved for
nce or of the common
hich alone is competent

Yet it is true that if phi
philosophy has got an i i
: y business, it is wi
¢or:1cepts, facts of sense-experience being all monopolised lolt ;Si““th
and commonsense. But the only way it can deal with cofxc:p::ci:
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to find, through the analysis of the corresponding terms and senten-
ces, what are genuinely meant. This is the only course, because
philosophy has nothing to do with matters of experience, and even
with this experience itself. The genuine meanings, again, that
philosophy is to discover.are precisely those which science and
commonsense refer to through those words, and as the real is only
that which is experienceable through senses, and, further, as con-
cepts themselves are not reals, the genuine meaning is in the long
run simple reals of sense-experience to which, therefore, all pseudo-
meanings have to be reduced.

Philosophy is sheer analysis of language, in both its semantic and
syntactical aspects. So far as the semantic aspect .is concerned,
it analyses a complex word or sentence into simple reals; and so
far as the syntactical aspect is concerned, it discovers the linguistic
relations that cemented those reals into a complex concept.

Some of the Analysts have proceeded further. The meaning
of a word W is not, according to them, any real but just another
word or a set of words which can adequately replace that W, and
these replacing words are ultimately primitive words that stand
for data of sense-experience. According to them, therefore, an
expression, or, better, the idea corresponding to it, is verified not
by reference straight to data of sense-experience, but by reference
to primitive words that stand for those data. This, though an
extreme form of linguistic analysis, appears more consistent with
the thesis ‘Philosophy is linguistic analysis’, the analysandum and
the analysans being both language. It is consistent, however, only
internally and does not debar external questions as to the very
basis of positivism itself.

111
Cvritical considerations

Linguistic analysis is the analysis of words and sentences.
When the analysandum is a complex word or sentence it is analysed
into elemental words or sentences which stand directly for ulti-
mate reals — sense-data or sensed facts. Obviously here the
syntactical and the semantic aspects are inter-twined: to break
up the complex expression into elemental words and their relations
is the same thing as to find out its meaning. When, however, the
given word — or, as some claim, the given sentence —is itself
elemental, there is no question of syntax, and no question, there-
fore, .of analysing it. The sole task of philosophy here, as also
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of common sense, is to appreciate its meaning,
other words, what it stands for; or if meaning be understood as
only a word or a set of words that can adequately replace the
given word, there is no task here, whether for philosophy or for
common sense.

to appreciate, in

The specific task of philosophy,
‘analysis, thé meaning of a complex
our criticism from here.

then, is to find out, through
word or sentence. We begin

Is the meaning in question actual or ide
actually mean when they use the word o
it what they should mean? To find out the
task, to find out what should be meant is
Phenomenologists, for example, are for

scrupulously avoid all theorising. The a
tivists is different.

al? Is it what people
r the sentence, or is
actual meaning is one
prima facie another.
'actual meanings, they
ttitude of logical posi-

They are not impartial narrators. They have
already a notion as to what meaning in general should be. They
distinguish genuine meaning as what is at least conditioned by
verifiability.

To insist on what should be
forward a proposal.

meant is theorising or putting
by arguments.

Every theory or proposal has to be backed
But have logical positivists offered arguments for
their theory or proposal regarding ideal meaning, viz., that it is
what is

verifiable by sense-experience? Many of them have not.
They have quietly passed the ideal meaning as the actual.
however, conscious of the difficulty, have denied the distinction
by arguing that the ideal meaning is

precisely what an untutored
commoner actually means. But this is a wrong argument. Com-
mon people do indeed often mean what is so verifiable, but often
also they mean other things; and even when they mean the former
it is doubtful if they mean it consciously as so verifiable. Often,
again, they would reject w

hat the Analyst wants them to mean
by certain words and sentences,

Many,

It cannot be said that in these cases the so-called common

people are not genuinely common because they are not untutored.
The only conceivable way to, decide whether these men are un-

tutored or not is to enquire whether they recognise ‘verifiability
by sense-experience’ as the only criterion of reality, whatever be
their idea of meaning. It is true they rely much on this type
of verifiability. But they equally admit other types. Occult
phenomena, for example, are

taken as verifiable through muystic
intuition, not through sense-experience. They also believe in laws,

| ? 1
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. . ¢
i tely verifiable in the way o
i hich are not comple : .
say, of 'S(':le'n: e;u‘:cyl when they postulate something the;; gal;eitlthzz
1;help(:1lsu“l:)1:c’ause of the self-consistent system of knowledg
real only

led to.

: 3 by ‘verification’ he means public
.A p?SitiV;zt ?llllagr to?:f:illl‘f g;;::eri);nces are e?(cluded from the
ven.ﬁca}tlon’ But there are two points against this. .
begih o e at least one class of entities which arehnot
‘(a) Thetr ial::;n as real even by positivists ?hemselve.s. Tdese
public but ye tes. They are always private, being experxen‘;:e 3{
are.mental - lv. and there is no conceivable way to en}llon
their possessorsm?nl . Yet not merely their possessors but others
iatintzsgg?rigl;c Zc.imit that at least many of them are real.
0

i i d. and inference, one might con-

Tl?ey C?n iltr':iieti }r):etl}rziflrr:)af ,public demonstration. B\;t fcﬁ

ten'd’ oo '?g' ts to allow inference would mean a ris h , i

o e re allowed as real because inferred, why s ou <

mente Sta!l'ltes' Zl truths which old-world philoso.phel.'s de;-n;;

:;iogflta;fz:;ce be dismissed without an examination o e
inferences concerned?

y ha 1S

i 1 m
Neither can positivists argue that o’fchers pea::azfestaatle ] oi
me of my me
tates. 1 as a person, or SO s on
Zirtlat?rlx (S>ccasions may be directly known byt otl::‘; (t)}fxr;:;g}:neirtr;l
i - but a great m
mpathy or clairvoyance; ' tal
p:at:?;’ :repever private, and the way others are said to percei
S VRl . .
some is decidedly un-positivistic.

int against the positivistic claim .that
'ﬁ(b)t'or'f }:: t:el::n:ubll)iocn;: thit the sensuousness of the ve-nﬁc'fz-
tion d i blicness are not internally related. Th_e point, in
Hom o lctis P.u that what is non-sensuously intuited may yet b.e
Othel'. V"’or'df, 1ssense that it is directly assented to by o.thers. Basic
publie ml y belong to this category. Possible denial of basxF
!_\’101‘31 s uesmuch an empty conjecture as that in Mars and Jupi-~
:::ut;i;: z:e sentient beings who might not be sensing as we do.

Basic moral values are apriorities of a type, ax}d aprxon(t;?;v:e
1l intuited and yet public. They are neither wide-area
a
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tions nor generalisations from empirical data.
pretations of them, as much as of the values, are
there is always a surd left over, and to dismiss it as a mere psychic

state or attitude betrays failure of the reduction. Apriorities are
not also generalisations for the further reason tha

Naturalistic inter-
arbitrary, because

argue that the very first case is generalised (a
ralisation stands accepted till it is contradicte
generalisation, if there is any,
Obviously, this intuition is no
clation with that,

nd that the gene-

d). Such peculiar
is already intuition of the generality.

t sensuous, though it may go in asso-

We are often told that a
propositions, we are told, are
ingless in the sense that they

priorities are nothing real. A priori
wholly analytic and, as such, mean-
refer to nothing that is real. But this

propositions should be under
to their subject-terms.
standing for qll things
whole universe.
sense, They are

Only the subject-terms here are very
in an extensive field,
Such ‘all things’ cannot be e
intuited non-sensuously.,

wide,
often coveripg the
xperienced through

The self-complete ‘all’ is no figment of speculative imagina-
tion. It cannot be said that there are only the particulars A B, C,
++....and that where the class is taken as yet closed the closure
is no objective fact but only my colligating, a mere subjective atti-
tude, a mental function. Such closed classes, each of an infinite
number of particulars, stand asserted as real, and unless there are
ry one has to put up with them. “All X’s”.
might indeed bhe replaced by X1, Xo, Xg, ... » but never by
A, B C,....... X, is not A unqualifiedly, nor X, B, and so on.
X, is A, but unde

rstood merely in the light of X-ness, i.e., merely
as an instance of X, and similarly with X3, X4, ete. The entire
group containing A, B, C,

be intuited, because each
feature. But there is no s

the group X, > CHD T up to infinity, every one of these
members being equally anticipated by X-ness, as just an instance

of X. There is nothing so far against the self-contained ‘all’ being
real and intuited.

M
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i ! s nothing but X-ness. The
o c'annOt 1:1(-insga lgfﬂ‘laali’ S;CI;:i );rimary than the ‘connotative,
deITOtatl‘Ve l“ceaf‘rom the historical fact that neither realists nor corlx-
cents e‘{lden r nominalists have denied particulars. We have on g
031212131:}513 I:ﬁe particulars in question that are meant by the wor
a

‘all X’ are Xy, Xo, Xay evvens ,not A, B, C...... . -
i Xo, Xg ovnenn are but A,

it be said that because X;, Xa, S
B CNor o zl:z t;:e light of X-ness they, as depending in whatever

i j wn that
manner on X-ness, are less primary. W?r hzzzi ;tasltn stlﬁ(iys n et
. . o
jon is the more primary meaning. : el
de;‘c;tact:;?aracter one has to understand X-ness as\ex]ghe;'1 :;f s;; j :
m ‘ " -
igati mmanent —may mm
i thod of colligation or an 1 - . 2
h:z:t I:reld half transcendent — objective character. detfimnfiatt}:;e;.)
fcl'culars under ‘all X', no wholly transcendent objective
1 3

iori itions are not even analytic in
. follov;s bthiitg atf::g;;g?::po';ﬁleoyn are significant statements
oy Sens? ;(’ eneither derived from nor verifiable by ser;suo:lxs
o Nots’ derived from, for two reasons. We have a ref\11 \'g
xslll:)t\:::ar:‘s.that they are no inductive generaliia;io:rip;?il sc:i;n hzs,
i es, calle y
e thetaiiszvi:lfu :f)?;zaZim;:;iil particular or particulars}-;—
e e t? . the cow-class could not be distinguzsh.ed. from }t, e
o there is no such start in the case of apnorltxe.s. T ey
ey ified by sensuous particulars, for the venﬁcatxoP
b no'_‘ e V(;: incomplete. Though empirical general proposi-
i’: o I:o ethle same fate, the incompleteness of the verifica-
tfons p ot ropositions is more profound, because th‘ey t:lov?r
o a’ ety li)depﬁelds. Apriorities, thus; are not verifiable in
3‘:1' ;g:?\:g:fg nvxvanner, but yet universally assented to.

i riorities but
its not merely sweeping ap ‘
Comman conse i dy noted, are never completely
irical laws which, as already ted, . -y
alsqﬁe!;f;nc;t admits also postulates whxchdare \éentﬁzd ;)rxlxlgei\:r;er
referonce i f knowledge effected.
he consistent system o . . -
ref:;encett:ot cases is simple verification by sense-g?;pilnincc:eﬁ:z-
O'f es;lm irical laws are at best incomplfately verifie ry Sense
Slble" ? But incomplete verifiability is, to w';vhatev_e ' ation,
exPel‘lenc‘;- verifiability. The absence, it is true, is onl.y prn{)ad as,
absilnc? (l) but the privation here being ever present 1; :sof d 2
no elmaly’robability is of no help here; if a largc? n\,;m e o e
e ified the law to whatever extent, there is always
ve ver e ent,
}ttimber that privationally do mot verify it.

P Q4
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It cannot be said that because some actual cases have verified
the law and because no case has yet contradicted it, therefore future
cases also may with confidence be taken as capable of verifying it.
This cannot be said, because once the logic in question is permitted
the number of verifying cases would be beside the point,-one such
case being enough. The increasing number of such cases would,
on this view, only eliminate chances of error, but such progressive
elimination of possible errors— even of actual ones —is no logic
unless the corresponding thesis has been already established. The
thesis here is the empirical law which, we contend, is established
through a type of non-sensuous intuition (though in association
with the sensuous), unless, of course, it is a mere postulate-—-.a
concept, formula or equation just postulated in order that certain
phenomena may be neatly packed in a system.

Such postulates are veri
complete consistent systems,
It cannot be said that in their
tion — verification,

fied by their efficiency to form self-
never directly by sense-experience.
case there is indirect sense-verifica-

in other words, just in so far as deductions from
them are verified directly. All postulates are not _so indirectly

verified. Often a system of knowledge, a theory, is based on

several postulates one or two of which may be so verified, but the

rest are allowed because they stand systematically connected with

those so verified. Even with regard to one from which deductions
are said to be drawn, there is no assurance that they are drawn

from it alone, and not from any of the others without which the
deductions could not be drawn. The test of a postulate is, there-

fore, as much systematic connexion as sense-verification, if this
latter is allowed.

Even if the sense-verifica
doubtful if it is sense-verific
which is general predictabilit
an analytic feature of postula
vised for accounting for a

tion of postulates is allowed, it is
ation in general, another name of
v. General predictability is perhaps
tes and theories. If a theory is impro-
certain type of situations, it and the

other theories. Even there
required prediction follows
hypothesis the newer and ne
follows that even crucial test
.cally., Either, then, there is
ries and postulates or,

analytically. The more general a
wer cases it is bound to cover, It
is useless, because it follows analyti-
no significant empirica] test of theo-
if there is any over ang above the formal
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ion, i t be something other than pre-
ic connexion, it mus pre
test Of. S.yStemge:;Zral or crucial. We venture to suggest (t(});atble; ;s-
dmtablhtfn_c;tness of a hypothesis to a known ag:}x;x:yadvance o
e n)earnearmostness depending, of course, on
viour),

science already effected.

o v

Critical consideration continued

3 i onding to a word or sen-

e W}tllil:xtlit T::dczze‘zz sensuously verified. One
tence, we have 'Sfeeneaning is at all the real that so (forl"esponds.
S e vos .?s}{ : \rvne have seen, understand by ‘mea.mng a wdord
Some p051t1V15t5’d that can adequately replace a glver'l wor ocxl-
or a set of wer Z also hold that meaning is just what is referre
:entizﬁzixt 22; E?nglication as to whether it is real or not.
ow

i h Pl e are t 1 ) 1 . .
i enul e . X ; .
. () . ] , ] l l l ] ?

: i likes, a
is still a theory —or, if one ,
er of the two is s . s, 2
Thel fO;T:om the point of view of actuality, wcle] as n:;z : mean
Pr?Posa‘- eaning’ as often the facts referred to by the “170 s or sen-
e by'mquestion so that to insist solely on the replacing
tences In ,

o

S

¢
LI

. p . t ~\‘

i not always a certain word
often —means éc??tl mgzeo;gl;ezvzﬁislf(’)ld that dictionary m?anin'g
or wo rfis replacing fa;miliar synonyms or conceptual .elaboratxons is
cons@mg ofh“::"l_': really meant being the actual things or cl_a§ses1
T ed thro lh those synonyms and elaborations. The origina
conveyed throug nonyms and elaborations refer in a‘ parallel mz;ln-
word and these < ctual fact. Even when one says ‘X means t a.t
oy jche h o z:l such’ (where X is the name of certain pal:tl-
which s Suc? m:e ‘that which is such and such’ is rfaally referrm.g
culzrs) the c??xslars or their actual class. If meaning is what is
to those pal:tl? the particular facts or their classes,'not synony;nz
jbidbohome ls1 borations. The latter, it is true, is often calle
- coPceptual e:;ore appropriate term would perhaPs be fanO:ny-
m?amng’lizgttl,i:tic substitutability, and nothing of philosophical im-
;nc::‘zagze could be deduced from it.
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meaning is always a reality. Even when o
one declares the meant to have been unreal,
it was nevertheless taken as reql, Unreality
with reality. Except in clear cases of sup
tainment, there is nothing that is meant an
or unreal. The subsistent or the irreal
abstraction or a sub-
no significant suppos
reality. Intrinsicall
something taken as

n correcting an error
there is no denial that
, further, is coordinate
posal and mere enter-
d yet not definitely real
is either sheer verbal
reality in the form ‘if it were real’, so that
al or entertainment is without all reference to

y the meant is taken as real; and between

real and it being objectively so there is not
much of epistemological distance: what is taken as real

is objec-
tively so, provided it is not contradicted. This small but significant
Proviso is an epistemological bridge that easily covers the much
advertised distance between objec

tivity and ego-centricity. From
the ego-centric point of view, co

ntradiction, unless it is merely
formal, is the fact that in a given knowledge some defect is dis-

believed as existent, by the knowledge that reveals an object in

place of the object of the former knowledge.

v

Philosophy concerned with the real

The real is not merel

it is also revealed by kno
Not merely that, unless so
any of the pramdnas it ¢

y what is meant by a word or sentence,
wledge, including non-sensuous intuition.
mething is already known as real through
annot be meant by a word or sentence.

Often, indeed, we me

an a possible, and often, again, fictitious
entities like dragon, fairy,

etc. But the possible, if it is not purely
formal, is what js Possibly real; and fictitious entities are either not
known to be fictitious, and so taken so far as real, or self-consciously
constructed, when they are really objects-as-so-constructed. The
word dragon, for exampl

e, when consciously constructed, means
the constructed dragon, whe

reality. The dragon as constructed borrows the reality of this
psychic process,

If meaning has to be already known as real it follows that
language is only a way of stat

ing the real. It may state the real
Precisely or not precisely, precision being determined by the use
of standard words and rules of syntax acceptable to the community
to whom the expression is directed. From this point of view,
language is secondury. It philosophy is granted only this secondary

IS PHILOSOPHY LINGUISTIC ANALYSIS ? 103

. : not only would this be undigni-
task of expreszlf‘ir::::, 1foll.cr;:,h‘:mlo,sophy; really there w?ul'd !)e no
fied, as Devar.t] because every science and concr?te discipline .is
task left for ;1 ’obligaﬁon to express its points prgcxsel.y. If certain
under an equ e clumsy or misleading, or if they give rise to puzzle;s
expressions d;art ions, it is for the respective sciences to be on their
and contr%.\ns: therr’l and correct them. Philosophy can do nothing
g“ardbagaluse precision is to be effected by reference to the reals
here, :eica data. or established, by those science:'; themselves, A
acc.ep te has to s’it in judgment on the expressions would pre-
philosop 1e;rt he is the master of all those sciences. In the absence
suppos; tha tery a philosopher can at best make grammatica! and
;):x?::l c!;;'arsections, which, however, is an empty formal business,

never in the past recognised as philosophical. Or, he may correct

by reference to sense-perceived data which are commo;x t1;:')oper'cies
og all men and monopolised by none (or he may do both).

In the second case there would ar.is.e a Sferio:ls diﬁi;?h::nsg
hilosophy is to interpret all prf)posxtlons in werrlns ¥ sense-
px erience one might ask ‘Why philosophy alone?’ Is not scie ck
:lslt)) under an equal obligation t'o do this? I(fis yes, ':1:12? ils :ﬁo'ssed
left for philosophy. If no, if, in othex: worh \ ;cx o Is alowed
to use other pramdnas, why should.phllosop y e.p e ,hno-
case, there would be no distinction between sclezlti'e ;ﬂ P "
sa::hy. A consistent positivist ought, then, to deny all philosophy,
not metaphysics only.

If, however, philosophy is allowed the se.condlaf'y task u;); le;:tu,rl
and grammatical corrections, still 'then a!] dxﬂi;:llll ties ::) " axlar eade
over. Even lexical correction is impossible u ess:,j ot ) : ty

f the facts of sense-experience that the'a words to be 'con- ct-
awaredothe replacing words stand for, and this, obv1’ously, is going
Ziy?:ld formal linguistic business. If some pos?thst? arlgue thfat
the facts in question are involved in a second-dzmc:;szota fway in
the words in question, so that there may not be any 1.recd 1;e et:ence
to facts, this would be like saying that sense-perceived fac l'are

’ tions of words, much as the old-world Kaxmo-He'ge ians
o funcd the empirical as only a function of thought. This does
underftoohel much. Either the so-called functions are a second
nf)t, . S.O, n:cessarily involved in the words or thoughts, or a
dlme?SI?ln ee of combination of words or thoughts is expected to
o ?gl‘ ual to the sense-perceived facts. The latter is
be e.xact Y e?lg and at best a fond hope. The former does not
geﬁnltlegtsvzosense—experimce: it denies only their independence,

eny
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Material meaning cannot abdicate itself and get completely merged

in the formal, and the question is still open whether the present
inseparability of the material is final.

Even granting that it is final, there is another difficulty. If
there are only words and words and if the business of philosophy
is only to reduce complex words or sentences to elemental words,
one might still point out that the standard elemental words are
relevant only to the community that uses them, and similarly with
regard to the standard syntax. It would follow that meaning, and,
therefore, philosophy itself, is relative and wholly conventional.

But as much with meaning as with philosophy, one cannot rest
content with relativity. There is at least an implicit faith in uni-
versal philosophy. How, otherwise, could one think at all of defin-

ing philosophy? One may not successfully define it by pointing .

to the exact common character of different philosophies. But the
implicit faith in a common pursuit s there. Do not people of one

community understand the philosophy of another? Similarly with
regard to language or meaning.

General language has to be admitted. This does not necessarily
mean that the actual general language, the medium through which
different peoples understand one another’s meanings, can itself be
described. It may operate in a pure functional manner, without
ever being posited in itself. Some positivists who speak of meta-
language are aware of this. They never take upon themselves the
impossible task of describing the general language. But they pro-
pose constructing a symbolical language that would stand for this.
This is decidedly a good proposal, provided it could be worked
out to the end, and God only knows whether it can be. There is,
however, another alternative, more practicable and natural. People
speaking one language do actually treat another language as
superior and, therefore, more comprehensive, if in picking up the
latter they feel that some forms of expression not explicit in their
language are explicit in the latter. Comparison may proceed this
way, and through mutual understanding (without any initial bias)

we can arrive at the best actual language and then suggest improve-
ment even on that,

VI
Philosophy and science

We conclude that philosophy is no mere linguistic analysis, if
by that term one means analysis of or by language or both. Philo-
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sophy has indeed to analyse linguistic expressions, but through
that it studies the reals that are so expressed, and these reals are
known by pramdnas. Philosophical ar.lalysis may also be taken
as by language, provided that language is used as a means to carry
on reflection and is, thereforepsubordinate to thought. The metht?d
of philosophy is principally the pramanas and conceptual analysis.
‘Conceptual analysis’ does not mean analysis of concepts. It means
thinking analysis as a result of which concepts: may emerge to
our view as ulterior realities. Philosophy is concerned with rea'zl
objects of pramanas, as much as science is, and n.either of them is
wholly concerned with expressions. Some ob)ef:ts are sense-
perceived, some others are inferred either in a straight manner or
as valid hypotheses. Some are again discovered through analysis.
So far science and philosopby belong to the same order.

With regard, however, to the types of analysis they employ
they develop differences. The analysis that science employs is
empirical. What it discovers as such and such through analysis
is immediately believed as having already been present in the
same form before the analysis began; or sometimes the analysans
are postulates claiming no intrinsic reality but acquiring it on ac-
count of the empirical system effected through them. In the first
case the validity of the analysans depends directly on sense-
perception, they being either sense-perceived when the analysis is
made or taken as what was sense-perceived, however vaguely,
when the analysis began. In the second case the validity depends
formally.on the systematic character of the system, and materially
on the system being empirical. The analysans in this case may
also be taken as inferred in a way. In both the first and second
cases the analysans are ‘empirically real’.

The additional, if not the specific, task of philosophy is to
discover, through a specific type of analysis, entities, often in-
discriminately called concepts, categories, idealities, essences, etc.,
which need not be empirically real, but as autonomous entities
claim reality of their own. When they are analysed out they stand
in a form in which they cannot be said to have remained before
the analysis began. Substance, causality, the Sankhya tattvas in
their tattva-forms, the Brahman of Advaita, God, Hegel's Absolute,
etc., even pure space, time and number, are in one form to pure
philosophic speculation and in another in unreflective life. This
is true with regard to values also. How and why this is so I
have discussed elsewhere and have no space here to repeat, But
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this is a fact. On the ground that they are not bound to be
‘empirically real’ one may dismiss them. One may also
condescendingly recognise them if and only so far as they are
empirically real. But there is the inevitable fact that in spite of
all positivism they go on pushing in their claim as much to recogni-
tion as to intrinsic reality, and it would be wiser, therefore, to
admit a type of mystic intuition — transcendental perception, as
it is sometimes -called — than dismiss what cannot be dismissed.
Nor would it be wiser to consider them unavoidable (transcen-
dental) illusions, for they cannot be adequately replaced. An
illusion is that which is or has to be replaced by a claimant to
identical recognition. But the philosophical analysans claiming
non-empirical reality cannot be replaced by empirical reals. The
philosophical essence is over and above the empirical fact. If there
is at all a question of replacement it would be of the empirical
by the philosophical, not conversely. But we are not concerned
with that here. Dayakrishna believes that transcendental philo-
sophy confuses reality with value. But there is no such confusion
here: non-empirical reality need not be value which is only one
type of non-empirical reality. Dayakrishna is probably under the
phenomenologist’s illusion that the non-empirical is only a pre-
supposition. We contend that every genuine presupposition, i.e.,
one that is not a dead postulate, claims intrinsic reality (no mere
‘empirical reality’), and till it is shown that it is contradicted or
that there is no possibility of coming up to it we have to admit
it as real, though that reality may be non-empirical. If non-
empirical reality is not also necessarily value it follows that
Devaraj’s view of philosophy is equally unacceptable.

The mystic intuition of idealities is, we admit, a private affair
to one who so intuits. But it should not be rejected on that ground.
Empirical perception is equally private. We may be told that
empirical perception is confirmable by inference. But, first, it is
not taken as valid only on that ground; and, secondly, what exactly
is this confirmation? Is it showing the compatibility of the percept
with other such percepts, or is it the situation that the percept can
be inferred much as fire is inferred from smoke? If the former,
we reply that the mystic intuition that reveals an ideality comes
also to reveal, when the intuition is deepened and sustained, a
whole system or a hierarchy of idealities. If it be argued that still
the whole system or the hierarchy. remains esoteric, we reply that
then there is the second alternative: the ideality in question may
also be inferentially demonstrated much as an empirical percept
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is done when it is challenged. Only, the inference here is peculiar.
It is from data that are sense-perceived to one that is not so
perceivable.

Those who allow idealities in so far only as they are ‘empiri-
cally real’ appear to have misunderstood their transcendent auto-
nomy. Even as autonomous these idealities are not as removed
from empirical facts as these philosophers apprehend. One must
not blink at the fact that they are after all analysed out of concrete
empirical situations; secondly, as we have just shown, they can to
a considerable extent be inferred — either in a straight way or
postulationally — from empirical situations; and, thirdly — and this
is the most important point — in spite of their transcendent auto-
nomy they are also functionally present in — another name of
which is that they remain undistinguishedly fused with — empirical
situations. They are not as opposed to the empirical as they are
commonly thought to be. They are immanent regulative principles
of the empirical. When as autonomous, they are distinguished out
through philosophical analysis, what remains over is not the dead
empirical, the empirical as such, for this latter can never as such
be distinguished out. If the starting point is the concrete empirical
situation, which, as concrete, is a homogeneous amalgam distin-
guishing neither the empirical as such nor the ideality as auto-
nomous, what remains over when the latter is distinguished out is
still the same amalgam, not the dead empirical. There is no dead
empirical anywhere and at any stage.

As contrasted with science, philosophy has this additional or
specific business of dealing with autonomous idealities. In recent
days another discipline has developed under the name ‘philosophy
of science’ which also appears to deal with like entities, called
concepts; and the names of the subject-matter of both are often the
same, viz. causality, substance, matter, motion, space, time, etc.
But there is a fundamental difference between it and philosophy
proper. Unlike philosophy proper, the so-called philosophy of
science never studies the concepts in their autonomy. It is con-
cerned with the concepts in so far only as they are functional. If
science had just postulated them the philosophy :of science reflects
on them-as-postulates. The validity of these iconcepts is still
understood as conditioned (formally by their compatibility and
materially by their place in the systems effected). There is no
question of a philosophical intuition of their autonomy.

P.Q3J
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VII

Language in a new perspective

We have throughout treated language as secondary to thought.
This is why we have rejected the two theses — (i) philosophy is
the analysis of language, (ii) it is analysis by language. There is,
however, an intelligible possibility of rehabilitating both the theses,
but never in the line of logical positivism.

One may hold that language (speech) also is one of the
pramdnas. A sentence heard produces a cognition of what it
means, and it is also conceivable that a speaker points to a reality
directly through his speech. To consider the second case; the
speaker does not first think and then express the thought in
language. Language is not a ready-made cloak for thought to pick
up and wear. The very thought that is said to be cloaked is already
speech implicitly. Thought and implicit speech may not be
different, and obvert speech may be self-concretion of the implicit.
As for knowing something through a speech heard, this is possible
presumably because speech could directly refer to realities. Parti-
cular words as conventions have indeed no intrinsic capacity to
refer to specific particular things, and similarly with particular
conventional rules of syntax. But that the word or the syntax
means something, whatever it may be empirically, is an a priori
law. If words and syntaxes had not this intrinsic function they
could not be utilised by thought; and, further, this function of
words and sentences cannot be explained by empirical association,
association explaining only that the word means a particular
definite object, and the syntax a particular definite relation.

If language itself be a pramana there would be nothing against
the thesis ‘philosophy is analysis by language’, for on this hypothesis
thought and language are identical.

It would be difficult also to resist the other thesis, viz. that it
is the analysis of language’, for ‘analysis of language’ may mean,
like ‘analysis of concepts’ in the statement ‘Philosophy is the
analysis of concepts’, that pure autonomous forms of language, in

their interconnexion, emerge to our view through philosophical
analysis. '

All this is by way of tentative suggestion which it is impossible
to develop here. Its implications and requirements, however,
should be clearly perceived. One will have to prove in more
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rigorous details that speech and thought are identical, prove also
that memory, inference, etc., are only ways of speaking, and decide
also whether perception is mere speech or something more. A
prima facie case has, however, been established, for the semantic
business of language and its syntactical forms stand very close
respectively to thought’s reference to objects and the operational
forms of thought. Add to this the possibility that the object meant
is only a function of language, much as it was of thought in the
old-world philosophy, and we have an idea of a full-fledged ontology
of language which was probably in the mind of the older-world
philosophers of Logos or Sabda.
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" 1. 'The Purpose of This Paper

Today, as always, two basic problems confront Homo sapiens
wherever he may turn. The first is, of course, the metaphysical:
responding existentially to the many dangers which heset him
every step of his perilous journey, and yet, at the same time,
utterly amazed at the sheer wonder and glory of the intriguing
mystery which surrounds him, man, in spite of all the positivistic
anathemas and attempts at exorcism, cannot rid himself of the
creative impulse which drives him to construet world hypotheses;
some of which, like children’s mud houses, last only until the
next tide sweeps them away, while others, like cathedrals and
skyscrapers, defy the ages.

The second problem is the social, growing as it does out of
man’s nature as a social being, out of the nature and deeper
significance of his social institutions, and out of his desire to
live meaningfully as a human being endowed with a spark of
reason and a glimpse of the Moral Imperative. Suffice it to say
that, even though the first problem is the most fundamental, the
second, especially in terms of this dynamic new age into which
we have just stumbled, is by far the most pressing; and since it
increasingly concerns thoughtful men everywhere—interested ug
they undoubtedly are in the survival of man as the bearer of
values—philosophers cannot afford to remain indifferent.

At any rate, it is this problem which we propose to consider
in terms of that very important, though often neglected, aspect
of philosophy known as social philosophy. Moreover, some at.
tempt will be made to view social philosophy itself from the stand-
point of its two fundamental aspects, that is, the theoretical and
the practical.
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2. The Nature of Social Philosophy

In order to understand the real nature of social philosophy,
perhaps it is best to begin by considering its relationship to the
social sciences. By the latter we mean, of course, history, political
science, sociology, social psychology, and economics. Since space
prohibits a consideration of its precise relation to each of the
above, and since, as a matter of fact, for our purposes at least,
the basic method involved in all the social sciences is essentially
the same, it must suffice to consider them as a group.

Thus, it is evident that, while it is the primary function of the
social scientist to understand the phenomena under consideration
in order that he may describe them as accurately as possible and
perhaps even venture to predict and make an attempt at control,
" the social philosopher must, of necessity, go much deeper. Begin-
ning where the former ends, the latter not only tries to lay bare
the basic structures and fundamental presuppositions upon which
man’s life as a social being rests, but he also attempts the much
greater and more difficult task of viewing all the social aspects
of human life in their totality; for philosophy, in all its various
phases, is always in the end essentially integrative. Only in
this manner, in fact, can the social philosopher venture his more
comprehensive generalizations, theories, and hypotheses.

Perhaps it is well to observe at this particular juncture that,
insofar as the social philosopher aims at this totality or larger
perspective, his work parallels that of the philosopher of history:
the only real difference being that, while the second is primarily
interested in the general patterns occurring in the social and histo-
rical process as a whole and in its final or ultimate meaning, the
first is more directly concerned with man as a builder of insti-
tutions and all that the latter ultimately imply. The real truth
of the matter, however, is that the relationship between these two
aspects of philosophy is so close that it is impossible, as the his-

tory of philosophy clearly shows, to find any real line of demar-
cation)

Coming back to the relation of social philosophy to the social
sciences, it is clear that the former, unless it is interested in build-
ing its castles in the air, must ground its theories in facts supplied
by the latter. At the same time, however, another basic difference
must be emphasized; for, not only does social philosophy aim at
a depth of analysis and a comprehensive synthesis or synopsis
that goes beyond the ken of the social sciences, as we have al-
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ready pointed out, but, whereas the social scientist is primarily
interested in accurate description, the social philosopher, while
always keeping clearly in mind the essential facts furnished by
the former, must venture beyond description toward evaluation.
This is, in truth, the most significant as well as the most venture-
some aspect of his task.

In other words, while the social scientist need not go any
further than an attempt at giving a strictly objective account of
various democratic and totalitarian schemes, the social philo-
sopher finds himself driven by a creative impulse to criticize, to
evaluate, and even to attempt to reconstruct in the light of his
vision of the 'ought as over against the is; and, it might well be
added, that insofar as the former also finds hims_elf moved in this
direction, he really takes on something of the nature of the latter.
Indeed, ultimately all the various disciplines, however 4great the
value of the emphasis on their separateness may be for practical
purposes, tend to interpenetrate; thus tending to give added cre-
dence to Hegel’s well-known saying: “The truth is the whole”,

Be that as it may, at any rate, in this whole endeavour at
evaluation, the social philosopher has ample precedence. One
need only mention the two greatest classics in the field, Plato’s
Republic, and Aristotle’s Politics. Innocent of any signs of a
positivistic and relativistic conscience that rises up in horror at
the very appearance of evaluation, they were not afraid to exer-
cise this highest and most difficult prerogative of the philosopher.
The same thing is, of course, true of modern social thinkers from
naturalists such as Hobbes (who, in spite of his relativism, had
his vision of an ideal society) to idealists such as Kant, Hegel, and
Royce.

In this light, the social philosopher is not only interested in
what is, but even more in what ought to be and what might be;
and, one is tempted to add, what must be in this dynamic age if
man is to survive. In this respect, as a matter of fact, social
philosophy joins hands with ethies, particularly that aspect known
as social ethics. The former differs from the latter chiefly in
its emphasis on such basic institutions as the state and in its
attempt to develop comprehensive social and political theories.

Since the days of Plato and Aristotle, social philosophers have,
indeed, been deeply interested in the nature and function of the

state and all that it entails. Still, except for the extreme Machia-
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vellians, who out-machiavelli Machiavelli himself, they have not
regarded the state as an end in itself, but rather as a means to
a higher end, that is, the realization of the good life. Here again
we see the close connection between social philosophy and ethics.

It is clear, nevertheless, that political philosophy constitutes,
as it were, the very heart of social philosophy. More than this,
from this involvement in both ethics and politics stems the social
philosopher’s profound concern with such problems as the con-
quest of poverty, the abolition of war, and the establishment of a
peaceful world order—problems which have never been more
urgent than in this, the Nuclear Age. Besides if philosophical
precedence is needed, it may be well to point out that, while Karl
Marx and his disciples have shown an intense interest in the first,
Kant and many modern and contemporary thinkers (Royce, Dewey,
Hocking,, Russell, Northrop, Radhakrishnan, etc.) serve as apt
illustrations of philosophic concern for the other two.

3. The Social Philosopher as Teacher

There was a time when most philosophers, like most scien-
tists, were inclined to stay aloof from any serious discussions of
the burning social issues of the day. Some, under the guise of
a false sense of sophistication, are still trying desperately to stay
aloof. Others, especially the logical empiricists and the more ex-
treme among the existentialists, are preoccupied: the former with
the subtleties of logical analysis and semantics and the latter with
such abstract concepts as being and nothingness. It is also evi-
dent that, in spite of the social maturity of men of the caliber of
Dewey and Hocking, the average American philosopher is some-
what immature. This was painfully evident to this writer while
attending the Fifth Interamerican Congress of Philosophy in
Washington, D.C. during the summer of 1957.

So far as the actual teaching of social philosophy is concern-

ed, three methods of approach are open. The teacher may play
the role of dogmatist by attempting to force his own views on his
students. This will induce many to follow him slavishly, some
out of respect and others with an eye on certain favors, Others,

however, including the more individualistic and gifted, will bitterly
rebel in sheer desperation.

Again, the teacher may take the directly opposite course of
neutralism. In other words, in spite of all the efforts of his stu-
dents, he may never commit himself to anything whatsoever. Thus,

/)
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while boasting of his democratic impartiality, he may actually
give the impression that he lacks creativity; or, worse still, that he
is actually sceptical and cynieal with no real concern fqr values.
Moreover, if dogmatism tends to promote slavish conformity, sheer
neutralism may lead to an ivory tower attitude; or, even to
nothing short of outright confusion. Becoming lost in 'the maze
of conflicting social philosophies, students may be.corr}e little more
than walking question marks. If mere conformity is danger.ous,
utter chaos is no less dangerous. Frederick Lilge, in his little
book, The Abuse of Learning, has made one fact crystal cle.::xr:
that the irrationalism, relativism, and the resulting confusion .
among German intellectuals helped prepare the way for Hitle?.
Long ago Socrates and Plato warned of the dangers of that totali-
tarianism which ever threatens to follow in the wake of the con-
fusion produced by relativism.

Finally, the teacher may take the middle course, that is,
between the Scylla of dogmatism and the Charybdis of neutra-
lism. Thus, while trying to present the various points of view as
clearly and objectively as possible, he may also present his own
convictions and his reasons for them. More than this, if he is
really creative in something of the Hegelian sense, he may even
venture to present his own position in terms of a real endeavour
at a comprehensive synthesis; and, if he is vitally concerned, he

tay go still further. In other words, he may actually venture

out on the stormy waters of the contemporary scene by trying
to interpret the issues of the day in the light of the philosophic
perspective. This is, in fact, as rewarding as it is at once danger-
ous and necessary. At any rate, since the leaders of tomorrow
are, after all, in our colleges today, the necessity is clear; for,
if we do not give them some sense of direction, they will most
certainly fail us when they find themselves in positions of res-
ponsibility in the years ahead—those fateful years which may
well decide the destiny of man upon this planet,

4, An Experiment in Social Philosophy

Keenly aware of the philosopher’s responsibility in this, the
Nuclear Age, and dissatisfied with what had been done, about
three years ago this writer drastically overhauled his course in
social philosophy. As it is now being taught, it falls into three
parts or natural divisions. The purpose of the first part is histor-
cal background in terms of an acquaintance with the greatest
social philosophers from Plato and Aristotle to the present day.

P.Q6
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Along with such classics as Plato’s Republic and Aristotle’s Poli-
tics, good use 1s made of such books as Eliwood's History of Social
Philosophy, Sabwme’s History of Political Theory (rev. ed.), and
Chandler's Cush of Political Ideals (third ed.—now available in
paper cover).  The latter, w fact, serves as basic text for the entire
course and is required reading for everyone.

With this serving as general background, the course moves
on to a consideration of the three great systems which are struggl-
ing for the munds of men, namely, democracy, fascism, and Marx-
ism.  Along with an objective consideration of the nature of these
systems, due consideration 1s given to the various totalitarian criti-
cisms of democracy. This in turn is followed by an examination
of these criticisms together with a presentation of the positive argu-
ments in favour of democracy. Finally, an attempt is made, not
only to view actual American policy in the light of its ideal, but
also to formulate certain constructive proposals designed to cor-
rect the many glaring falures and weaknesses.

The third and final
world order.
which are not

part deals with the problem of peace and
The discussion begins with the various philosophies
conducive to peace, chief among which are the mate-
rialisic philosophies of power so prevalent in the West as well as
in the Soviet Union. After an effort is made to state the essen-
tials of a philosophy of peace, the course moves on to a searching
analysis of the present world situation. Next in line is an analysis
of the causes of war in the light of such studies as Beard, The
Devil Theory of War, Fay, The Origins of the World War, Toyn-
bee, War and Civilization, and ‘Wright's monuniental work, A Study

of War. The course ends with a consideration of certain positive
proposals for peace.

What then have been the re

sults of this threefold approach ?
While they have not bee

n sensational, the reader can be sure that
there has never been a lack of discussion—even heated discussion

at times. One student even went so far as to say—though he was
. undoubtedly exaggerating—that it is one of the most widely dis-

cussed courses on the Campus. Be that as it may, this at least
is the way in which one philosopher has tried to present his social

concern to his students—in a time when mankind, as it were, seems
to be hanging over the brink by a mere thread.

Pascal, Hobbes, and the Metaphysics of Anarchy
by

Samves E. Gruck

Rutgers University
*1
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Both Pascal and Hobbes feared anarchy; yet no purely empiri-
cal experience produces the idea of anarchy, for like the concept
of a “self-conscious proletariat,” it is a literary metaphor. Pascal’s
conception is metaphysical; “For I ask, what is man in Nature ?
A cypher compared with the Infinite, an All compared with
nqthmg. ... Infinitely unable to grasp the extremes, the end of
th1ng§ and their principle are for him hopelessly hidden. .. .What
then is left to him but a glimpse of the mean of things, in eternal
d.espalr of ever knowing either principle or end?”® In this situa-
tion, a man’s only concern is persc.mal salvation; and the prime
function of a state is to maintain the peace requisite for this pur-

sx.xit. Hobbes’ analysis of anarchy is founded upon quite different
views as to the nature of man.

Nature hath made men so e i i
ey quall, in the faculties of
;111;1 _nfmncll, as that though there bee found one man some‘t)i.;ndzs'
etm ﬁSt y stronger in body, or of quicker mind than another;
anw en all is reckone_d together, the difference between man,
elahrr:l?g’l:isr:glfio cons;;deerable, as that one man can thereupon
tend. a5 well as h:;x;y nefit, to which another may not pre-

" '1;he consequence of this equality is strife: “From this equa-
Aydothablhty, a‘nseth equality of hope in the attaining of our Ends.
nd therefore if any two men desire the same thing, which never-

t1}11§1ess they cannot both enjoy, they become enemies;...,”s From
this follows the anarchy of “natural man.” ,

Hereby it is manifest, that during the time i i
, men -
(t)l?:ta coc;r.upon Power to keep themg all in' awe, thil; eal",’;elt!lln
th evc;n ition which is called Warre, and such a warre as Is
of e lZ m?n, Iagamst every man....In such condition, there
s o c{; ce for Industry; because the fruit thereof is uncertain;
and « nsequently no Culture of the Earth....no commodious
accoulr?cg’.f T .no Knowledge of the face of the Earth; no
accou fo 11une; no Arts; no Letters; no Society; and which is
wor tho 1.fa , continuall feare, and danger of violent death;
e life of man, solitary, poore, nasty, brutish, and short.®

With men as they are, it is clear to Hobbes that they must
seek any means possible to end anarchy, for “the first, and Funda-
mentall Law of Nature. .. is, to seek Peace, and follow it,” and the

Pascal, Apology, 43.

Hobbes, Leviathan, Chap. XI
Ibid. P HL b 68,

Ibid., pp. 64-65,

;oA w

—
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second, “the summe of the Right of Nature....By all means we
can, to defend our selves.”?

In the context of his times, Hobbes’ method (that of the “new
science”) is as literal as the content of his political theory; and in
a like manner Pascal's social analysis reflects his methodology.
Pascal’s notes can be arranged into a standard Christian political
philosophy, only slightly less complete than that of Saint Augus-
tine8 Man’s estate is one of misery; but his original nature was
such that if he were perfect he would be just and happy without
the tempering mechanism of society. Man passed from this natu-
ral state to the present one through original sin; and the State is
therefore a necessity. Recognizing this, good Christians obey the
State, knowing that its imperfections will diminish as they work
to make the earthly city a suburb of the Heavenly one. The Chris-
tian community is

a society of pilgrims of all languages, not scrupling about
diversities in the manners, laws, and institutions whereby
earthly peace is secured and maintained, but recognizing that,
however various these are, they all tend to one and the same
end of earthly peace. It (the Heavenly City) therefore is so
far from rescinding and abolishing these diversities, that it
even preserves and adapts them, so long only as no hindrance
to the worship of the one supreme and true God is thus intro-
duced. Even the Heavenly City, therefore, while in its state
of pilgrimage, avails itself of the peace of earth....?

Each stage is reflected in the Pensées, the Lettres Provinciales,
and the Discours sur la conditions des Grands, revealing the
psychology which enabled him to draw upon both Augustine and
Montaigne. Pascal's “logic” is polemical, and employed as a
method of “education” both in the Pensées and the Lettres Provin-
ciales.

In the state of natural ignorance, man accepts the State as he
accepts the rising and setting of the sun; believes that the manners
to which he is accustomed are universal; that the law is just; and
that masters are intrinsically superior to servants. But once edu-
cation commences, he finds that each of these is but a “facade.”
One could believe in justice if there were at least one universal

7. Ibid., Chap. XIV, p. 67.

8. See: Demahis, Etiennette: La Pensée Politique de Pascal. Univer-
site de Clermont, 1931,

9. Saint Augustine, The City of God, Book XIX, Chap. 17,
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law, but “human caprice is such a medley that there is no such
thing.”10 If justice were known

one would see it implanted in all the Nations of the
world and in every epoch; in place of which one sees nothing
just or unjust that does not change this quality in changing
location. Three degrees of latitude reverse all jurisprudence;
a meridian decides truth. In a few years of possession [by a
conquering power] the fundamental laws are changed. .. . A fine
justice which is bounded by a river! Truth on this side of
the Pyranees, error on the otherll - '

The source of this is Montaigne’s “On Custom and That as Estab-
lished Law is not Lightly to be Changed.” His “Apology for Ray-
mond Sebond” concludes a discussion of the absurdity of the
dictum that “everyone should obey the laws of his country,”
with....“What truth can it be that these mountains bound, which
is a lie to the people of the other side?”12

Having learned that the world is unjust, man seeks to dis-
cover the nature of justice; but “justice lies open to dispute,” and
thus peace is, by default, the sovereign good. Moreover, any
coneept of justice which man’s feeble reason can form will be false,
and the Bible gives only the command to obey the laws of one’s
country. Pascal would have us agree on any means of ordering
the world so long as it be simple and indisputable. He considers

the whole problem of government to be trivial, and his examples
are purposely trivial.

How right we are to distinguish men by outward appear-
ance rather than by inward qualities!... Which shall give
way? The less able? But I am as able as he; we shall have to
fight it out. He has four lackeys, and I have but one....

s sets us at peace, which is the greatest of all blessings.14

By the same token -

The most unreasonable things in the world become the
most reasonable because of man’s lax attitude. Is there any-

thing less reasonable than to choose a queen’s eldest son to
govern a state? We do not choose as captain of a ship the best

born of the passengers. ...who shall be chosen....the most

10. Pascal, Apblogy, 401.

11. Ibid,

12. Montaigne, Essais, Ed. Garnjer Fréres, Paris, Libre IT, Chap. XXIT,
p. 287.

13. Pascal, Apology, 4186.

14. Pascal, Notes pour les trois Discon

rs sur la condition des Grands. ,
Adversaria op. cit., 199.
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virtuous and most able? At once we are at loggerhegds,. . (.iiSo
let us hang this attribute onto something that admits no dis-
pute. The King’s eldest son! That is clear, incontestable.
Reason can do no better, for civil war is the greatest of all
evils,15 . .
What has this simple and indisputable quality? Force.. But
furee appears less forceful when disguised as justice.
is ri is j beyed; it is
It is right that what is just should be o ; it

imperative that what is strongest should be obeyed. Justice
without force is impotent; force without justice s tyrannical.
Justice without force is flouted, becauge there is never any
lack of delinquents; force without justice is condemned.,

Justice lies open to dispute; force is easy to recognize
and is undisputed. So we cannot wed force_ to justice, becagse
force resists justice, saying that justice lies with her. And
‘50, unable to bring it about that what is just should be strong,
we have made the strong just.16

....being unable to compel force to follow justice, men
have made it just to follow force; unable to give force to
justice, men have justified force so as to unite justice with
force and establish peace, which is the sovereign good.l?

The psychological foundations of such power Pascal calls the role
of the imagination. Once a dominant party has established it-
self by force, it wishes to end war without losing its position;
so through popular election, primogeniture, or some other ruse,
it cloaks its power in “justice”. The situation thus changes from
one in which power forced the facts to one in which it is secur-
ed....and respected. ...by “imagination”. In France, “gentlemen”
hold the power; in Switzerland it is the common ditizens.!8 Royal
power is founded on a peculiar combination of public sense and
public stupidity: “for there is nothing more sure than this, that
the people will prove weak. That which is founded on sound
sense is very ill-founded, e.g. the price set on wisdom.1®

What makes the state possible is the ignorance which causes
the people to do the right things for the wrong reasons. It is
dangerous to reveal that the laws are unjust, for they are obey-
ed only because they are thought to be just® The educated man

15. Pascal, Apology, op. cit., 414, See also Notes. 200,
18. Ibid., 416.

17. Ibid, 417. -

18. Pascal, Adversaria, 194.

19, Ibid., 210,

20, Ibid, 197; and Apology, 405.
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knows that “Justice is what is established” 2! as fashion deter-
mines pleasure, so it determines justice as well2 The learned
man keeps his own council, judging things by “an idea in the
back of one’s head, ....while speaking nevertheless like the peo-
ple”. The whole process is a “continual reversal for and against:
We have shown that man is foolish in the esteem he pays to
things which aré not essential; and all these opinions are destroy-
ed. We have then shown that all these opinions are very sound,
the people are not as foolish as one might say....But now it is
necessary to destroy this last proposition, and show that it re-
mains true that the people are foolish although their opinions
are sound; because although aware of the truth, they are un-
aware of its proper place; and misapplying it, their opinions are
always false and unsound”® As in the case of respect for per-
sons of noble birth:

The people honor (them). The half-enlightened have
contempt (for them)....The truly enlightened honor them
in their private thoughts. The pious, who have more zeal
than knowledge have contempt for them...... because
they judge by the new light which piety gives them. But
perfect Christians honor them by a superior light. Thus
opinions replace each other, depending upon one'’s enlighten-

- ment. % ,
But again he allies himself with Arnobius and Augustine:
“true Christians respect the order of God, which, for the punish-
ment of men, has subjected them to these follies”.

2

Hobbes does mot seek a de
him there are only facts. Yet
are themselves highly abstract.

finition of Justice or Right; for
these supposedly empirical facts
None of the terms he uses to
describe the state of nature are terms of moral condemnation; for
his method admits of no g priori idea of Justice. Hobbes claims
to rely solely on the direct evidence of the senses; and he depicts
men as acting in accord with true facts and their own interests,
except when misled by false doctrines, For Hobbes, “To this
Warre of every man against every man, t

. : his also is consequent;
that nothing can be Unjust. ... Justice, and Injustice are none

Adversaria, 198,

Pascal, Apology, 403.
Pascal, Adversaria, 208.
Notes (Adversaria, 190),

RENR
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of the Faculties neither of the Body nor Mind. If they were,
they might be in a man that were alone in the world, as well
as his Senses, and Passions. They are Qualities, that relate men
in Society, not in Solitude” True Justice and Law are created
by the rational utilization of the resources available in the origi-~
nal state of nature; ie., rational men, the necessity of self-pre-
servation, and the yearning for peace. The rational utilization
of these resources is made possible by a covenant to surrender
natural liberty—and by liberty Hobbes means only “the absence
of external impediments’?%—in return for peace and protection.
Such a “covenant of every man with every man”? is the Social
Contract. Via the covenant, an artificial personality, the State,
is born. “This done, the multitude so united in one person is
called a ‘commonwealth’, in Latin civitas”® In this “person
called a commonwealth”, by the terms of the contract, a sovereign
will is created. It is the sum of the surrendered will of every
man, and may reside either in a monarch, an aristocracy, or an
assembly of the people. The sovereign will define Justice:
“Fear and liberty are consistent”?® and no matter what the laws,
those who obey them through fear are still free.

Hobbes has a heuristic preference for monarchy, on the
grounds that it provides less opportunity for dissension, but con-
cedes that aristocracy and democracy may sometimes be justified

as the basis for the convenant. At one point he comes close to
Pascal:

For the prosperity of a People ruled by an Aristocrati-
call or Democraticall assembly, commeth not from Aristo-
cracy, nor from Democracy, but from the Obedience, and
Concord of the Subjects; nor do the people flourish in a
Monarchy, because one man has the right to rule them, but
because they obey him. Take away in any kind of State,
the Obedience, (and consequently the Concord of the Peo-
ple), and they shall not onely not flourish but in short
time be dissolved. And they that go about by disobedience,
to doe no more than reforme the Commonwealth, shall find
they do thereby destroy it; like the foolish daughters of
Peleus (in the fable); which desiring to renew the youth
of their decrepit Father, did by the Counsell of Medea, cut

25. Hobbes, Leviathan, Chap, XIII.
26. Ibid.,, Chap. XXI.
21. Ibid,, Chap. XVII.
28. Ibid.
29. Ibid., Chap. XXI,

P Q7
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him into pieces, and boyle him, together with

strange herbs,
but made not of him a new man”:30

3

The two chief scientific influences upon Hobbes were Galileo
and Bacon, both of whom e

mphasized observation: Bacon by his

sponded) ; and

“originall”
in primary sense data, that he made many attempts to disprove
Descartes’ analytic geometry. “When a man Reasoneth”, writes
Hobbes, “hee does nothing else but conceive a summe totall,. ..,
Reason in this sense, is nothing but Reckoning” 31  Science is “a
knowledge of all the Consequences of names appertaining to the
subject in hand....the knowledge of consequences, and depen-
dence of one fact upon another. ...”2 The passions are the addi-
tion and compounding of certain
circumstances which are favoura
pleasure, circumstances unfavour
petus to create a State, to “coven
obvious consequence of the moti
real wills); and the positive exert
was what “added” these motions

b
ble to these motions give us
able cause ug grief. The im-
ant together” is, for Hobbes, an
on of bodies (individual corpo-
ion of the aegis of the sovereign
of many wills into one will.

influenced

theory. Yet the relation of
Pascal’s theory of knowledge to his political theory is very differ-

ent. Pascal is the “Arnobijan man”; the contradiction between
Reason and Ultimate Truth is not that Truth must contradict
Reason, but that Truth is what Faith adheres to after Reason
exhausts itself. The Reason of whic

h Pascal writes ig essentially
Cartesian; although unlike Hobbes, he rejects not the method,

but the results as “useless and uncertain”®  Useless, because
Mover, and Paseal
and does more; and
takes is to recognize
beyond it. Reason

uncertain because “The last step that Reason
that there is an infinity of things which go

30. Ibid., Chap. XXX, p. 180.
31. Ibid, Chap. 5, p. 18,
82 Ibid, p. 21,

33. Apology, 236,

THE METAPHYSICS OF ANARCHY 125

: ”

is a poor thing indeed, if it does not succeed' in lfnowmg that .3;
In the end he approaches Hobbes: “Two things 1nstr1'1ct' manhot
his nature; instinct and experience”; nevertheless he 1n5}sts t V‘?
“we have an inability to prove, invincible tf’ .all”dogmatxs,m.f : ;.
have an idea of truth, invincible to all skepticism . Pascal’s 'a‘utl
makes it impossible for him to find a rational 1?a51s. for polltlca
life, yet for heuristic reasons peace must be mamtax'ned, because
only peace frees men to seek salvation through faith.

The firmness of his system is a mark of Hobbes’ _politic'al
acumen: Pascal’s accomplishment is that he held fast to his .Chl'lS-
tian values without being forced to acknowledgt? ar‘x‘y tru.tlf 1n”th.e
haphazard constructions of human society. His scepticism” is
clear and strajghtforward:;

i ch of my life believing that thgre was a Justice,
and inl lff:t r;n\:vas not r);\istaken for_it does exist m.the marlx_lner
God has vouchsafed to reveal it. But that 1§ nc;ltt tl?“;
I accepted it, and here I was mistaken; for I thoug LY }-:1
our justice was essentially j.ust, and that I po(slsesse ” e
means to know it and weigh it. But I have fmiln myse io
often wanting in right judgment that at last I al\ie comte_ 0
mistrust myself, and then others. I have seen a _co(;m rlei
and men changing, and so aftex: many changes in ju gm}ai*nt
concerning true justice, I recognized that our nature }Jvasd u.f
a continual changing, and I have not ch:'m.ged since; an hl
I were to change, it would conﬁrm my gglmon. The Pyrrho-
nian Arceselous turned dogmatist again.”35

84. Pascal, Apology, 49. See also Ibid, 285.285p
35 Pascal, Apology, 406.
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Axionoetics or Axiology of Knowledge is interested in a

valuational study of knowledge in all its various forms — science,
philosophy, literature, art ete. — as products of human intelligence.

Axionoetics is based on the following three fundamental con-
siderations: (1) The human intelligence is essentially valuational
in its nature. (2) There is a fundamental idealism of human
knowledge as such, which is distinct from the traditional epistemo-
logical and metaphysical idealism, and according to which know-
ledge is absolutely prior to reality. (3) The immediate and uni-
versal recognition of values constitutes the only reliable principls
of the evaluation of knowledge, with a view to reaching a unity
and continuity in human knowledge out of a chaotic accretion of
the present state of knowledge.

Let us discuss them in order.

The popular belief that the dividing line between brutes and
human beings is the possession of intelligence by the latter is
progressively proved to be wrong by studies in comparative psycho-
logy. Intelligence, as psychology understands it, consists in an
ability to learn through trial and error or through insight, and
profit by experience. But such intelligence is found in all animals
in different degrees. Dogs, monkeys and elephants are certainly

the most intelligent among the beasts.

It is the contention of Axionoetics that proper understanding
of the nature of human intelligence is not possible through such
descriptive sciences as Psychology, Biology and Anthropology. We
must make an axiological approach. The clue for human intelli-
gence is found in its highest function of creativity, appreciation and
systematization of values. The naturalistic explanation based on
causal determination, though useful in other fields, including ani-
mal psychology and an extensive portion of human psychology,
is not applicable with reference to the highest modes of human
intelligence. There may be physico-chemical explanation in terms
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of bodily build and blood chemistry and endocrine glands of the
abnormals, of the dull and of the average human beings, but such
explanation cannot be final and complete at least in the case of
geniuses in the fields of science, philosophy, art and morals, And
even in the case of normal men, an experience and recognition of
values is not explicable in wholly naturalistic way. Human
intelligence is largely insentient (jada), but there is an innate poten-
tiality in it of transcending this insentience, of going beyond the
chain of mechanical determinations. The intelligence is at its
real best when it enjoys the freedom of creation. Neither appre-
ciation of necessity not recognition of valuational discrimination
(viveka) is either mechanically determined or naturalistically
explicable. Human intelligence, therefore, essentially consists in
valuational discrimination between the eternal and the transient,
the good and the pleasant, the absolute and the relative, the
ultimate and the provisional, the intrinsic and the instrumental,
the ideal and the actual and so on. Whatever other abilities the
beasts may have in common with human beings, the sense of
values appears to be a differentiating characteristic of human
beings. While the beasts are devoid of such a sense, the funec-

tion of valuational discrimination is definitive of human intelli-
gence.

It is in the light of this understanding of the nature of human
intelligence that we can have a proper appreciation of human
intellectual achievements in the fields of science and literature,
morals and religion, philosophy and art. These are the diverse
forms of human knowledge. Axionoetics undertakes to apply
the concept of value which is so original to intelligence for a

critical evaluation of human knowledge in this most comprehen-
sive sense.

Coming to the second point, Axionoetics emphasises the in-
evitable priority of knowledge over reality. Its interest in show-
ing this is that we are concerned directly with knowledge and

nothing else. That a proper object for our valuation is knowledge
only as we do have it, -

Tattvajiidna, which is the word
sophy, literally means knowledge of
that there should be knowledge of
and hence the appropriateness or v
mately determinable in terms of reg
common and natural expectation,

used in Sanskrit for philo-
reality. The expectation- is
reality as it is (yathartha),
alidity of knowledge is ulti-
lity. But inspite of this very
the fact remains that the only
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way to reality is through knowledge. We have only. to E}(;ftu-
late or to hope that knowledge does conform .to reality. tﬁri
is no means of comparing knowledge with reality to ensure tha
knowledge faithfully represents reality, nor do we know that
knowledge does not conform to reality. Therefore, w.e nat;xl;
rally think that knowledge is of reality, and also that it oug.

to conform to reality. A man does not have first an access to reality
and then judge whether knowledge has made an access to
it. There is no passage from reality to kno.wledge, b}lt only
from knowledge to reality. The proper fun_ct'mn of Phﬂosophy
is not to attempt a knowledge of what is ongmally. given to be
reall. That is impossible. Its real function is contal.nefi in wha.\t
Jianeévara has called Anubhavdmrta. (This is the title of .h1s
philosophical work). Philosophy consists in a search‘ f)f the im-
mortal reality possessing the maximum value by a critical evalu-
ation of one’s own experience. We are directly aware of our own
experience which constitutes our knowledge. By a gradfatxonal
valuation of that knowledge, we reach the most valuable in that

knowledge. It is to that knowledge which constitutes the sum-

mum bonum for us that we give the name of reality. There-
fore, even though the word tattva comes first and the word jfidna
comes afterwords in the composite term tattvajfida, it is the latter
through which alone the former could at all be approache(‘i.
Reality is called the object of knowledge only because there is
no other method of approaching it except knowledge. ™

The above is a brief statement of what I propose to call Ax';o-
noetic Idealism. The absolute priority of knowledge must not
be understood to be a stale statement of hackneyed idealism. For,
the statement does not refer to what Axionoetics believes to
be a secondary problem in epistemology, e.g. the relation between
knowledge and reality, which the traditional idealism solves by
saying that reality is dependent on knowledge, and realism solves
by saying that reality is independent of knowledge. Even if we
grant that neither of these positions is verifiable in the logical-
positivist sense, both of them must be looked upon as genuine
cognitive pieces of knowledge, in terms of which alone the status
of reality is attempted to be determined. Both idealism and
realism are aspects of a more fundamental and more compre-
hensive idealism, according to which the determination of the
independence or dependence of reality in relation to knowledge .
is itself a form of knowledge through which alone we approach
reality. Even if the realist proves his case, he has only shown
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that his knrowledge ultimately decides that reality is indepen-
dent of knowledge, ' ’

Had it been the case that between reality and knowledge
it is the right of reality to determine knowledge, that reality is
the original source from which alone knowledge springs, that
in order that knowledge may become possible at all there must
be a prior being of reality, that the most natural procedure is
from reality to knowledge,—it is really very difficult to see why
inspite of the unity of reality from which automatically a unity
of knowledge ought to follow, there is only a prevalence of a
diversity of knowledge supposed to be of the same reality. The
unity of reality is irreconcilable with the variety of knowledge.
Our expectation of a unitary knowledge is thus frustrated. Why
are there differences in the philosophical positions like monism,
dualism, pluralism, atomism, monadism, spiritualism, materialism
and so on? Reality is one but the sages describe it variously.!
The reason is that it is not a fact that reality determines as to
how the sages should describe it. The fact rather is that it is the
sages or philosophers who are trying to determine that' reality

through their conjectures and imaginations.2 There is no royal

road from the palace of reality to knowledge, but only circuitous
lanes and bylanes of o

pinions from the huts of humble sages to
the palace of reality. If the term knowledge is to be reserved

for unitary, universal, absolute, ultimate and final knowledge,
then I am afraid, we have no knowledge but only opinions, with-
out there being an apparent pro.

spect of elevating the status of
opinions to that of knowledge. '

Inspite of the scathing critici
the hypothetical nature of intelle
mendation of a direct intuitive knowledge, we are still faced
with the diverse philosophical formulations of these original intui-
tions which do not seem to validate themselves. The question
is not whether we have a rational or an intuitive knowledge.
Whatever form the knowledge may take, it is through that only
that the gateway to reality is opened to us. Reality does not
intuit itself, nor does it offer 3 rational explanation of itself: it is
for the knower either to reason or to intuit, and thus take ; step
towards reality.

sm made by Sankatracarya of
ctual knowledge and his recom-

1. Ekam sat vipri bahy

dhi vandanti, R, eda.
2. Ekam saniam bshudhi kalpnyanti, B:vveda
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The question of existential prio_rity bo:tweex; ;ealé:il e:::;i
knowledge is similar to that of their n?lat‘mn ?knep oen i;
Whichever way we may settle it tk.xe 'pnonty o1it c::; i > s
unquestionable. The existential priority of regah ged izknow..
sounder proposition, yet tha\‘ti has tfo xﬁg::z stztgi :nd i

. The two famous orders o 3 ‘
}ne:si‘:ndi are the two forms of fundar:xe;ntzl c;irlx:;or:n dTl;zl ;)1‘::1:

i f reality is not first asserted by :
izf;?ll;?gez by k:owled'ge later on; but it is first 'r::e?ltsedosi
knowledge, and in so revealing, !zmowledge recogr;x:l > s oo
secondary position too, It is in this most fundamen .
knowledge is absolutely prior.

This position of Axionoetic idealim‘n m1.15t also b}ei d'lstmg\sx;s:t:
ed from Metaphysical idealism. Ideah.?m in Metap I{S{cs ae;sta ts
that the qualitative nature of reality is spmtual.f 11§t Bgut
nistic to materialism as a theory of thet nature o rea 11?r.
Axionoetics declares that both spiritualism and matex'ua 1511; zta}xl'e
forms of knowledge, through which alone the “question oTh 'e
nature of reality is approached and att('empt?d to be solved. eir
metaphysical validity is of no immedlate' mlportaz}ce f?r A;m-
noetics. Both of them cannot escape being theon.es o rtf:arxty,
and as such primarily cognitive in essence. Even if materialism
is justified, Axionoetic idealism is x}ot .defeated ther:'eby. For,
whether reality is spiritual or material in chara(.:t'.er is an open
question before human knowledge, and the éecm.on. the.zt th‘1s
material is taken within human knowledge. If is this mevxtabxlvxty
of the priority of human knowledge in relation to 'a.ny questl?n
regarding reality that fundamentally favour; the posxitxon of Axio-
noetic idealism. Reality does not assert its material 'character,
it is for human knowledge to fathom it in order that its nature
may be known.

The only approach to reality, therefore, is through our know-
ledge. Hence the question of validation .of knowledge b'ecomes
supremely important. The various criteru.a of truth \vhx?h are
usually suggested have their own limitations, Self~cqngstency
of knowledge leads to solipsism, correspondence to agnostxcxs..m and
workability to relativism. Knowledge, in order to be ‘vahd, lfgs
at once to be self-consistent as well as consistent with real.lty
and with practice, The various methods of . kfmwledge like
puthoritarianism, empiricism, rationglism, intuitmz.usm az.ld prag-
matism are net independently self-sufficient. Playing their Yalua-
ble but limited role in the building of knowledge, and without

P. Q8
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proving themselves to be superfluous they have necessarily to
fall back upon the principle of self-validity of knowledge, because
extrinsic validity of knowledge leads to infinite regress. But
what does the principle of self-validity mean? Any knowledge,
as it arises and when it arises, is true. The very conditions which
originate knowledge also determine its validity. This position,
however, does not guarantee the absolute validity of any know-
ledge, for there is always a possibility of any knowledge being
contradicted by another. Progress in scientific knowledge, for
example, is by sublation of the previous knowledge. Moreover,
. the principle of self-validity of knowledge suggests that all know-
ledge is equally valid. But the sense yet prevails that it is not
so. Hence the nced of a procedure for valuation of knowledge.

Here we come to the last point of great importance. What
we know are the various theories in science and philosophy, reli-
gion and art through which we are making an approach to rea-
lity. We must believe in the internal unity and continuity of
all human knowledge in which these varieties of theories are
maintained. The question is of finding a method of organising
this knowledge in a unitary system. There appears to be no
better way than to fall back upon the basic experience which
we have of value, in term of which we sit in judgment upon all
forms of human knowledge. Recognition of human values has
an advantage of being immediate and universal and therefore it
offers a point of departure, a foundation that is beyond contro-
versy, a criterion that supports itself. The differences among the
axiological theories, including the positivist emotive theory of
values, do not affect the assertion that there are such values.

How all human intellectua] achievements stand in relation to
these values and how in terms of these values those achievements
could be evaluated is one of the central problems of Axionoetics,

At present human knowledg
chaotic mass without there bej
Each science goes its own wa

e appears to be a big buzzing
hg any principle of organization.
y, little bothering how it affects
other sciences, much less other human interests. Physical sciences
and social sciences are not progressing on a par, sometimes they
appear to be going at tangents. Scientists and artists, politi-

cians and moral reformers, men of literature and of religion,
appear to be occupied so much with thejr own pursuits that they
little appreciate the possibilities of other valuable approaches and
viewpoints. They have their own systems of values which con-
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stitute their different ‘ethoses’ within which alone they move.
But how does the ethos of physical sciences compare with the
ethos of social sciences, where does the ethos of literature and
art agree with that of science and where does it differ, in fact
what is the possibility of a coordination of all these different
ethoses and on what basis is it to be achieved, is a very impor-
tant problem for Axionoetics.

Nobody feels the necessity and responsibility Aof buildiflg
a unity of all knowledge which the unity of human life anq exis-
tence makes it desirable to achieve. Such an integral view is
made possible by a belief in the sanctity f)f all' human values.
To attempt this is the supreme task of Axionoetics.



Do We Explain ?
By
G. R. MALRANT

The ideal of explanation is the perception of necessity. The
conclusions of formal logic may be said to have this necessity.
Reality cannot be said to have any such necessity. It cannot be
formally deduced from some other reality or contained in it.
Reality must be just in itself. If it is related to some other rea-
lity, the relation cannot be a necessary one.

Reality is sometimes said to be caused by some other reality.
But the causal relation explains nothing. If the cause is identi-
cal with the effect, there is nothing to explain. If it is not identi-
cal, no explanation is given as to how one thing can issue out of
another. The law of reason is the law of identity. Beidg can-
not come out of non-being, and vice-versa. If the cause ceases
to exist before the effect arises, this law of reason is violated. As
a matter of fact, if we are strict with this law, that which does
not exist cannot come to exist, and what does exist cannot cease
to exist. Real existence is eternal existence; and all appearances
to the contrary are just mdyic, pointing to the illusory character
of all those things which appear to come into being or to go out
of being.

Satkdriya-vida, according to which the effect already exists
in the cause, cannot explain the difference between the cause
and the effect; and asathkdriya-vdda, according to which the effect
is non-existent in the cause, cannot explain how one thing can
come out of another or how being can come out of non-being. It
is true that things happen in a certain way. But their happen-
ing cannot. be rendered intelligible, and must be pronounced
mdyic.

Can we replace the causal relation by the logical relation
of ground and consequent? The ground literally contains the
consequent. The temporal relation of cause and effect can also
be interpreted in these terms. The real cause is the entire cause,
which cannot be divided from its effect by any interval of empty
time. The real cause is the effect. If there is a relation between
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the two, it is the relation of identity. More generally, the time-
factor is illusory. Everything is as it eternally is in the whole.
Nothing really happens there, and nothing is caused to exist. What
is, eternally is? The idea of mecessity is irrelevant to reality.
Reality either is or it is not. When we say of a thing that it is,
we have said all that is relevant and all that is intelligible. No

further explanation is needed. It will be futile to reduce the
4% into a ‘must’.

If we accept this view, we cannot consistently demand an
explanation for the existence of anything whatsoever. The only
relevant question to ask would be, does the something in question
really exist or does it only appear to exist illusorily? The
whole question of explanation is thus simplified. Explanation is
not only unavailable in the domain of reality, but the very de-
mand for it is illegitimate. Philosophy need not explain, and it
does not explain. To require it to explain is to misconceive the
role of Philosophy.

Now we may all admit that there is some mystery about the
world of our experience. This mystery requires to be resolved.
We find that there is nothing eternal here. Things happen. They
are in time. Their happening is a mystery to us. We seek to
understand this happening by getting at the laws of the occur-
rence of things. The laws themselves are mere statements of
facts. They do not explain anything. The mystery of the whole
drama of the world-process thus remains. Science cannot help

us in resolving this mystery. Can philosophy help? We think
that it can, and it does.

Philosophy has a well-defined programme in this connection.
It can prove certain things, and taken together they resolve the
mystery:

(a) Philosophy can show that there is a reality which is
eternally true, and which therefore offers no problem. There is
no mystery about it.

(b) Secondly, it can show that what does not eternally exist
does not really exist. It does not exist in the beginning, it does
not exist in the end, and it only appears to exist in the middle.
It is not substantival in character,—it only appears to be so. It is
not being in-itself,—~it is dependent being only.

(c) Thirdly, what appears to exist but does not really exist
is what we call illusory.

o

t
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(d) Fourthly, the illusory is by its very nature inexplicable.
It is not explicable in terms of the real, because it has no real
relation with it. It is perhaps explicable in terms of the illu-
sory. But then we are not going beyond the illusory or ex-
plaining the illusory as such.

(e) Fifthly, there is no mystery about the illusory once it
is exposed. We know that the illusory does not exist and its
appearance to the contrary can be traced to a subjective error.
In terms of objective reality, the illusory snake exists as little
as the square-circle. There are no degrees of reality. So far
as the subjective error is concerned, that too offers no problem.
The perception of the illusory is itself an illusory‘ perception. It
is only an appearance of perception,—not a real perception. No-
one can claim that he perceived a snake, when the snake itself
has been cancelled as illusory.

(f) Lastly, all so-called explanations belong to the realm
of the illusory. There can be no explanation of the illusory as
such. Once therefore our experience is analysed into the real
and the illusory, the problem of explanation ceases to have any
meaning. Neither the real nor the illusory poses. any further
problem.

The concept of maya in Advaita Vedanta thus does not lite-
rally explain. If it explains, it explains in the sense that it does
away with the problem of explanation itself. All it does is to
show that in our experience which is eternally real and that
which is illusory. It is in this sense a designatory concept (it
gives things their correct ontological designation). It is not
literally an explanatory concept. But it does all the work that
is expected of explanation at lower levels. Explanation removes
a problem. So does’ the concept of mays. For as soon as we

recognise the illusory, we are free from the illusory. We have
no further problem. -

We conclude that Advaitism does not literally explain any-
thing. It lifts the whole problem of explanation to g higher level.

It resolves the mystery of being, and that, leaves no problem on
our hands.
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