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Knowledge and Ordinary Language

by

Kavrr KrisuNA BANERJEE,
Department of Philosophy, Jadavpur University

Philosophers have asked and attempted to answer the ques-
tion ‘what is knowledge?’, though they have not only answered
but also construed the question differently. Locke and the classi-
cal British empiricists, in spite of their interest in what Prof. Car-
nap calls the rational reconstruction of human thinking, did not
carefully distinguish between an empirical and a non-empirical
study of knowledge, and so took the question as not unlike the
definitional questions that were asked in empirical sciences and
depended for their answer on the successful application of the
inductive method. Kant and the transcendental idealists took the
question as one that could be answered only by a careful applica-
tion of the transcendental method. The contemporary analysts
who think that philosophy stands either above or below but not
beside the natural sciences, and accordingly is an analytic clarifica-
tion of ordinary language, take the question to be non-empirical
and assert that the only method of answering it is to analyse the
logical behaviour of the verb ‘to know’ as.used in ordinary langu-
age. The object of this paper is to make a critical study of the
construction put upon the question by the contemporary analysts
and also of the answer that they give to it.

I

The contemporary analysts are analysts with a difference. They
do not practise same level analysis precisely because this form of
analysis is philosophically uninteresting. Neither do they practise
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they do not stand for such acts. They are not dispositional words.
They are episodic. But then they are achievement words. They
stand not for acts but for the fact that certain acts have certain
results. The perception verbs though episodic do not stand for
mental acts, for an eccentric sort of states or processes.

However ‘know’ is a determinable dispositional word, and
the logic of a dispositional sentence is analogous to the logic
of a law sentence. That is, a law sentence is an open
hypothetical statement, and a dispositional sentence resembles
a law sentence in being partly open. To say that sugar
is soluble is to say that it would dissolve, if put in water.
Similarly, “to say that this sleeper knows French, is to say that
if, for example, he is addressed in French, or shown any French
newspaper, he responds pertinently in French, acts appropriately or
translates it correctly into his own tongue”’ Knowledge is not
the name of a mental act or state. Being a mental state or being
in a special mental state is neither a necessary nor a sufficient
condition of knowledge,

This is the negative part of the ordinary language philoso-
pher’s thesis on the nature of knowledge. This has some resem-
blance with the thesis of the earlier epistemologists who could
not accept the view of Kant, Gentile and Alexander that know-
ledge was an activity. But this resemblance is superficial. For
these thinkers were not reluctant to admit that knowledge was a
mental state. What they fought for was that it should not be
categorised as an activity. The contemporary analysts, on the
other hand, deny that knowledge is a mental state, and consider
it pointless to consult a psychologist like Titchener to categorise
knowledge properly. If they are to be compared at all, they
should be compared with the Behaviouris ; though ‘it should not
be overlooked that they are stating a non-empirical proposition.
Similarly, they differ from Holt and the other philosophical ex-
ponents of the Behaviouristic theory of mind in that they do not
take knowledge to be a term with a descriptive use. Howeve®,
the negative part of their thesis on knowledge is that it is not a
mental state.

The positive part of their thesis may be introduced in the
manner of the traditional epistemologists by asking the question,
how should knowledge be distinguished from belief? The earlier

5. Op. Cit.,, p. 123,
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writers on knowledge took both knowledge and belief to be terms
descriptive of mental occurrences, and accorfiing!y came to h?ld
that they differed by virtue of some introspectlbl.e mgredlent. which
is present in knowledge but absent from belief. But this was
an unfortunate way of distinguishing between knowledge and
belief, not only because they are not mental occurrences but
also because no one knew what this introspective ingredient was.
Knowledge and belief differ. And the difference lies precisely
in this that though ‘know’ and ‘believe’ are dispositional ver?)s,
they are of quite disparate types. Whereas ‘know’ is a capacity
verb, ‘believe’ is a tendency verb. A capacity verb is a verb of
success, of reasonable success in bringing something off in normal
situations. ‘To say that a man knows something is to say that he
can bring it off or get it right. But this is not the case with
belief. To say that a man believes so and so in not to say that
anything is brought off or got right. ‘Believe’ and ‘know’ operate
in the same field. Yet know' belongs to the family of skill verbs,
‘helief” to that of motive verbs. The logical behaviour of these
two words is different. “To know is to be equipped to get some-
thing right and not to tend to act or react in certain manners”.$

This is, in brief, Prof. Ryle’s analysis of knowledge. The
essence of Prof. Ryle’s theory is that knowledge is not a mental
act but a way of behaving. Prof. Austin does not deny mental
acts? and does not think that knowing is a form of behaving. But
then he admits that the expression ‘I know’ does not function in
language as psychologically descriptive, but signalises the speaker’s
guarantee that the statement prefaced by it has the best eviden-
tial conditions in its favour. His reasons for opining thus are as
follows: One may know and one may believe, and one’s know-
ledge or belief may be challenged. But there is a singular differ-
ence between these challenges. A challenge of knowledge takes
the form ‘how do you know?’, whereas that of belief is of the form
‘why do you believe?’, and when the challenges are pointed chal-
lenges the suggestions are that ‘you do not know it’ and that
‘you ought not to believe it’, and not that ‘you ought not to know’
or that ‘you do not believe’. To challenge a belief is not to chal-

-"lenge its ‘existence’ but its reasons, but to challenge knowledge

is to challenge its existence; and this is probably due to the fact
that reasons for knowing are of a different sort from those for

6. Op. Cit.,, p. 134
7. Other Minds, Logic and Language, (ed. Flew), Second Series, p. 125,
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_ believing. Thus, we give our reasons for knowing by stating
how we came to be in a position to know, but normally we give
our reasons for believing ‘by a recital of symptoms, arguments in
support and so forth’. To answer the question ‘how do you know?’,
we may say that we have been strictly brought up, and that ‘we
have exerted a certain kind of acumen’. This explains the fre-
quent ‘know-sentence’ ‘if I know, I can’t be wrong’. “Whenever
I say I know, I am always liable to be taken to claim. that, in a
certain sense appropriate to the kind of statement ( and to pre-
sent intents and purposes) I am able to prove it”3 To say that
I know it is to give the undertaking to prove it. What is known
should be true. This should not be construed as a sceptic would
like to construe it. It should not be said that as we are fallible
human being we éan never say that we know. For we are in-
herently fallible and it is futile to embark on a theory of know-
ledge by denying this. But we are not by any means inveterately
so. We can rightly say that we know when there is no concrete
reason-to suppose that we may be mistaken in this case. The
logic of ‘T know’ is not unlike that of ‘I promise’. When I say
T know' I am denied the right of adding ‘but I may be wrong’,
just as when I say ‘I promise’ I am denied the right of saying
‘but I may fail. When I say- ‘I promise’ I not merely announce
my intention, but bind myself to others, and stake my reputation.
Similarly ‘when I say “I know”, I give others my word: I give
others my authority for saying’ what I have said. As in the case
of promise so in the case of knowledge things may turn out badly.
But I am justified in saying that I know or that I promise ‘as the
conditions which must be satisfied if I am to show that a thing
is within my cognizance or within my power are conditions not
about the future but about the present and the past: it is not
demanded that T do more than believe about the future’® How-
ever, ‘T know’ is not a descriptive expression. When I say that I
know it, T do not describe a mental state of mine, but give others
my authority for saying it.

Prof. Urmson’s views do not differ substantially from those
of Prof. Austin. He also does not accept Prof. Ryle's construc-

tion of ‘know’ and ‘belief’ as dispositional verbs and recognises -

that the traditionalists have a good point against the dispositional
analysis1® According to him verbs like ‘know’ and ‘believe’ are

8. Op. Cit, p. 131.

9. Logic and Language, Second Series, p. 145,
- 30. Conceptual Analysis, (ed. Flew), p. 208,
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parenthetical verbs. They occur in the present perfect and lack
a present continuous tense, and are not psychologically descrip-
tive. “They function rather like a certain class of adverbs to
orient the hearer aright towards the statements with which they
are associated”.}l As Read with Care functions in relation to the
notice prefacéd by it, so do ‘T know’ and ‘I believe’ with regard
to the statements conjoined. Thus, ‘I know’ signals ‘complete
trustworthiness for a statement made in the best evidential condi-
tions’, while ‘I believe’ modifies the truth claim. They are not
parts of the statement made, they are not additional statements,
they are orienting signals; and when the verbs are not in the
first person ‘they report the statement-cum-signal rather than
making it’.

Lastly, Prof. Ayer. He also does not deny mental acts; and
considers that Prof, Ryle’s argument that to use a verb like ‘see’
to stand for a mental.act is to abuse it, is inconclusive. But it is
not clear if he will hold with Prof. Urmson that the traditionalists
have a good point against the dispositional analysis. Indeed, he
quotes with approval Prof. Ryle’s observation that ‘know’ is a
determinable, dispositional, capacity verb to repudiate the view
that being in a special mental state is either a sufficient or a neces-
sary condition of knowledge. He thinks that if it were the case
that when someone thought that he knew something when he did
not really know it, he was not only mistaken about the facts he
claimed to know but also about his mental state which he took
to be a state of knowledge. Being in a special kind of mental
state would be a sufficient condition for baving knowledge. And
it would be both necessary and sufficient, if it were not possible
to know anything to be true without being in such a state. But
as ‘know’ is a capacity verb, the possibility of affirming the protases
of the above hypotheticals is ruled out, and so also is ruled out the
possibility of affirming the proposition that being in a special kind
of mental state is either a necessary or a sufficient condition of
knowledge. The expression ‘I know’ has a performative 1:'ath<?r
than a descriptive use. “To say that I know that something is
the case, though it does imply that I am sure of it, is not so much
to report my state of mind as to vouch for the truth of whatever
it may be. In saying that I know it I engage myself to answer
for its truth: and I let it be understood that I am in a position
to give the undertaking. If my credentials do not meet the usual

11, Ibid, p. 205. ¥
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standard, you have the right to reproach me”1? What is known
should be true. This is the first condition that should be fulfilled
if there is to be knowledge. Then, one must be completely sure
of what one knows. And thirdly, -one must have the right to be
sure. So “the necessary and sufficient condition for knowing that
something is the case are first that what one is said to know be
true, secondly that one be sure of it, and thirdly that one should
have the right to be sure”.13

. This is the brief sketch of the position of the ordinary language
philosophers.  The following propositions record the reactions
of these philosophers to the question ‘what is knowledge?’, even
though all of them may not be accepted by them all:

(a) The question on the nature of knowledge is a question
on the use of the verb ‘know’ in ordinary language.
(b) There is no such thing as a mental act, and knowledge
is not a word descriptive of some inner occurrence.

(c) Being in a special mental state is neither a sufficient nor

a necessary condition of knowing.
(d) Knowing is having the right to be sure.

I

An examination of the case of the contemporary analysts should
be an examination of the four propositions given above and should
proceed in the order in which they are given. But as the first
proposition is essentially a proposition on the nature of philosophy
and may rightly be regarded as a record of the crisis in contempo-
rary philosophy, this paper cannot attempt at any thorough exami-
nation of it. It can only discuss it briefly.

The contemporary cult of ordinary language forces the ana-
lytic movement-to its logical conclusion and so exposes, though
in a Pickwickian manner, the inadequacy of the method of ana-
lysis. Thus, the change-over to the method of analysis had for
its contributing causes a belief and a disbelief—a belief in the
perfect language, and a disbelief in speculative metaphysics. But
subsequent development in philosophical analysis has made it
clear that if one is not unusually obstinate one cannot keep up
the belief in perfect language. Thus, the perfect language was
supposed to be a language modelled on the calculus of Principia

12, The Problem of Knowledge, p. 17,
13. Op. Cit, p. 35.
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Mathematica, and the belief that it was identical in stx:ucturtz
with reality rested upon another belief that the symbolism of
Principia Mathematica was well-cons.tructed and so capat.wle of
offering clues to the structure of reahtsf. But the mven:uon o
alternative calculii has shattered this belief, and has made it clear

" that the attempt at constrtucting a language a glance at which

will make the structure of reality evident should be given up.

" Similarly, the assumption that ‘~’, €7, *D? and ‘V’ of Russel-

lian logic corresponded to ‘not’, ‘anc}’, ‘i.f-then’ and ‘or’ of ordinary
language has been seen to be indetensilble,.and so the attempt at
reducing ordinary language to something like a .perfect lal.lguage
has been judged to be futile. Indeed, reductive 'analys1s, the
successful use of which in the philosophy of mathematics enc<'>1.1rag-
ed Russell and others to ally mathematics with its tradlt.mnal‘
enemy empiricism, has been seen to be inadequate and ac'cordm.gly
the old analysis of analysis has been given up. But philosophical
analysis had also a disbelief as one of its contributing cause.
Phenomenal progress in the sciences had persuaded many philo-
sophers to believe that philosophy should give up the pretence
of discovering otherwise undiscoverable secrets about the universe,
and so if it is not to remain content with ‘untested generalities
recommended only by a certain appeal to imagination’ it should
admit that not facts but meanings constitute its subject-matter.
And as meanings are not objects of the Platonic type, the locus
of meaning is language, the analysis of which is the proper pro-
vince of philosophy. So disbelief in speculative philosophy had
been a contributing cause of the change-over to the method
of analysis, and it is this disbelief that has kept the cult of
analysis alive today. That is, the belief in p.erfect language has
been given up. Similarly, it is no longer believed that reductive
analysis is a good philosophical method. Again, no one now subs-
cribes to the view that ordinary language is reducible to some-
thing like a perfect language. Still it is contended that philoso-
phical questions are questions on meaning, or requests for analy-
sis—for an analysis of ordinary language, not to arrive at a perfect
language, but to find out how the expressions that are interesting
to a philosopher are used in it. Philosophical problems are linguis-
tic problems, or problems on the use of expressions in everyday
discourse.

Thus, it is obvious that the contemporary cult of ordinary
language merely forces the movement of philosophical analysis ‘
to its logical conclusion, and so it will not be inappropriate to
observe that it signalises the dead end at which philosophical

P2
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analysis has arrived. Thus, a question on usage is not necessarily
philosophical. It might be taken as an empirical question. It

can be called philosophical only when it is asked in a philosophical
spirit, only when it is construed in a particular way. But what
is the distinctive philosophical construction? The answer of Prof.
Ayer is that a philosophical inquiry into the use of words may
be equally regarded as an inquiry into the nature of the facts
they describe.14 And it is worth noting that this was also the
answer of Prof. Cook Wilson who, to check effectively the ex-
panding idealism of the Oxford philosophers, had analysed usage
long ago. He had also opined that “in such investigations we
are sometimes examining the nature of a name and sometimes
the nature of reality” 15 Obviously, the tabooed word ‘“fact’ does
not stand for such things as are studied in the natural sciences.

or does it stand for meanings in Husserl’s sense. So it seems
that objects, things, events, states of affairs—whatever be the
appropriate expression—for which the words, at least those among
them that are not incomplete symbols, stand, are -classified,
grouped, sorted, and every group is given a name, and the word

‘fact’ stands for that which is common (taking the word ‘common’

as used in ordinary speech, and not in the sophisticated theories
of universals) to the objects called by the same name. So a
philosophical inquiry into the use of words is an inquiry into the
common characteristics of the objects called by a word, or rather
into what is common to the various actual and possible uses of
a word. This appears to be the position of Prof. Ayer though he
thinks that “there is no very close resemblance between the
different instances which are correctly described as instances of
knowing”.1% And it might be mentioned that Prof. Cook Wilson
had also thought that it was a search for a universal, and had
insisted that “the unity of the activities of thinking is not to be
found in a common universal of which they are species”.’® How-
ever it may be said that a philosophical inquiry into the use of
a word is a search for universals or assimilation formulae. But
should a philosopher inquire into the use of humble words like
‘rat’, ‘cat’ and ‘mat’? There is no earthly reason why he shoyld,
He should study only those words that are philosophically interest-
ing. Now, waiving the discussion if it is possible to label some

4. Op. Cit, p. 29.

15. Statement and Inference, Vol. 1, p. 41.
15a. Op. Cit., p. 2.

16. Op. Cit, p. 8,
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i ing i i ot anything
words as philosophically interesting if Phdosop%ytgt!; worg e
alysis of language, let it be sai .
more than o oy ing in many ways. Thus, it may be
be philosophically interesting lllfl it is used by some outstanding
philosophically interes tng -(l) of it creates philosophical diffi-
bilosopher, (i) if imprecise use of it creates philosophieal dif-
walti i) if an improper construction of 1s. m g s
- (1;)5 of the sciences, (iv) if it is sufficiently abstract an
Fhe gro?iintly used in everyday discourse, so that, when. unana-
Led. s ial and moral life becomes chaotic and confusing, a}nd
lysed"f S_:CI tands for the sort of facts that a philosopher Stud..les.
‘(ﬁ;,l')lelll z: V\Srord is of the first kind it is pointle_ss to inq.uire into
its use in ordinary language. Words lil.(e maya, prakrti, noudr;e-
lan vital etc. are philosophically interesting as outstan g
nﬁg::yseophers used them, and though they may have a place in
loj’rdinary language their use is governed r}either by the rule’ls‘h oi
ordinary language nor by a misunders?am%mg of thesedrul'es, a
they are metaphysical is beside the pom.t in that a stu 15,’1 in ust;gtz
is competent neither to solve nor to dissolve the problems da'l
cannot be tackled without using these words. When a woxi'1 115
of the second sort, an analysis of usage may be ?f so%rne e;:i
though it is doubtful if it can be confirmatory or ev1dent1.ary, au}'x1
not merely clarificatory or explanaifory. When a W(?rd is oi the
third sort, it demands analysis, philosophical an?lyms, but by a
scientist turned philosopher, and not by a philosopher Whos:a
acquaintance with science is hardly better than .Shakespeare.s
acguaintance with Greek and Latin, and so a.nalysm of usage is
hardly the thing demanded. Again the pursuit of meaning is in
this case constructive and prescriptive, and not a search for an
assimilation formula. This also is true of the words of the',- fourth
sort. When a word is of the fifth sort usage may sofnehm,es .be
profitably consulted. But it cannot be deme?d that ‘usage hk.e
‘common sense’ admits of diverse interpretations, anfl the habit
of appealing to it as an oracle cannot be esteen‘led highly; or to
quote the Kantian stricture on common. sense, s.o long as theI:e
is a small remnant of insight left one will be hes.1tant to use this
crutch’. Analvsis of usage cannot be the princivle task of the
philocopher. The contemporary cult of ordinary langu;.;ge makes
it quite clear that the smouldering en.nbers of Pholosophlcal analy-
sis are at the point of being extinguished.

With these observations on the first proposition we may pro-
ceed to examine the second. It has two parts viz. (i) mental
acts are mythical, and (ii) ‘knowledge’ is not a word descriptive
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of some inner occurrence. The relation between the two parts,
for purposes of examination, may be construed as follows: The
assertion of the second part depends on the assertion of the first
part. That is, if ‘knowledge’ is or is not a word with descriptive
use is not a question for the lexicographer. It is a philosophical
question. Accordingly, if mental acts be not mythical, there must
be some words to stand for them, and ‘knowledge’ must be one
such word. The rules of the English language may not permit
its descriptive use. But this is irrelevant. The assertion or denial
of the first part is presupposed in the assertion or denial of the
second part. It is not possible to hold the second part without
holding the first part also. So it is the analysis of the first part
that is specially important. If it be seen on analysis that mental
acts are not mythical, we shall ask the philosopher who denies
that mental words are descriptive to find out from the vocabulary
of the lay man words descriptive of them, and if he fails to find
such words we shall be justified in holding that he has mis-
constructed the genius of ordinary language.

That mental acts are mythical, was asserted categorically by
Prof. Ryle, and we have already stated his reasons for such an
assertion. But other analysts are not so categorical. Indeed Prof.
Austin admits them. This is also the case with Prof. Urmson.
Prof. Ayer is also unwilling to deny mental acts. This suggests
that the case of Prof. Ryle against mental acts is not a good one
Indeed, as Mr. Geach has observed ‘the existence of mental acts:
ought not to be a matter of controversy’:17 1t is impossible not to
admit them, or to give a consistent account of mental life by deny-
ing them. Prof. Ryle proposed to lay the ghost in the machine.
But he could not carry out this programme consistently. He has
though in a highly depreciatory manner, left some reports of’
mental acts standing. ‘Itches’, ‘tingles’, ‘tweaks’, ‘agitations’ etc
have been taken as categorical reports on mental acts, and nc;
attempt has been made to reduce them to semi-hypotheti,cal state-
ments about overt behaviour. The case against mental acts is not
a good one.

But then Prof. Ryle is perfectly intelligible. The proposition
that ‘know’ is a capacity verb can be confidently asserted if there
bg no mental acts. Admission of mental acts does not fit well
with the view that ‘know’ is a capacity verb. True, expressions

17. Mental Acts, P 2.

K
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like ‘I know French’ suggest that the verb is dispositional, and
there may be other considerations for holding it to be a .determi-
nable dispositional verb. But this cannot rule out the view t.hat
‘know’ has a descriptive use. For if mental acts be not mythical
there must be some words to stand for them, and in view of the
fact that the denial of mental acts is a highly sophisticated philo-
sophy these words must form a part of the vocabulary of the
‘Know’ may stand for a capacity, but it also should stand
It should have some descriptive sense. Prof.
Ryle is intelligible. But this can hardly be said of thta other
analysts. Admission of mental acts is not consistent with the
view that ‘know’ is a capacity verb only. The statement that it
has a performative rather than a descriptive use is an admission

of this inconsistency. }[»5 '

The point is not merely verbal. To denounce it as verbal
would be to concede more uncongenial points. Thus, we may
call it verbal if we accept either of the following propositions:
(i) ‘know’ has hardly any descriptive use, and (ii) only its per-
formative use is philosophically interesting—and these proposi-
tions are unwholesome. To assert the first proposition is to
obliterate the distinction between philosophy and lexicography.
And the second proposition can be asserted only if the case against
a philosophical study of its descriptive use be settled beyond
reasonable doubt. The contention that if ‘know’ be a descriptive
word, a statement like ‘He knows x’ becomes a report on some
unwitnessable private occurrent and so untestable and meaning-
less is highly objectionable. Thus, it assumes the verification
theory of meaning in some form which is not unobjectionable.
Secondly, the admission that mental states are private does not
preclude the possibility of knowing other minds unless it be
admitted further that what is not directly known is not known.
X may not introspect the emotion of fear as experienced by Y,
but he may follow ¥ when he says that he was afraid, and may
understand not only that Y had quickened heart-beats, trembling-
lips, shallow-breathing and similar things but also that he had an

lay man.
for some occurrence.

_emotion of a certain sort, though it is possible for Y alone to
" introspect upon it. The point is not verbal. The inconsistency is

there, and this probably explains Prof. Austin and Prof. Urmson’s
reluctance to call ‘know’ a performatory verb.

We may now examine the third proposition. But as Prof.
Ayer’s defence of it assumes the fourth proposition we should
examine them together. The fourth proposition analyses the
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meaning of the expression ‘I know’ when attached to a statement
and should not be taken as an answer to the question on the nature
of knowledge construed traditionally. In other words, the ques-
tion of the old philosophers on the nature of knowledge was a
question on the proper categorial analysis of it. But the question
- of the contemporary analysts is a different one. This is too
obvious a point and should not have been mentioned. But there
is the chance of missing it and of creating a confusion that is not
merely verbal. That is, it may be the case that one says ‘I know’
only when one is sure and has the right to be sure, and this may
be the necessary and sufficient condition of using the expression
‘T know’. So having the right to be sure may define the word
‘know’ in its performative use. But ‘know’ has, or should have,
a descriptive use also, and there is the chance of taking it to be
the definition of knowledge as a descriptive word, and so of dis-
carding the definition that knowledge is a special state of mind.
The definition that knowledge is a special state of mind may
not be a good definition. It may be vague and too wide. It may
be necessary to replace the word ‘special’ by a definite word, and
this replacement may be effected in various ways and may depend
on how the relation between knowledge and truth is construed.
But this is off the point. What is in point is that it is a definition

of ‘know’ in its descriptive use and a different yardstick should
be used for its measurement.

However, having the right to be sure defines the word ‘know’
in its performative use. I can say ‘I know’ only when I can vouch
for what I say. This is asserted by all the analysts. Prof. Cook
Wilson also had made & similar assertion. So it would be to behave
like an ass to question the validity of the analysis that yields this
result. Yet one cannot give up the qualm that something not
properly clean is being palmed off. The information that analysis
of the French and the German languages confirms this is not
assuring.®® For there is the fact of error that seems to remain
unaccounted for in this theory. That is, to preface a statement with
T know’ is to take a decision. It is a decision on the evidential
conditions for making the statement. When the evidential condi-

tions are not sufficient, ‘I know’ is not used in parenthesis. It is -

so used only when the evidences are sufficient. Now, there is a
distinction between evidences that are sufficient and the evidences
that are taken to be sufficient. ‘I know’ should not signalise the

18. Urmson Op. Cit,, p. 210,
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i it behaves
. the contention that it be .

idence. For then the in
?rst s ort of o would become meaningless, We do not sé:iy .
ike ‘I promise the deed is done. So we should not

is ‘I promise’, when : 1 .
P:rel‘ltil eli:oi’pm pare’nthesis, when the st.atem‘en:l 1; cz?ﬁrm;ﬁe
fﬂi’e second sort of evidence should be signalised by it.

i idences
decision is on evidence takt:r;0 et(;obe Osnuf;::;t‘.be nﬁ&iki:dm e
taken to be sufficient may no . e e mny be mis-
ap prai§a1 Of. e‘fider:;;es.evii(‘lrel;ec:’eszhff goélfubt and not an obsession,
taken in weighing & re recognised procedures, standard
may auaﬂe('i. t,lll‘}l.l:reA:d if one is strictly brought up, one
meth‘ods for ::;ngwhen one has made use of the standard methods.-
o k n.ov: oidz the point. For the standard methods should be
ot thls'lf : the type of doubt they are used to allay. What
fippmprlf: ‘:11: to overcome one sort of doubt may not be competent
o eon e a doubt of a different sort. The application of the
t(t)a;:t‘ir:.:floiethods is preceded by some concrete doubt. W}:en no
:loubt is present, the prefacing of a statement by ‘I know’ need
not be preceded by the use of any such method. Such lazln ofcca-
sion is decidedly rare. One or other doubt takes ho o u;
whenever we try to make an assertion. And the more experience
we are, the more we learn the art of looking at a sxtijcxgxon from
different points of view, and the nurr_lber of the assailing d(;llbts
increase. But however widely experienced we may be, or .orl,.
ever strict may be our bringing up, we may yield t.o our esserz;ua b;;
credulous nature, may fail to overcome 'so%'ne nnporta.n’f ou
precisely because it did not assail us. This is not s_cept1c1sm. It
is simply an analysis of the case that we are o.fter? mistaken abou.t
51: evidences, and decidedly has not the implication that. ;11 deci-
sions on the sufficiency of evidence shoPld be loo}{ed wit suspi-
i However, we may misjudge evidences without knowing
:ll::tL we are misjudging. And the question is, what sl‘lould b’e
the parenthetical verb in such a ca:se?‘ It’cannot bethsuSpectb,
or ‘opine’, or ‘guess’, or ‘think’, or' ‘believe’ or ar.13.; other ver
that makes a modified truth claim. .For a deleslon on_crip-
pled evidence is not a crippled decision on e.v1dence. .When
we decide on adequate evidence and when again we decide on
inadequate evidence, we are in the same frame of mind. So the
parenthetical verb should be ‘know’. But we do n?t reall.y know.
When the statement will be challenged and the insufficiency of
the evidence will be shown, we would say we thought we knew.
But this means that we did not know. 'I.'her-e shon.ﬂd be a paren-
thetical verb., But what is it? As knowing is having the right to



16 PHILOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY

be sure, and as again the right has its sanction not from the person
but from the evidences, it cannot be ‘know’. But as again we are
not aware that we are deciding on improper evidence, it should not
be any other verb. It should not be said that ordinary language
h.as no parenthetical verb appropriate to the case under considera-
tion. For that would provoke the critic of ordinary language to
q_uote Touchstone “Truly, shepherd, in respect of itself it is a good
.hfe; but in respect that it is a shepherd’s life, it is naught’. Indeed,
1t cannot be true—and this can be said on apriori grounds. The
case of error is frequent, and there must be some word in ordinary
language appropriate to the case under consideration. If we fail
to find it we are moving on a wrong track. However, if a lay man
be asked to give his opinion, he will say that ‘know’ is the verb.
So long as evidences are not seen to be insufficient and the state-
ment is not disconfirmed, ‘know’ will be used in parenthesis. The
man who has wrongly weighed the evidences without being aware
that he has weighed them wrongly will say that he knows that
so and so is the case. This use of ‘know’ is not illegitimate. Con-
sidered as an index to the truth-value of the statement attached,
it fails. But it succeeds in doing something else, in informing that
the person making the statement considers the evidences to be
sufficient. And as lay men believe in mental acts, we may proceed
further and say that it describes some mental state of his. That
is, lay men believe in mental acts. They also distinguish between
being sure and being not sure. They also know that one may be
sure when one ought not to be. But then as the mental state of
being sure caused by adequate evidence does not differ from that
caused by inadequate evidence, and as again ‘know’ has a descrip-
tive use (or should have one), they use it to describe the mental
state of being sure without taking into account if it has been caused
by adequate or by inadequate evidence. It is because we are not
taking into account the descriptive use of ‘know’ that we are at
a loss to find out the proper parenthetical verb. It is true that when
one believes and knows that one believes (that is, knows that
one knows not) one may be completely sure, and this may be
indistinguishable from the state of being sure that accompanies
knowledge. But it would be an objection if knowledge be defined -
in terms of being completely sure, and also if it be thought that
knowledge is necessarily or intrinsically true. And this is a
completely different matter. - The point at issue is, if ‘know’ stands
only for signalising the truth claim of some statement, and the
case of decision on insufficient evidence suggests that this is not
the case, it also stands for the state of being sure. True, if mental
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states were mythical, it would have been impgssible to assert
this. But mental acts are not mythical ‘.Know should.havfie a
descriptive use. That it has a performative use, théihlt o “;
behaves like ‘promise’, that it stands for dls‘POSItmn%— ‘i;e an
similar statements are unconvincing. That its use is periorma-
tive rather than descriptive, that it may stan.d also for. thel state
of being sure—these and sm(;lailfr st?otlements, lfrr?izzsa Vl%‘;}i \ 53:;
i indefensible compro .
render of the oo areyn:lbout q know’ or ‘knowledge’ might
be the peculiarities of a particular language, ‘and Shou’lI('ih n(ét be
generalised. In Sanskrit ‘know’ has a descriptive use. 'e ans-
krit sentence of which ‘I know a table’ is rc?garded as a standard
translation is said to be the verbal expression of the knowledge
that knows the knowledge of a table. There is undoubtedly some-
thing queer about knowledge of knowledge. But do we not l.mow
that we know? Moreover, when the insufficiency of the ev1dex.1-
ces is brought home to us we may say that ‘I know that I did
not know’. 'This is a perfectly legitimate statement, and though
there is something Socratic about it, it is quite ordinary. But
how is it to be analysed? I guarantee that this is not (or was
not) the case is not its proper analysis. For here ‘I did not
know’ intends to cancel the portion in parenthesis, and not (or
only indirectly) the portion attached to it in the previous state-
ment. I guarantee that I did not know, is also not its proper
analysis. For ‘that I did not know’ is the negative of ‘T know’
that had been said parenthetically. And as ‘I know’ was not a
statement, it also is not and has no truth claim. So the ‘T know’
that is used to signalise it should be superfluous. I guarantee
that T did not guarantee—this also is not its analysis. For ‘that
T did not guarantee’ is not a statement, and besides it is not a fact
that T did not guarantee. I guarantee that the evidences are (or
were?) not sufficient—this too is not its proper analysis. For the
sufficiency of the evidences was guaranteed parenthetically and
so non-propositionally. And if the guarantee is a propositional
guarantee, ‘I know that this is so and so’ might be rewritten as:
‘that this is so and so’ follows from some proposition not clearly
stated; and accordingly one might be justified in saying that ‘I
know’ states the epistemic conditions, and licences the constitu-
tive ones without stating them for inferring the statement attach-
ed. TIs it then a different way of stating that T admit or realise
that the evidences are insufficient? No, for if the verbs parentheti-
cally used make modified truth claim, the translation is false, and
it is doubtful if we gain anything by replacing' ‘know’.

P.3

contemporary analysts sa
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Another point should be made in this connection. Philoso-
phical psychologists like Prof. Stout speak of the cognitive atti-
tudes and hold that there are different forms of it. But they do
not say that knowing is such a form, This is important. This
suggests that all these forms are forms of knowing, and not that
there is no such thing as knowing. It is in keeping with the use
of the Sanskrit verb jfia. Similarly, I may not ordinarily use the
verb ‘know’ and use verbs like ‘see’ and ‘hear’. I may use it
only to signalise the truth claim of a conjoined statement. But
from this we should not draw the conclusion that knowing is
baving the right to be sure. For ‘know’ is quite competent to
replace ‘see’ and ‘hear’.

Having the right to be sure cannot be the sufficient condition
of knowing, if the rightness in question be not self-sanctioned
rightness. 'True, when one joins ‘I know’ to a statement, one
orients appropriately the hearer to the truth-claim of the state-
ment, But this is not an interesting proposition. It is almost
trivial, and the triviality is not that of a philosophical proposition,
in that it does not make us see the logical or category mistakes
that we make when we philosophise on knowledge. It should
not be said that scepticism concerning other minds results from
the failure to see this. For such a sceplicism has its source in
giving an impossible construction to the statement that ‘knowledge’
is descriptive of some inner occurrence, and it is obvious that
the failure fo see that ‘know’ in its parenthetical use is performa-
tive rather than descriptive has not been responsible for this
construction. Besides, to see this is not to cancel that construc-
tion. Similarly, if the theory that knowledge is a mental act had,
as its putative premise, tacitly assumed that ‘know’ in its paren-
thetical use is psychologically descriptive, it would have helped us
in seeing our mistake (assuming that this view is a mistaken
view). But the theory of mental acts does not stand on such
an unsure foundation. It is evidenced by evidences of a differ-
ent sort. Indeed it seems that the contemporary analysts are
aware of Prof. Ryle’s failure to eliminate mental acts, but are in

sympathy with him, and so instead of construing the question -

‘what is knowledge?’ in the old sense of ‘what should be the
proper categorial analysis of knowledge’ construe it as ‘what
does “I know” when used parenthetically signify?” This ques-
tion, it may be admitted, is a philosophical question, if it be taken
philosophically, as a question on the relation between knowledge
and truth. The analysts take it to be such a question. But as
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be satisfactorily answered by a linguistic
analysis, philosophical and lexicographical. lines of th.ought cross
and recross and make them unsure and difficult reading. Again,
this question may be philosophical but that does. not make the. 01.d
ical, and it may be pertinently asked if it

estion non-philosophi ; .
?nl;y be tackled satisfactorily without tackling the first question.

Prof. Ryle is justified in treating the old q1'1estion as spurious.
But the other analysts are not. They recogm.se mental acts. So
it is proper that they should attempt to cate'gonse .them. But tl.ley
do not. Probably because they do not like doing metaphysics.
But do they not do it? Bradley had once observed th.at meta-
physics was the finding of bad reasons for what we believed on
instinct. 'This may not be a happy observation. But it brings out
the character of that sort of metaphysics that one cannot avoid if
one does not do metaphysics consciously.

the question cannot



Ultimate Reality
. by
G. R. MaLgANI

Is the notion of ‘ultimate reality’ at all significant? If it is
significant, is it necessary? It appears that it should suffice to
speak of ‘reality’ only. When we know a thing for what it is,
we know reality. We"know things around us, books, chairs, etc.,

for what they are. Shall we not call them real? Any problem
about reality is closed there. There is Do need to ask, what is

‘ultimate reality’ ?

This argument wou
about reality itself or if

Id be all right, if there were no problem
all our knowledge were true knowledge.
The fact of false knowledge has to be admitted. We often make
errors in knowledge. We perceive erroneously or one thing for
another. Unless all error is completely eliminated from know-
ledge, the problem of reality cannot be laid to rest. It may be

all-right for common-sense to regard certain pieces of knowledge

or certain perceptions to be true. But they are true for practical
purposes only. They are not theoretically true. We often demand
their verification through some other piece of knowledge,—a pro-
cess which can be carried on indefinitely without completely
settling the theoretical question. All we can.attain is a psychologi-
cal settlement,—we are mentally econvinced that what we perceive
is true. The logical settlement remains open. Even when we
do not demand wverification, our perceptual knowledge remains
open to correction or modification. The theoretical question can
only be said to have been finally closed, when there is a piece of
knowledge (not purely formal) which is self-evidently true, so
that there is simply no scope for doubt or error. If anybody c;uld
point to such a piece of knowledge, the question of ultimate truth
or of ultimate reality would not arise. But there is simply no
piece of knowledge of objective fact, which is self-evidently true
in this sense. If that is so, all our knowledge is under a question-
mark. It is condemned at the very start. How can we avoid
the question of reality? If what we ordinarily call reality is only
ality that can be sublated, the question of

an appearance of re
trasted with the appearance becames inevi-

ultimate: reality as con
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table. Unless we have falsity, we have no meaning for ultimate
truth or ulfimate reality.

Let us now take for granted, for the sake of argument, that
true knowledge of an objective reality is literally possible. In
that case, the object of that knowledge becomes quite real. Some-
thing is real, when it exists not only independently of all know-
ledge, but also independently of all other things. It is literally
in-itself. Dependent existence is no real existence at all. Only
the illusory is said to have a dependent existence. The real can
depend on nothing beside itself. If a real depends upon another
real, what does the latter depend on? We sBall have either mutual
dependence, or circular dependence, or an infinite regress. The
real may be a brick of the universe, but each brick must have
its own reality, not dependent reality. And vet we find depen-
dence of various kinds entering into the very being of things we
know. Everything is relative in various ways.

(a) All things we know are born. What is born has a cause
beyond it.  This is called dependent origination or pratitya-
samutpida by the Buddhists. A world that consists of things that
are born cannot be a real world. (b) Everything that we know
is relative in its nature to things that are different from it and
are quite opposed to it in nature. To say that something is a
goat is to distinguish it from what is not-goat, eg. elephant, camel,
ete. This distinction is fundamental to it. Without it, no positive
character can be given to it. Everything thus derives its nature
from its own negation. ‘Other things’ may be said to enter into
its very being. What is it in-itself? Buddhists said, it was $iinya.
The world of relative things was called by them samorti-satya.
(c) Advaita Vedanta points out one more relativity. That is most
important for it and saves it from $inya-vada. All objects of
knowledge are necessarily related to the subject. Take away
this relation, and the object collapses completely. We cannot even
conceive an object to exist in itself. Inconceivability may be a
purely human deficiency and not a criterion of non-reality. But
what about meaning? Can anything not related to intelligence
have any meaning for us? 'The relation to intelligence is funda-
mental to every form of objective being. Tt is not only the physical
objects, but even the mental objects, that are included in this
rel#tivity. This means that the intelligence to which all objects
are relative is, in the ultimate analysis, a non-mental reality or a
pure intelligence beyond the mind.
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ULTIMATE REALITY 2
correct, reality assumes the forfn of ;1111‘121- v
underlying ground of what is ankn 1:;
. . o
sory appearance only. The whole world of Fhmgs wh;c::e ‘Z:rﬂands
is 13)’ our analysis, such an appearance. This appltalaia T O te
a1,1 us;lderlying substance or reality. ‘We shall ca t}11 e T
reality. It must be qualitatively dxfferent ftxl-fm e o now-
e e metaphySica}ll' Al: ct?nnng:t (;)fe krelé‘:’vn as an object.
iects; the metaphysica e kn et
alﬁet;? o?f; t'he world constitute a manifold; the metaghﬁmic:g
. tmfirm part of any manifold. It is rather the dux'l’ e yce
' . . S .
1(.:1:11'1!11:10 of the manifold which is the world'm tnnet;n ) ;2 mpihe
Ult'y ate reality may thus briefly be described as he he
- Everybody knows the many, few know t e ol?e. o
rknnany‘ the One is the central problem of all phﬂosop y.
in;ev:d is a-true philosopher who sees the one in the many.

It may now be said that there may be suc}'1f.ai1 thn'txlg1 asn::l;;:
mate reality in the sense indicated by us. But.l it 1(;: : one In
the many, it need not be the only reality; and it nee :(110 e the
negation of the many. It is no doubt the commc.m-gl:ou.n ,h u
common-ground also requires the many of which .1t is 11; e cotr}r:-
mon-ground. If it pervades the many or enters into “; e;?,d- e
many must in some sense be. It is like the threa m1 dmi
together different beads into a rosary or garland. The world i

If our argument is
mate reality when it is the

- similarly resting upon a transcendental unity underlying it. We

do not readily see the latter because of the things, ;s weddobn:,}:
readily see the thread because ‘ff the beads. Inkt e e-I:h’ cl,ti-
are real,—the unity and the manifold together ma g u]i)t etu -
mate reality. There should be no one-sidedness and abstractnes
in ultimate reality. The unity should be concrete.

This argument ignores the whole met.aphysical status.of.ap-
pearance. The appearance is essentially. illusory.- What is illu-
sory cannot be included with the real in any real whole. 'I"he
real can only be reached through the reJ‘ectmn and the negation
of the illusory. Let us take the analogy literally. If a real world
must rest upon something else as its ground, what dogs the latter
rest upon? The real cannot rest upon 1fhe real, the 111.usory can.
It is only an illusory world that can require a groun.d without self-
contradiction. "In the case of the garland, the unity stands ?u?.
side the many and is quite &xternal to them, I.n wh:c\t sense is it
their unity? The thread is only one ext.ra plece‘]ust like ?he
other pieces. We might as well ask, wl.lat is the unity under{y;ng
the thread together with the other pieces? If every manifold
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requires a unity, here is a new manifold inclusive of the thread
which too requires a unity. What is the thread binding it together?
That will lead to a regressus ad infinitum, not to a real unity.

It may now be said that the unity is pervasive, substantival
and internal. It does not stand in an external relation to the
differences, as the thread does to the beads. The differences have
simply no independent existence. They are differences only
in the unity or within the unity. Substantively, the unity alone
is real, the differences are nothing apart from it. The differences
are not ontologically real, but real only in a speaking way or a
subjective way. Here we have the well-known instances of
clay and ‘pots made of clay’, wood and ‘toys made of wood’, gold
and ‘ornaments made of gold’, etc. The different toys, for example,
are only different names of the self-same substance, i.e., wood,
running through its different modifications. The unity is here
ontologically real, while the differences are real only in name.

This representation of the relation of the one to the many
comes nearer to the truth, for it recognises a higher ontological
status for the unity; but it is not fully appropriate. (a) One can
argue that the mass of clay that goes to make one pot is not the
mass of clay that goes to make another pot. There is already
substantival difference. The unity has reference merely to the
essential nature of clay which is the same in all the pots, or what
is called jati or universal clay. The ultimate ontological unity
which we are seeking must not be open even to this objection. If
it is a real wnity, it cannot tolerate even the least amount of
difference, substantival or any other. It must be literally and
absolutely one. Otherwise, the same old objections which we
advanced against the reality of the world would come up. It can
be really one, only if it is essentially, and in its own nature, indi-
visible (niravayavi). When we say that the ultimate unity is
here or there, we mean that it is here in its wholeness, or it is
there in its wholeness. It has simply no parts which it can distri-
bute in different places or different things. It is the places and
the things that are introduced into it from outside or superimposed
upon it by the subject; and that createsan illusion for us in the
reverse direction. The unity is not itself différentiated in places
and things. It is unlike any material unity that we know.

(b) A second objection would be as follows. Clay has
always some form. It is therefore open to modification. It can
change one form for another. The form always and necessarily
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belongs to it. The form is what we have deprecated as not real.
What is it then without the form? Take away the form, anfi w.hat
is left of the clay? Absolutely nothing. If all forms are subjective,
accidental and matters of speaking only, nothing wi.11 be' left 'for
knowledge when they are negated. If we ark to avmfl _th_15 objec-
tion, the ultimate unity must be literally formless (n.zml_oa_ra) and
not open to any change or modification (avyab?ncham) . 'The
material unities which we know do not possess this character.

(c) A third objection will be that in the material unitifes listed
above, the underlying substance is not hidden or mysterious. It
is known directly and immediately in all its various forms. There
is no ignorance of the unity. This is not so when we know tbe
different things which constitute our world. We do‘not- readily
recognise the underlying unity of sybstance. The unity is a pro-
blem for us. It is mysterious. Now, it may not. b(? as my.stenous
as we, in our ignorance, suppose it to be; but 1t. is certainly not
quite obvious and it is not readily recognised. This, however, only
shows that we have here a case of a fundamental error, and.not of
a speaking error only. That which is essentially formless is con-
fused with forms which are opposed to it in nature. Clay, for
instance, is not opposed to its various forms. It has a natural
form, the crudest being the unformed mass (pinda') . 'The uPderly-
ing unity of the world as a whole, however, is qualitatively dlife.rfznt
from the world. Such, in fact, is the nature of the opposition
between the two that to know the unity is not to knf)w the wor{d,
and vice-versa. It is a case of a transcendental illusion or adhyds.
The ultimate substance is hidden by the empirical appearar,fces.
We simply cannot know the two together or ?.t th.e same tu_n.e.
The only relation between them is that of false identity (qdhyaszc
tadatmya), which is the relation between the real and the illusory.

The ultimate unity is intolerant of all differences. We ecan
therefore reach the unity only through the negation of the dif-
ferences. There is for us no such thing as “unity in difference”.
It is a simple ontologleal question,—is the unity real or the dif-
ferences ? It can never be both. Where we try to combine them
together, the unity is bound to be spurious or teleological only,
such as a work of art. Ontologically no compromise is possible.

The question now arises, how shall we seek the unity? It is
natural to suppose that the unity underlies the differences and
must be found where the differences are found. The differences
are given to us in a world which is differentiated through time,
space and causality. If now the unity which we are seeking lies

P4
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below this world, we have a world super-posed upon another
world. The underlying unity becomes objective to us like the
world which we actually know and which we have pronounced
to be illusory. It must therefore have some of the limitations of
time, space and causality like the latter. It is not ditierent in
principle or different in quality. It is simply an underlying part
of the world which we know. We are therefore obliged to con-
clude that the unity is nothing objective. It is not where the
world appears. It is nowhere in time and space. It is just in
itself or in its own nature (své mahimni tistati). It is the world,
with its time, space and causality, that appears in the unity, not
vice-versa. The question to ask is not, where is the unity? The
unity is where it is and in its own nature. The question to ask
is, what is the nature of the ground in which the world appears,
if that ground cannot be located in time or space and if it is nothing
objective to us ?

The only thing within our experience that is no kind of object
and that is absolutely opposed in nature to everything objective is
the intelligent self or I. Indeed, here there will be differences of
opinion. Most philosophers objectify the self itself and seek to
apprehend it in relation to, or in contrast with, the not-self. But
we can show that this objective self or the empirical self is not
our real intelligent self, but an unintelligent self only or a self
that can be meant. Anything objective is essentially unintelli-
gent, and demands a higher self that is non-objective and that is
the only real knower. It is this self which is never our object that
is our true self. Our ordinary intuition of the self is a mixed
intuition. We need to discriminate the true in it from the false.
The false is what can be known in the objective attitude. 'The
true is what cannot be thus known and what is self-evidencing and
self-revealing (svaprakdsa). The light that reveals all things does
not require another light to reveal it. Who can know the knower ?
This ultimate knower, this light of the spirit in us, is our true
intelligent self, '

Here we have in the intuition of the self the kind of reality

which will satisfy all our requirements of an ultimate unity that is.

at the same time the ground of the world. Instead therefore of
looking outside for the unity (tattva), we must look within. We
must look not superficially, but in a deeply introspective attitude;
for, looking within, we may find only another set of objects, the
mental objects. These are no less part of the empirical world,

which we are seeking to transcend, than the objects outside. There /
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is no difference in principle. There is only this difference that
while the objects outside are known to be non-intelligent, mental
acts and states are in some sense intelligent. 'The latter are directly
related to intelligence and identified with it, while the former are
related to intelligence only through the acts of cognition. A second
difference may also be noted. Any possible unity behind the
world outside appears, on analysis, to be fictitious, but the unity
behind the mental life does not appear fictitious. It is found there
directly. Where in fact could we seek the unity of the intelligent
self except behind our mental life ? The mind and its acts are
known. They can only be known, in the last analysis, by a pure
intelligence which has nothing of the mind in it. Pure introspec-
tion is bound to reveal to us an intelligence, which is incorruptible,
jmmutable and pure. That is the real self.

We contend that the self thus understood will be found to be
the ultimate unity we are seeking and the ground of the world.
Since it can never be known in an objective attitude, it can only
be known in some other way. Once we touch this self with our
thought, it transmutes our thought to its own pure subjectivity.
We cannot contemplate the self from outside or enjoy it from
inside. We have to give up both these attitudes. There is a third
way. As soon as we begin to apprehend the self, our mind is
raised or exalted,so that it partakesof the reality of the self and
becomes the self itself. It is the self that impresses its own nature
upon thought and makes it after its own image, not vice-versa. In
all other knowledge, thought dominates and determines reality and
assimilates reality to its own concepts and categories. That is
why this kind of knowledge is delusive. But in the knowledge of
the self, it is just the other way. It is reality that dominates and
determines thought and impresses its own image upon it. It is
therefore rightly called knowledge that is determined by reality
itself or substance itself (vastdi-tantra). 'This is our definition of
knowledge, and it is the only true knowledge.

The knower of Brahman becomes Brahman. This is a new
species of knowledge altogether. Ordinarily, all our knowledge
is dualistic. 'There is a knower and there is a known. 'The knower
never becomes the known. But how shall we know the Self. It
takes us up into its own nature with the added resplendence of
the Absolute. When we realize that the Self is not an entity, but
the entity that is the ultimate unity and the ground of the world,
and that the world is only an illusion, we can no longer keep our-
selves separate from it, contemplating it or enjoying it. We so to
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- say give up the ghost of separate existence and enter into the
truth. We have life in the truth, if that term is permissible. It is
permissible only in a limited sense as a human realization, neces-
sarily temporal in character, but the gateway to eternity. In the
end, we are the truth, we do not become it. All our human reali-

zations are, from this point of view, mdyic in character or illusory.
The eternal alone is, was, and shall be,

The problem of ultimate reality cannot be ignored. It is the
problem of problems. It is the same as the problem of the one
and the many in European philosophy. In Indian philosophy, it
is knowledge of the truth, the knowledge that saves. It is a real
problem, not a fictitious one. Unless it is resolved, and resolved
completely, philosophy has failed of its task, and all its theoretical
pretensions are without value. We must have the higher know-
ledge. That is the only proper answer to empiricists and sceptics,

not a theoretical metaphysical construction of doubtful value, which
is open to all kinds of criticism.

What we have said in a round-about way, through arguments
of reason, about ultimate reality, is stated more directly by Advaita
Vedanta. That explains the appeal of this great system of philo-
sophy to the Hindu mind. It begins by pointing out the importance
of the knowledge of ultimate reality to man. “Knowing That
(Brahman) only, he crosses death and becomes immortal.” Death
is supposed to symbolise empirical existence (samsdra) and all the
evil that is implicit in it. To be free from death is therefore to

achieve the highest goal of life, which is called in Indian philosophy
moksa or Absolute Freedom.

What now is the nature of ultimate reality which we should
seek to know ? The nature of ultimate reality may be known in
three progressive stages : (a) Brahman is the transcendental or
metaphysical cause of the world. It is that from which the world
is born, by which it stays, and into which it goes back. The
instance is that of clay and its pots. In the same way, Brahman in
the form of its sat- attribute or attribute of being is the substantival
cause of all things and is known immediately in those things, even

as clay is known immediately in all pots. Nothing can fall outside’

being, or die anywhere except in being. A may change into B, B

may change into C, etc., but being does not change and remains
permanent through them all,

(b) This substantival ground of the world has a nature of its
own that is directly opposed to. the nature of the world. It is pri-

\
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marily pure being or sat. Being does not attach to Brahn.la:, a;Vl:
attaches to things like pots, pens, e.tc. We :ﬁil a potdezf;:in. we
t say that Brahman is or exists. Brahman and be g‘ .

the d the same thing. Only these two terms distinguish u1.t1-
ooate. 1 lity from two different sets of facts. Brahman dist.m-
ma't;eze?t fzs"om every form of limitation or of finitude, and Bemfg
cgllilsltsinguilshes it from every form of illusory appea;-.ela{nc:e:i1 e'Ii'ldl:Z
being-attribute of Brahman is not a mere abstractlon,. 1t§ e idea
of being. It is intelligent being.. Intelhgence tben.lsB aehm: d
attribute of Brahman. This intelligent bel.ng }vhlch 1sf rd eital
not neutral as to value. It represe.nts in 1ts ?wn uéllean; ntal
nature the highest value which intelligent bemgT;fi capa e (_)n,anda
that is joy or bliss which cannot be exceeded. 3 1ioy 1o)e.a nda
is the third principal attribute of Br?hman. ;t ma ets Bm:;l <Al
more concrete, for it embodies the highest value I,I;Ia it. Br

is to be known in its own nature as sat-chit-Gnanda.

(c) The last stage in knowledge is reach?d when we know
Brahman as our own immediate self (pmtyaga.tman). The great
reality or the ultimate reality is not far and dlst.anti oxc'1 .traf:lsce::l-
dent to us. It is our very Self _that reveals itself lirec k:: )
us and is therefore called svaprakdsa. The com‘?';‘nhmatlngt };W:;
ledge only comes with the great statement, ou art tha

si). -
(tat%’vf"ga‘}e seen the importance of knowledge of the Tx:uth, and
we have also seen the different forms and stages of th.1s knc.ow-
ledge. We need further only see the emphatlc.way in which
Advaita Vedanta regards Brahman as the only reality of the world.
It is just like clay and pots. Pots are onl.y matters of speech onto-
logically speaking, but clay is not. Cla}y is real iu%s.tance.h-ln the
samé way, Brahman in its sat-aspect 1s the real thing, while tl'.le
things of the world that we know are matters gf spet?ch only. Again
it says, “all these things are Brahman only”, which means tha}t
there is nothing apart from Brahman. Lasf‘ly, the whole matter.xs
turther clarified by the negative statement, The many d9 not exist
here in Brahman”, which clearly means that the world is negated

in Brahman. 'The world is neither different from Brahman, nor is

it identical with Brahman. It is different f;:om ijahman .for prac-
tical purposes; but all we can say ontolog1cal¥y is that it C«'flnn?t
exist apart from Brahman, which means that it can on.ly exist in
false identity with Brahman; or what is the same thing, it can only
exist illusorily in Brahman. Our reason and the statements of the
revealed word thus lead to the same Truth,



32 PHILOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY

this philosophy Man is not the ordinary man, it is Man as
existent-Man in his biological and psychological situations.
Indian philosophical outlook, however, copeeives man not as the
existent, but as something spiritual. For K. C. Bhattacharya also
real man is not the psychological man; it is the spiritual Self or
the Subject. Now, if in the philosophy of Existentialism we go
on substituting this ‘Spiritual Self or the Subject’ in place of
‘Man’, we shall at once find that Existentialism has given place
to Bhattacharya’s philosophy.

For establishing this thesis of mine I shall have to follow a
particular process. I shall have to deal with the common features
of all existentialistic philosophies one by one. The term ‘Existen-
tialism’, as I have said, stands for those common features. T shall
try to point out that each of these common features, after the
above-mentioned substitution, will give out one important feature
of Bhattacharya’s Philosophy. It would be shown throughout this
paper that the basic statements of both these philosophies are the
same — with the difference that in Existentialism the statements
are about the ‘Existential Man’ and in Bhattacharya’s philosophy
they are about the spiritual ‘Self’. That is to say, I shall try to
point out, throughout my article, that every important aspect of
Existentialism has a counterpart in Bhattacharya’s philosophy —
the only difference being in the fact that in the former Man is
the ‘Existential Man' and in the latter it is the pure ‘Subject’.
Of course we cannot eliminate this difference. It is only on
account of this that the two philosophies are entirely different.
But that would not affect my contention. It would be shown that
this great difference between the two philosophies is ultimately
on account of just one fact —the difference between ‘Man’ and
‘Subject’.

The first statement that all Existentialists make and with regard
to which there is perfect agreement amongst them all is that
philosophic thought must affirm the priority and primacy of ‘Exist-
ence’ over ‘Essence’. They have taken great pains to clarify the
distinction between these two metaphysical ‘principles’. Every
individual object coming under a particular class has certain cha-
racteristics in commo#t with other members of that class. All
men, for example, have certain qualities common to them. These
common qualities constitute the essence of the class man. When
we give a definition of a particular thing we are, in fact, determin-
ing its essence. The human essence, for example, is the definition
of man and as such inclides, in it, those qualities without which
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a man cannot be a man. Now, it is clear that essence is a possi-
bility to be realized. In itself it is not a realized existent entity.
Again, it does not imply that there must remain individuals in
which this essence has been realized. The idea or the essence of
a myriagon is very much there in spite of the fact that there is
no actual illustration of it. And so, even in the absence. of any
actual realization of essence, essence remains an essence, a possi-
bility yet 6 be realized. This possibility is realized by existence.
Existence actualizes essence. The human essence gets realization
in the existence of individual men. What exists is the individual.
And so, ‘Existence’ is a unique fact; Essence a general concept.
Most philosophies of the world are thoughts about essences and
hence essentialistic. Existentialism, on the other hand, tries to
shift emphasis from the abstract to the concrete, from Essence to
Existence. And hence the statement ‘Existence precedes Essence’.

But what does this statement mean ? Usually it is the essence
that precedes existence. The idea of a thing produced always
precedes the existence of that thing. How can we, then, demon-
strate the precedence of existence over essence ? Can any single
instance of such precedence be discovered? All Existentialists are
at one in saying that there is at least one instance where existence
has a very clear priority over essence —and that instance is ‘man’.
Sartre says, “There is at least one being—who exists before he
can be defined by any concept—and that being is Man”.! “First
of all Man exists, turns up, appears on the scene and only after-
wards defines himself.”2 As such ‘Man, as the existent’ becomes
the centre of philosophic thought. Heidegger points out that the
aim of philosophy is to find out Being-in-itself as revealed in Man;
it is to analyse the natyre of ‘Dasein’ which refers to the mode of
human existence. In this way, the emphasis on existence has led
the Existentialist to study the nature of human existence as deter-
mined by concrete situations of life. The statement ‘Existence
precedes Essence’ has come to mean that the subjectmatter of philo-
sophy is Man —man as he lives, moves and has his being. To
exist, for Kierkegaard, is not merely to be; it is to exist with the
full consciousness of one’s existence. And therefore Kierkegaard
uses the term ‘Existence’.in the special sense of being of man.

. K. C. Bhattacharya also rgaintains tlié:"bﬁmacy of Existenee
over Essence.”"A little insight into his philosophy will make it

1 Existentialism.
2. Existentinlism. .

P.5
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clear. His reality is no essence.

ascribed to it. It cannot be charac
subjective; it cannot be described even as reality. All these des~
criptions of the reality are really inadequate. The metaphysical
controversy about the reality or about the Subject is only about
the reality or the Subject viewed ag object. Metaphysics treats
reality as an essence; and therefore there cannot be a metaphysics
at all. “There is properly no metaphyhics of the Subject if by
metaphysics is understood an enquiry into the reality conceived as
meanable”. “The apparent problems about the existence of the
Subject and its relation to the object are really illegitimate. 'The
question if the Subject is unreal is unmeaning for the Subject as
I is nota meaning™ And so reality is and is no essence. No
essentialistic explanation of the reality can be given. The nearest
symbolic representation of the reality is the Subject as ‘I’, and as
such this Subject is the centre of philosophic thought. This Sub-
ject, again, cannot be known through any concept or essence.
Bhattacharya very clearly points out that the reality of the Subject
Is known not by any understanding of its meaning, not even by
any intuition into its nature; it is known directly by the word
T as used by a speaker. While analysing the psychic fact and
enumerating the various grades of consciousness, Bhattacharya has
said that philosophy is not concerned with the empirical facts as
sclences describe them; it is concerned with the subjective; and
that the only way to know it is to know it “directly as self-express-
ing in the spoken word ‘I’ without being meant by it”* Thus
we see that Bhattacharya’s philosophy tries to know the ‘T’ — the
Subject. This Subject is no essence. It is encountered just as
directly as the existent Man is encountered according to the
Existentialist. The only fact to be remembered is that this Subject
is not the Existential Man; it is the transcendental and spiritual
man. Thus we find that we have not really altered the statements
of the Existenialist in order to arrive at those of Bhattacharya;
we have merely substituted ‘Subject’ for the ‘Existential Man’.

Another important aspect of the existenti;al, attitude of life
is, what is called, ‘Subjectivit

relationship’ with reality. The principle of Subjectivity, here, is
linked up with the special meaning of the term ‘Existence’. 'To
exist is not just to be; it is the special quality of living and acting

No epithet, no quality can be
terised either as objective or as

-

3. Subject as Freedom.
4. Subject as Freedom,

y’. 'This Subjectivity is not a thought-.
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as a man in the self-consciousness of' one’s de.stiny.' Afld this cons-
ciousness of existence is Subjectivity. _SubJecthty .1s.n<_>t taken
by these thinkers in its usual metaphys.lcaI. or essentialistic sense.
Existential approach to life is Subjectivity 1t§eH, beca§u5e the con-
cern of the Existentialist is MAN quite conscious ?f his need.s, res-
ponsibilities and destiny. So Subjectivity consists in the' rea.lhzatlon
that man alone is existent — that man has a greater ‘dlgmty t}}an
material objects, in so far as he has an awareness of his own exist-
ence, whereas material objects have no such awareness.

Subjectivity is the central point in Bhattac.hary.a’s philosophy
also. According to him, too, Subjectivity consgts in the r_eahza-
tion of the Subject’s difference fron'f the object. Ac.:co?dmg to
him, too, Subjectivity gives the Subject a gre?ter d1gn;ty than
material objects. Bhattacharya, in course ?f hxs analysis of the
notion of Subjectivity, points out that objectivity cénn?t be 'a
determinant belonging to the Subject. “....In th.e sulyecftxve a.ttx-
tude. ...the relatedness of the object to the S}leECt. o lits -obJe.c-
tivity. .. .appears as constructed, as not belongmg to the ob]eci.; in
the sense change belongs to it....”5 The ?eahty o’f the object
can always be doubted; because it is ‘what is meant’; and there-
fore the object is not known with the sf\me assurance as. the Sub-
ject. And that makes the Subject distlfzct from ?he' object. The
Subject has a consciousness of itself; it is known in itself and 'felt
to be free or dissociated from the object; and as such t‘he S.Ub]eCt
is known in its subjectivity. Subjectivity, then, consists in 'the
realization of the independence of the Subject from the objective.
This Subjectivity, however, is a spiritual Subje.r.:tivity and.not a .
human subjectivity like that of the Existentialist; in so far as it ('loes
not stop at the realization of the distinction of man from the object,
it takes man towands spiritual progress.

This notion of Subjectivity has a definite connection with the
Existentialist’s notion of man’s freedom and responsibility. Heideg-
ger has pointed out that true being involves not only conscious-
ness, but also responsibility, decision and choice. Man is not
readyman. “Man s, at the start, a plan aware of himself”$ and
he becomes what he wills himself to be after his ‘thrust towards
existence’. He is always in the process of making himself. He
creates himself freely. This frgedom carries, with itself, a res-
ponsibility; and somehow he is responsible not only to himselt

5. Subject as Freedom.
8. Existentialism-Sartre.
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‘but to others also. “..Man being condemned to be free carries
the weight of the whole world on his shoulders; he is responsible
for the world and for himself as a way of being.”” An example
will make it clear. Let us take one of Sartre’s examples, i.e.
‘Monogamy’. I, as a man, am free either to practise and preach
it or to go against it. This freedom carries, for me, a responsibi-
lity to myself as.well as to others. In practising it I am not

merely affecting myself; I am showing a way of life to others. °

Thus the existential Man is creating the man he wants to be. His
action fixes up an ideal or a type for others also. In creating
himself he is creating others too. In fact, his every action, some-
how, involves the whole of humanity. This idea of ‘man-involv-

ing-the whole of humanity’ is reflected in Heidegger's ‘Together-
ness’ and Jaspers’ ‘Communion’.

The idea of freedom and responsibility is an essential aspect
of Bhattacharya’s philosophy also; of course the freedom and

responsibility, here, are not human and worldly;

they are spiri-
tual.

For him spiritual progress means the realization of the
Subject as free. The existential Man is free because he is differ-
ent from material objects, and also because he is all the time
making himself. The Subject of K. C. Bhattacharya is free
because it is also different from the object, and also because it is
making itself. It is making itself in the sense that its aim is to
gradually realize its freedom which is its real nature. This free-
dom is realized through a series of denials. Each one of these
denials constitutes one stage of Subjectivity, and through these
the Subject makes its progress towards the realization of its spiri-
tual freedom. In the first stage of Subjectivity the Subject identi-
fies itself with the body perceivable from outside. In the second
stage Subject withdraws from this, and identifies itself with the
body felt from within. In the third stage attention is withdrawn
from the second, and the Subject identifies itself with the psychic

life of presentation, i.e. with the mental life. In the fourth stage
this identification with the mental life is also n.

egated; the Subject
frees itself from the psychic life and a state of

spiritual freedom—
which is complete freedom from the objectiv

: . e—is reached. Ini-
tially this freedom is merely a possibility and a future prospect.
But then, the true nature of the Subject is this spiritual freedom.

NOV{, .what are the Subject’s responsibilities? For the Fxis-
tentialist man’s responsibilities are to himself and to others. For

1. Being and Nothingness,
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him every man i diferent from every OO e e o
i i every othe .
eaf:l? m?n - rszsgn;ilzdzit ‘;)luslf'ality in its concept. It is t‘h-e
Sp%rftual Itm;iscendental unity. Therefore, Subject’s 'respon51b11.1-
spmtua tr be interpreted in the same terms. The Sub](.act, then, is
o hav'e]!olot the Subject, the Universal Subject, and this responsi-
responsi et;in but the urge to turn the possibility of free.dom
jmhty * n(: htg An introspection into our ordinary conscious-
into & ?(cl o e:i that we have a consciousness of other selv.e.? as
e o s, e. a consciousness of social self. Our respon51b1'11ty
r.elat.ed to L;S’ :; timt we have to go beyond that consciousness into
fies in the aclization of freedom. 'This is possible throu‘g.h our
a stat.e. of read are free either to exercise our capacities or
capacities; e heres lies our responsibility. Thus we find that

. 'Therein - . -
no:xcte(;)‘:'iso osfo freedom and responsibility are present in Bhatta
co

charya’s philosophy——although in a different context'-—in a spiri-
et-up. . ’
tual ,Is.he Ell)xistentialist believes tha’f the .f;efhnig{ eoifi et;;i :jsi;i‘:
ibili i n ‘anguish’.
S P;‘;’ Ci\l::i::(}elsex]:tlicmeaxr;silence, ihe awareness of just being
Fhe aware!igss rouses a ‘Dread’. Kierkegaard calls it ‘the sickness
e Wotz’ ) He says that the Dread can arise only in man
e d: Ze ;alone has an awareness of his existence. This Dread,
:szs:;ng to Kierkegaard, is a kind of ‘hor::or a; :\}r: undeeii;eii
ibility’; it is a sort of a ‘fearful apprehension of the uncerta
fature’ “i) d is the reality of freedom as possibility anterior
P :b‘l't r:’? Sartre says that man is ‘anguish’, and this anguish,
o I;isc;ilnélz; him, is nothing but the realization of re.sponsi-’
;(i:lities which man is condemned to under.take, toget}}er with the
consequent feeling of anxiety. He sometimes c.j;\l]s it a general
feeling of ‘nausea’. Every man m}lst l-iave this feelmgiinor}e,
who says that he has no such feelu’lg,.x_s mex:ely .con(;‘ea g 11(’;.
This feeling, then, results from mans.]u‘s,t b.emgi in tHe x;lror .
For example, man knows that death is 1ne‘v1t‘ab e. e a;h to
accept this phenomenon of death and to live in 1ts.presence. at
is authentic existence. The awareness of this ex1ste1}ce p.ro‘du(?e.s
a dread. This ‘anguish’ or ‘dread’ doe.s not lead 'to 1r§act1v1t¥; .1t
is; most often, the very condition of act;gp. A.t t.hls po.lnt T?lel‘stlc
E;:istentialism differs slightly from the "Atheistic Existentialism.
Karl Jaspers, Gabriel Marcel and even Kierkegaanfi, who are the
representatives of the former, would say that this Dread leads

8. Concept of Dread.
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man to transcend his limitedness. Jaspers says that man has
unlimited potentialities; because of which, even in the midst of
insecurity, conflict, despair, suffering, violence and death, he is
trying to transcend all these and to achieve ‘Being-in-itself’.

Representatives of the Atheistic Existentialism, for example -

Heidegger and Sartre would say that in face of the fact that there
is no God, man does not find any excuse or justification for his
acts and that, therefore, he is forlorn. But at least this much is
common to both the parties that consciousness of one’s responsi-
bilities produces an anxiety in man, which anxiety, in its turn,
causes an anguish and a dread, In fact this Dread is an experi-
ence of nothing. Heidegger says that in Dread our ‘Dasein’ is
projected into nothing and it is there that our true being is
revealed. An insight into a common experience of dread would
reveal that it is, in fact, an experience of nothing. When we
have got over our dread and we are trying to restrospect, we
say that what we were afraid of was actually nothing. And yet

this Dread is there; and yet in and through this Dread Man’s true
being is realized.

The phenomenon of ‘Dread’ is very much present in Bhatta-
charya’s philosophy also. According to him, too, the feeling of
Dread is a consequence of man’s being in the world. Of course
it is not the worldly dread of the Existentialist; it is a sort of a
spiritual Dread. Man is somehow limited. The objective limits
the subjective. He has an urge to realize the state of freedom
from the objective. He tries to aspire for it and yvet he is not
in a position to conceive of that state. This produces the spiri-
tual ‘anguish’. He is told that his real nature is pure freedom

. from the objective, and yet he finds that there is the limitation
of the objective. While interpreting the Vedantic philosophy in
his own terms Bhattacharya says, “Yet, after all, it may be asked,
why this limitation of darkness at all? Why this limitation of an
Individuality at all?”® Such questions are raised by the restless
man. It is true that from a higher point of view such questions
are meaningless, because when the “individuality is transcended,
not only is it felt to be an illusion, ‘even its having been illusorily
present in the past, is felt to be s0’.”0 Byt then, so long as

.the individuality has not been transcended, such questions are
raised. And it is because of these puzzling questions that man
developes an anxiety. In order to win over this anxiety the indi.

9. Studies in Vedantism,
10. Studies in Vedantkrp.
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vidual wills and asserts himself against. the wf)rld, l\éa;ure and
Society. 'The world also reacts and recoils on him; an ' e gxi:wi:
apprehensive and fearful; a sort of a dread developes 11}1u tgn. i
because of asserting of one’s will and the consequer.xt . mgH ac
by the world, that man has to suffer and to face miseries. ‘ enci;
the Dread. In fact Bhattacharya has used the e.xpressu:ln' Dr}?a
in his ‘Studies in Vedantism’!! e says that this Drea is there
because the individual tends to lapse mt(? total unconscxoulsness.
«  The misery that follows drags the sinner _lower and lower,
instead of chastening his soul—there is an increasing helplessnes:e,-—
till the struggle between Sattva and Ratjas ceasc’e,i; Satt\gn .get:le%
involved in one dull cloud of unconsciousness.” Ia ; it a
all this would appear as illusory when t.he §ub]ect would attalg
its goal, i.e. when the Subject would.reahze 1t.s true natux:e. Anf
this would show that this Dread, in fact, is an expeEencele1 o
nothing. As every thing ultimately would appear as fa ;i, t teze
is, in fact, ‘nothing’ to cause this Dread. But, so long as s state
of’ freedom has not been reached—so l.ong as man ls'suffer.mg—
so long as man has not risen above his ﬁmtu.de, hfe is havang a
Dread. This Dread is obviously not the ex:stentfal Prea . hIt
is, like the existential Dread, caused b3’r an anxlety(,i ltut.t e
anxiety, here, is not merely to be ‘MN in the worl ; it is to
realize the spiritual freedom. The .emstfn}tlal Dread is almost
’ psychological, Bhattacharya’s Dread is spiritual.

All Existentialists repudiate, in a sense, t%le d.istinction between
the subject and the object; and this repudiation is based on a con-
sideration typically existential in character.- In order to ?we tpe
existential Man must have an understanding of. the exxst?ntlal
situation. But he cannot understand or ljmow this })y fm'y intel-
lectual deliberation. He cannot know it by m.amtammg the
duality of the knowing subject and the l.u%own o.b]ect. He m.ust
be the situation; he must actively participate in the s1'tuatxon.
True knowledge is had not by any intellectu?l appfrehensmr.l, .but
by an experience—an existential experience.—m which the distine-
tion between the subjective and the objeptlve has been negated,
and in which there is an active participation by Ma_n in tl.)e hfe-
situations. The Existentialist says that this experience is ult.x-
mately caused by a Dread with which man is conscious of his
being in the world; and it is because of this Dread that this

11. Refer page 41. )
12. Studies in Vedantism,
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experience _is an activity—a life being lived. The situation is
no more alien to Man; Man becomes his situation. And that is
existential living.

According to K. C. Bhattacharya, when the Subject attains
pure freedom, there does not remain any distinction between the
S‘flbjective and the objective. Reality, in fact, transcends this
distinection, Initially of course Bhattacharya has laid great empha-
sis on this distinction. He says that the Subject, on his way fo
the realization of his true nature, must begin withdrawing itself
from the objective. But in its true nature the Subject is Subject
as pure freedom—and this Subject as pure freedom is neither the
objective nor the subjective in the ordinary sense; it is complete
freedom from both, This Subject transcends all such distinctions.
In higher stages of Subjectivity there is no knowledge of freedom
from the object; there is just a feeling of it; and this also shows
that gradually the distinction between the subjective and the
objective is being negated. Moreover, that the distinction between
the subject and the object is ultimately repudiated, can be shown
also on another consideration. The object, according to Bhatta-
charya, is destroyed by the self-withdrawing activity of the Sub-
ject; and therefore the object can be a symbol of the Subject
just as shadow is the symbol of light. When light withdraws itself,

shadow vanishes; and just like that, when the subject withdraws -

itself, object is destroyed. Now, since shadow can represent
light, object can be a symbol of the Subject. This also shows
that the distinction between the subject and the object is ulti-
mately rejected.

Thus, according to both—the' Existentialist and K. C. Bhatta-
charya—the object appears as a challenge to man, and according
to both again, man accepts the challenge. ‘This acceptance enables
man to rise above the distinction between himself and the object
Now, according to the Existentialist, this rising above is an aspect.t
in the wordly life of man; according to him, this rejection of the
distinction between the subject and the ohject has a psychological
meaning—a special meaning for the life of Man. According to

Bhattacharya, this rejection has a spiritual -significance- it has a '

transcendental import which we, with our present capacities, can-
th fully grasp. : ; ’

. Then again, the Existentialist claims that his theory gives a
dignity to man. He would justify his elaim on two grounds.
Firstly, this is the only theory that does not reduce man to an
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" object. A material object is nothing but a bundle of reactions.

It would behave as we want it to behave. It has no initiative—
no action of its own. Most thinkers have treated man as a mate-
rial object. But for the Exitentialist man is the ‘ensemble of
values distinct from the material. Man’s existence is not merely
“is’; it becomes; it is actualistic as it is freely creating itself, and in
creating itself it is creating others too. Moreover, man is all the
time aware of his existence, whereas material objects have no such
awareness. Secondly, this theory gives a dignity to man because
this theory enables man to realize that he is the master of the
situation, and that it is upto him either to control it or to be over-
awed by it. Again the realization that in doing any thing man is
not only making himself, but also fixing up an ideal for others too,

would give man a dignity.

Bhattacharya’s philosophy alse gives a dignity to man—of
course a spiritual dignity. His philosophy does not reduce man to
the status of an objecti Subject can, at best, be a ‘significant
speakable’ as distinguished from the object which is a ‘meant con-
tent’. The term ‘this’ may be taken as a symbol of the object
or of ‘what is meant’. Let ‘I’ be the symbol of the Subject. Now,
T uge the term ‘this’ for an object that I perceive. Others can also
use the same ‘this’ for the same object. Now, I use the term ‘I’
for myself; if anybody else uses the term ‘T, he would mean him-
self and not me. That it to say, when the object-consciousness
of a speaker is conveyed, the object and not the speaking of the
object is what is understood; but when the self-consciousness of
the speaker is communicated, it is not the self only, but the self
as speaking that is understood. His self-consciousness, in this
cense, is incarnated in the spoken word 'T. And that makes the
Subject different from the object. In this difference lies the
dignity of the Subject. 'The difference is so great that the Subject
can never be made an object. Even Introspection can never make
Subject its object. What is known through Introspection is just
a certain symbolic representation of the Subject and not the real
Subject itself. This difference is the reason for the dignity that’

.is Man. Bhattacharya’s philosophy gives a dignity to man also

because man has to realize his frue nature—a state of spirityal
freedom. The very realization that the true nature of the Syp.-
ject is a state of transcendental, spiritual and free Subjectivity,
would give man a dignity.

Thus, hath these philosophies give a dignity to man. F
Existentialist, this dignity is a dignity in the worldly lfxze{‘mau‘ -
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the concrete situations of life; for Bhattacharya, it is a spiritual
dignity. \

In this way, we find that all the basic statements of Existen-
tialism are somehow present in the philosophy of K. C. Bhatta-
charya—with the difference that in the latter these statements
are coloured with spirituality. It is because of this ‘colour’ that
Bhattacharya’s philosophy is entirely different from Existentialism.

Yes, the two philosophies are entirely different; but this
great difference is ultimately because of just one difference—the
difference between the Existentialist’s ‘Man’ and Bhattacharya’s
‘Subject’,

The Self and the Body

by

KavLvan Cuanora Gupra
A note on Sankara’s view of the relation between the_ two

Sankara, in the introduction to his famc?us comentary on
the Brahma-sutras, refers to a possible objt'ectlon to his theory of
super-imposition (adhyasa), which, if val-ld, would render the
entire Advaitic philosophy of reality and life untenable and use-
Jess. Sankara’s exposition of the natures of Brahman, the_ Jiva
or finite individual, moksha or liberation and the means of libera-
tion starts with the initial presupposition that the self fz?lsely
identifies itself with the not-self or ixnpf)ses the not-.sc.alf on 1tse.1f.
The objection referred to says that this presu;?posm.or-x is qu.1te
illegitimate. Such false identification or super-lm‘posxtlon which
is supposed to lead to various mistakc.es and f)ther evil consequences
is quite inconceivable and therefore impossible. The self which is
referred to by the I-consciousness (asmatpratyay.agocara) 'and
the not-self which is referred to by the you—conscmu.sness (jus-
matpratyayagocara) are utterly opposed to each other.m the same
way as light and darknesg The essence of the self is pure con-
sciousness which illuminates everything and. the essence o'f the
not-self consists in being revealed by somet-hmg other than itself.
Since the self and the not-self are essentially opposed to each
other in nature the characteristics of the former and those of '?he
latter must also be similarly opposed to each.other. 01‘1e.th1ng
may be taken for another only wht?n there is some similarity
between the two. Hence it is inconce}vable how the sglf‘ can take
itself to be something which is essen'tlaflly opposed to it in nature
and invest itself with the characteristics of some such thing, or
how the self can take something whose essence is not constituted
by consciousness as itself and invest it with its own characteristics,

‘In the case of the self and the not-self the very possibility of

making a false identification is not there.

Sankara asserts, however, that though ‘such- an objection seems
plausible yet as a matter of fact the self 1den.t1f.‘1es itself with the
not-self investing the self with the charactt.enstlc\s of the not-self
and the not-self with those of the self. This mutual super-impo-
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sition of the self and the not-self is due to false knowledge (mith-
yajnana) which is at the root of all our troubles (anarthahetu)é
and this root-cause of all our troubles can be destroyed once an

for all by the knowledge of the identity of the finite self and the

Absolute Self which is the only reality (atmaikatvavidya).

Sankara thinks 'that this illusory knowledge or false super-
imposition of the self on the not-self and vice versa is a matter
of common experience (sarvalokapratyaksa). ‘Though a man
may be intellectually convinced of the distinction between the
self and the not-self and may understand that the two cannot ax_ld
should not be identified, yet as a matter of fact he seldom dlS"
tinguishes the two and in actual practice (lok-vyavahara) invari-
ably assumes his self to be identical with his body, his near and
dear ones, his material possessions ete. Thus when a man feels
happy or miserable because his wife, children and friends are
happy or miserable respectively, when he says, “I am fat”, “I am
lean”, “I am fair-complexioned”, “I am sitting still”, “I am walk-

ing”, etc., when he says “I am blind or deaf or lame”, when he
experiences himself as desiring, resolving, persevering and so on,
he is in fact super-imposing the

characteristics of certain external
things or of his own body or of his sense-organs or of his mind
on his self. A man cannot in practice shake off the belief that
the joys and sorrows of his relatives are his own, that the quali-
ties or defects of his body or hi

s sense-organs are his own qualities
or defects, that the activities of his migd are his own activities,

since such beliefs are based on indubitable immediate experience.
This being granted, the most ‘important problem for us is to find
out how this illusion can be destroyed.

Now, when one or more actual facts of experience come into

conflict with a general rule there are several courses open to

us. We may try to show that what are taken as facts of experi-
ence are not really facts, or may try to describe or explain the
facts in such a w

ay as to show that they do not really violate
the general rule, or we may cast doubt on the general rule itself

and try to modify it in such a way as to accommodate the facts
of experience.

We may reasonably suppose that we have solved the problem. In
the case under consideration the general rule which may be
supposed to be universally valid is that two things which are
entirely opposed to each other in nature cannot be perceived as
identical with each other; and the facts which come into conflict
with this general rule are that we have an immediate sense of

If we succeed in doing one or all of these things
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ur belongings and relatives, and
identity befween r(;eurnzzl‘;?rsﬁge: to possess the proper‘ties_ ofth(:;l:
we a.ctually f%xpeense_organs and minds, and also expenencee iese
physical bodies, s the properties of the self. The first ques -
things fo posses® answer is whether a man really ever h.as a s;ex;lsls
which w'e have to S his own self an d anything Whl(fh is no .
of identxty bet\:vez against his self. In this connection we ﬂrlni;xs
self and s paste { demarcation between a man’s body and things
draw a clear 'lme% The body occupies a unique Place .amo;ulg
other than hlS‘bO v: knows, and the relation in whlch' e
the things .wh1ch a.m?‘flln damentally different from.an.y relation
stands to bia body tfnd to anything else, however n'xtxmate 1t11'1a1:
in which he may fI‘h o distinction between the experience wh}c
relation may b‘?- body and that which he has of‘any o‘t},1er t ;ndg
a man has of hli Whereas a man bas the feehr%g of 1 towa ;
is always quite ¢ ea;‘. oling which he has towards his relatives 'and
his own body, Eheth:t of ‘mine’. I may feel happy when a f;xene
material goods l's is prosperous, or feel miserable Wlfen my OU-I:h
or relative of mmljut I never have an actual sense of identity wi
Is burnt by ﬁre’lative or house. My attitude towards. a manf-ev;fl
my friend or re e and I may cease to take an interest in his
my son—may chan% indifferent to a house which has b.ecome old,
fortune. I may fee mpain when it is destroyed. This however

feel any atti-
an maf hr;cgpen in the case of my own body. Whatever my
oes no

have a sense of identity
dy may be, I always have a \

tude towardz t}::::ptsi,ng parts,such as hair, nails etc. which are
with my bo 3’ ith the brain by means of the nervous system.
not connected W eath of a relative or the damage caused

When }(:n S:elin ictlzindthat 1 am ruined, this is merely an ellipti-
to my nhous

© . as happened to my relative or to
cal way of saygfge ctt}:a?it n‘:r:a:rhpro du_f:)ed a certain -change in me, ’
my house has relation is not a relation of identity, and to ex-
Any and evel‘tsi1 ing as related to me and to ‘fec?l the. consequences
perience some is not to have a sense of identity w1'fh that thing.
of thlS’relatlon f kinship with another man or a feeling of a}ttac}%-
A m:u: s Se!:isseaothing cannot be taken as an instance of the identi-
ment towar:

fication of the self and the not-self.

\ e body that it can be said with any

I.t i.s.onlé‘:tl :ﬁihcaifl‘::tfif;?ation zakes place. I do no? merely

pl?umblhty tually feel that I am the body and behave in every

think but &'lc't as if this identity between the self and the bod:v

field of act]lo\; the truth. With regard to the body, however, it
were an a
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is of utmost importance to note that I know my body in two
different ways. I perceive it as an object among other objects
and I have an experience of it from within. When I see my hand
or touch my head my relation to these parts of my body is exactly
of the same nature as the relation between myself and a book or a
tree. When I say “I am fat” or “I am lean” I am stating some-
thing about my body as an object with whigh I am intimately
related but from which I distinguish myself, “I” in such cases
indirectly means the body, though literally it stands for the con-
scious subject and agent who owns and controls the body.

Vacaspati Misra, the author of Bhamati, asserts that when
4@ man uses such an expression as “I am inside the room”, his
utterance is to be taken in a direct sense and not in an indirect
sense, that is, he must be taken to mean exactly what he says.
It is true that when we say about a man that he is a lion, we
make the statement not in a direct but in an indirect sense. “That
man is a lion” means that the man has the qualities' of a lion,
In the case of such a statement the man who makes it and the
man who hears it both understand the difference between a man
and a lion, but in the case of such a statement as “I am inside
the room” neither the speaker nor the hearer understands the
difference between the ‘I’ and the body. Vacaspati Misra’s argu-
ment, however, simply prejudges the issue without really proving
anything. No man has a sense of identity between his self and
his body as such. This becomes clear when we note that nobody
identifies himself with his hair or nails or a paralysed limb. Hence
the pre-condition for the interpretation of a statement in an in-
direct sense is present in the cases of such statements as “I am fat”,
“I am lean”, “I am inside the room” etc,

-

In fact, it is not with the body as such that I identify myself
but with the body as it is experienced from inside—with the mass
of the organic sensations that come from different parts of the
body. In a similar way I identify myself with the feelings, emo-
tions, desires, resolutions ete. which arise in my mind. But the
point to be emphasised here is that in this case tha identification
of the self with these organic sensations, feelings, desires etc.
does not come in conflict with the general principle that two
things utterly opposed in nature cannot be identified even by
mistake, simply because the organic sensations, feelings etc. do
not belong to the not-self which may be opposed to the self.
They are objects of my knowledge no doubt but they do not stand
in any external relation to me. They are experiences or modes
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whi i through by me, and therefore
o conSCiouslr)lfe::tixhl;? :;?eclgji ’I'heg distir}ction betv'vet'en t?he
" 'mUCh o ]iousness and these experiences is nf)t a dl._stmcful)lr;
unlty o Cﬁnsc If and the not-self, but a distinction which fa
be_tW_een o ];e As regards the Advaitin’s objection that feelings
Wlthlfl th(; ” .e desire, aversion etc. cannot be regarded as parts
O P Bt cines they ’are objects of consciousnfass, all that we
o S?Iftlsmlar::c?t i% based on a presupposition, viz. that the i\;{;b};
'c: nt Sc?:u:zt make itself the object (kagbr tkow"n:llz.1 :z:oﬁﬁ;zf)e, cw:nm)t
o i i , e true tha
doeS.HOt e logli(;aclesz;uztr;ie 2111?1?){ hit itself, but thfzre 1s no
e eoatacs Er why the self which is a conscious subject lfvmg
throug Wha.ltSOGV experiences ‘should not be able to know itself
through dlvfel.'feelf On the other hand, since I apprehend.these
fecl partdo ';ess e.tc. not simply as objects but as experiences
fe?tlllll:)lglst, wlfiséh myself will lose all positive content, I have good
wi

con for thinking that they are genuine parts or elements of
rea

self. o o, .
~ It is not therefore an actual fact of expenencelthat “;e\:iit;nttl}flz
Ives with things which are opposed to ourselves o -
M hings which are different from ourselves. ‘The
i'y(;e:tliiy ourselves with masses of organic ‘sensatloﬁt.usé
desires etc. does not really come in conflic
at things opposed in their nature c:annot
fact that we somztimes ;p?i‘c}k ZS if W‘:
: i ings outside our bodies does no
identify.ourselvt;; s\:’ﬁlj;’:ﬁ:’;iﬁfign such cases what we.actually
also r'mhtate agaidentity between ourselves and those tl.nngs but
feel is nqt an te relationship between them. Two thmgs may
an intimate d to each other in nature and yet nothing can
them from standing in relation to eacl.l other. D?rkness
prevent light. it can never be light, but it can be dispelled
is °p_p°sed to Tig t‘he feeling of a relationship between the self
by.dhf}?:;gsliiic; than the self is not necessarily of an illusory
an 1
nature. it is urged by the Advaitin that even in the
. If,’ howi‘;?:;.red to above we have a sense of identity between
experlencesd the not-self, then we may find it necessary to re-
the S"elf ?:11 the light of these very experiences the presupposition
:},::En tl}?: self, the essence of which is consciousness, and the not-
hich comprises objects known, are oppo:@ed to each other
§e1f, a\;;: We may argue, for instance, that since consciousness
in n .

properties of
fact that we
feelings, emotions,
with the general rule th
be identified; while the

only
be entirely oppose
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identifies itself with things which are objects of consciousness, the
two, viz. consciousness and its object, cannot be opposed in nature,
and there is no reason why such an argument will not be legiti-
mate. If the very essence of consciousness consists in its refer-
ence to objects, and if the very existence of anything whatsoever
presupposes consciousness which refers to it as its object, then the
two cannot be regarded as opposed to each other. It is only by
a false abstraction, it may be argued, that we sefyarate consciousness
and object from each other, and find the being of consciousness
in itself alone and the being of object in itself alone. If neither
the subject by itself nor the object by itself but the subject-object
is the fundamental-reality, then it is not at all inconceivable that

the self should identify itself with the object or stand in various
degrees of intimacy with it.

If then there are no grounds for thinking that the sense of
our identity or unity with objects other than pure consciousness
is inherently of an illusory nature, the removal of the illusion
(adhydsa) supposed to be involved in such experiences cannot
be regarded as the main - objective of philosophical speculation.
There may be other kinds of illusion which it may be the task
of philosophy to dispel, but this is certainly not one of them,

The Nature of an Appearance
by

S. K. CHATTOPADHYAYA

An appearance has been variously de.scribeg alnd ex;;le;x;ii

We are tempted to ask thereior? 1f ang:f::te Iznthgrzm;;;e state-
made in respect of its .
g;e:zecgztt;;inate type, or are there appearances of ssv:z;iif::ﬁ: '
and types, and yet all are apfpearances in sor‘r;e’ lete pinab®
meaning? It seems that no decisive answer can be gz;enw uch
questions without a prior determination as 10 what we shou. mamd
by an appearance. When we call something an appearavzs_ceShau
not a reality, we are evide;xtl;;h guidedsrz z:r:egeaso;now; i
i is rea .

b Set:elio“l’sl;atanpze;;z:;nce is not similar to knowing a free
appea;alzc A tree is known and described as what is; an appea-
:Zn?:e ir; the other hand, is evaluated or estimated. A certain
distin,ction from reality seems to be an integral part of t;he r::ai:;
ing of appearance. Opinions, of course, differ as to the prec

import of this distinction. But everybody accepts that a certain

distinction exists,

There should be some initial agreemt?nt as to the pmcedtfre
to be followed in this attempted detemun‘atxon.of’ the meamx;g
of appearance. Experience furnishes the ‘occasion ?f our esti-
mation of something as an appearance, but .the estxmite is an
affair of the reflective mind. If instead of taking A ;s t1 e nature
or quality of B, we take it as an appea.rance of t‘ e atteé; ;;ve
do so for a reason which is outside the given experience. t ler
a sense of contradiction, or of baffled effort, or something e sef
prompts us to dub one of them as the appearance ho
the other. Knowledge of an appearance as appearan;e thus
involves relating the given ' experience 'to some other e;c-
périence‘ Of the two facts —reality and its appearance — only
one can be given at a time; _the?e can. be no ‘snnultane-
ous given-ness of both. If one is given, the other is remem-
bered; the two cannot be perceived together. It seen?s to be
a basic condition for an appearance te appear that reality must
not appear at the same time, The latter may be an already

P
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known fact which is not now given but is remembered only. In
such a case, an appearance will merely appear without being
believed—the straight stick appearing bent in water, the one moon
appearing double. Or it may be that reality is now known and
given, while its appearance stands cancelled, and so is only
remembered now. In this case, an appearance does no longer
appear, and is no more believed. This is the case of illusory
appearance—the snake proving to be only a rope. Why of two
experiences one is regarded more fundamental than the other
cannot be decided without reference to the apperceiving mind.

From the fact of alternative given-ness of reality and its
appearance we may note a distinction between the nature of a
thing and its appearance. The thing and its nature must be
given together; the thing and its appearance can only be given
successively.  The nature of a thing cannot be apprehended
without the thing, and the thing without its nature. But an
appearance can only be apprehended without the thing itself, and
in lieu of it, and the same is true of the real thing also. More-
over, a nature is never known as a substantive fact, but an appea-
rance to appear must appear as a substantive fact. Between a
thing and its nature there cannot be any disjunction, while dis-
junction seems to be vital for an appearance.  This being the
case, it follows that while a nature can be predicated of a thing,
an appearance cannot be so predicated, :

Of a thing we can say that it is white, but of reality we cannot
say that it is its appearance, that is, it is gs it appears. An
appearance therefore gives no clue to our understanding a reality.
Reality has to be known separatel , if it is to be known at all.
An appearance, on the other hand, to be known as an appearance
must be reviewed in the light of, and with reference to, a reality.
With no prior knowledge of reality there can be no ‘mere’ appea-
rance, and with no subsequent reality-experience there can be
‘no illusory appearance. A ‘mere’ appearance is that which is
not a believed content but which simply ‘appears’ or floats. An

illusory appearance, on the other hand, is the once-believed and -

now-rejected content. In both the cases, there seems to be a
certain dependence on the reality-experience. Without such a
reality-experience, an appearance, if known at all, is known as a
reality, and not as an appdarance. If there is no prior reality-
experience, the ‘mere’ appearance, instead of floating on reality,
would settle upon it, and concealing the reality, would pass for it,
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Without a subsequent reality-experience to cancel it, the illusory
appearance would never prove to be so.

Our explanation of the ‘mere’ appearance and tlfe iﬂ}xsory
appearance is somewhat unorthodox, but instead of stating simply
how various appearances may appear, as Prof. Alexander does,
we have sought to explain how these appearances come to be
regarded as appearances. Our treatment precludes the possibility
of any such thing as real appearance.

There seems to be something frivolous in the very idea of
a real appearance. A real appearance is not taken to mean that
which is really or significantly an appearance. It is taken to
mean that which, though an appearance (in Alexander’s opinion),
is not merely an appearance, is not an illusory appearance either,
but is real in the sense that it is an integral part of that mysterious
unity which stands for the ‘thing’. It is not clear how Prof. Alex-
ander gets at his idea of the real, of which the real appearance is
to be a partial manifestation. He, to be sure, not being an angel
himself, could not have secured the angelic view-point. His view
of the real must have been always a perspective view of it. But
a perspective view could not be known as a perspective or partial
view without a knowledge of the whole. The whole, in this case,
can at best be a logical construction. The various perspectives
are to shade into one another and give rise to the idea of the
whole which cannot be a simple aggregate of the perspectives, a
mere ‘and-summation’. If such a whole is real, the perspectives
do not give real parts of that whole, cannot give real appearance.
These can give only the ‘mere’ appearances of the whole, There
can be no sense in regarding those appearances as real appearances
which as themselves, that is, without being transmuted or modi-
fied, cannot fit into the whole. Moreover, it seems that the real
of Alexander’s conception, when considered in itself, is mot a
whole, it only appears to be a whole when regarded in the con-
text of its diverse perspectives. The perspective views do not
give ‘parts’ of the real; each of these gives the ‘whole’ real from
a particular angle, and each is a distortion of that whole, This
shows them as mere appearances, and not as real appearances,
It cannot be said that while a real appearance is a partial distor-
tion, a mere appearance is a complete distortion. For every
distortion, if it is a distortion, is complete. 'There is another faet
which leads up to the same conclusion. When a tali tree appears
short from a great distance, do we really take it ag short, do
we actually perceive _g_»s{xort tree? It seems that we no more take

yl..
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it as a short tr
perceived thtr:;:;i :llllan we take the straight stick as bent when
perceived through the med}um of some liquid. If the short tree
be taken as a real a ¢ medium of intervening space or other can
as well be a real a pfe arance of the tall tree, the bent stick may
the medium of wzf:r I‘alnace of the straight stick perceived through
really short than we b L ut we no more believe that the tree is
know that the tree is t ﬁ;lleve that the stick is bent. We already
knowledge, or inferenté 11and the stick is straight, either by direct
given appearance. I 11 y through a cogent interpretation of the
veal’ tree of Stici( 3: e absence of any such knowledge of the
stick as appearanc;,g_ T‘;la:I;zztriejard the sllmrt tree or the bent
way wha . . as we already know in e
theygivent :he :\ree‘ or the stick is or can be, Wg do not beslg):\:e

ppearances as true, but regard both as mere appea-

rances: the tree and the sti
ick a
they merely appear to be so. re mot what they appear to be,

Fr
appear:rr?ceﬂ:z sbol\c/e, two conclusions may be drawn: (1) an
knowledge of thz r(::?v"zZ?S an appearance there must be some
’ an appearance e

must i . ven to appe h
dusmse a perc1plgnt mind to whom it is to appear Irf)ptlf:s’etce;e
they aiear;etr ul‘f, it follows further that appearanct;s do not ex(z?st
percipi. Thinr esy perceived or experienced, their esse is thei;
appearances sginc:rteh e ;hen' appearances. There are no real
. . ’ e real is not as it ‘appears’

i S
Is as it is known to be, when we are not 113J illus;ogmugh the xeal

Wh .

which :;p(:};::l? ISI ar?t appearance? Can we describe it as that
fact or a mode ofs it a substantive or something adjectival, a
mode of speech? ;‘?gardmg a fact, a content known or a mere
appearance with tntlce an appearance cannot be known as an
of an appearanc: uis he real being known, since the detection
since the detected consequent upon the discovery of the real,
real into the vie appgarance seems to move away releasing the
we mentally rel ‘tN, t:illn the undetected appearance to conceal it,
that is, the a e tho‘ together and speak as if one of them
diSIOdg’es thelg)earance, is ‘of’ the other. Knowledge of the reai
a stable contentp}?::l;ar;ce’ and thi:lt which was a substantive fact,
or vanishes alto e':};o ore, now either floats as a mere appearance,
reality, the assog' ’er) Although it then loses its anchorage in
real w’ith the resc;;t;w; e of memory connects it with the
cribed as that, But that it is cox.1ceived as ‘of’ the real and des-
an ‘as if’ co - But such connection is a mere thought-connection

nnection.  The fact remains that as that which is;

\
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the real and incapable of being ‘given’ together
ally ‘of the real, nor does it appear in the
That an appearance is ‘of’ reality is nothing
of description, a certain way of speaking. -
tain between entities one of which can-
.of the other. Take the mere appea-
thing without attachment to reality.

incompatible with
with it, it is not re
real when it appears.
more than a mere form
An ‘of relation cannot ob
not be sensibly predicated
rance. It is a floating some

So far as the illusory appearance is concerned the description
that it is ‘of’ reality is even more misleading. The real is not illu-

sory, the illusory is not real. The description that the rope illu-

sorily appeared as the snake is equivalent to saying that the rope

did ot fgure or appear in the snake and the snake was no rope.

‘An illusory appearance is no appearance of anything. Were it
hing it could not be illusory. Moreover,

an appearance of anyt
the illusory appearance can appear only so long as the real is

pot known. With the discovery of the real, illusion ceases, and
4

the illusory appearance either remains floating as a mere appear-
it can hold in the real or belong

ance or melts away. In no case,
to it. '

An appearance then is not ‘of’ reality, nor does it appear ‘in’
it. 'The connection between it and reality is nothing objective. It
is the product of mental association. Without reference to that
its seeming relation to reality cannot be explained.

subjective factor,
has to be traced to some subjective factor or

So an appearance
condition.

But what precisely is its relation to the mind of the percipient?
To be sure, it does not appear to be anything subjective or mental.
It is felt to be something ‘given’, something objective, something
that seems to be ‘out there’. All this is true. But the patent fact
about appearance is that it is not what,it seems to be. This is its

.inherent contradiction. ‘What seems to be may not be so in rea-

lity’. The truth of this maxim is testified in the case of an ap-

pearance.
Is it then a construction ? It is difficult to answer this ques-

. tion since the appearance does not seem to be a construction. It

seems to be something ‘given’ or intuited. That is a mere con-
struction which is not known in the literal sense, and is not taken
as a fact. It is some sort of a fabrication, a manipulated content
which has no claim to existence. It is not ‘given’, not presented
as a content, but is only ‘thought’ or ‘spoken’. It is the unreal
An appearance is not a species of the unreal. The unreal is noé
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known positively — it is known negatively as a no-fact. This is
why it is described as that which is not literally known, since in
knowledge in the literal sense, the content is an intuitable content,
a given something. The sky-lotus or horned-hare is imaginable
but not intuitable. The barren-mother or the square-circle is not
even imaginable, it is merely speakable, 'The barren-mother or the
square-circle is a known absurdity, the sky-lotus and horned-hare
are fictitious constructs. None of theseis knowable in the literal
sense of knowing, although all are intelligible in some sense, and the
fictitious constructs, besides being intelligible, are imaginable or
imagable. It seems that the limit of knowability is not the limit of
imagibility or intelligibility. The absurd is the merely intelligi-
ble, it is not even a content; it is the suggestion of the impossible,
a something speakable but not picturable. Its esse is its speakabi-
lity; it is no content either given or imaginary. It is deliberately
constructed not only to be a no-fact but also to be g no-content.
- *While mentioning the absurd we use this no-content as a content.
The fictitious, however, is a content. It also is a deliberate con-
struction, and is intended to suggest the unactual, a no-fact. This
no-fact is spoken of as a content when we speak of the fictitious
constructs. But an appearance is not only a content, it is also a
fact in some sense, since it is experienced and, in that sense, known,
It is not the unreal; firstly, because it is experienced; and secondly,
because it is not the product of a conscious and deliberate process
of construction. The unreal is never given, never intuitable, never
knowable in the literal sense — it is a fabrication, a human con-

ing, and it is intended to suggest that which can never be a con-
tent either to sensibility or to imagination. It is not an unintellj-
gible content like a riddle or a puzzle; it is an intelligible and so

K can be seen that in the experience of an appearance no
conscious construction, intervenes, Were it not 50, it could not be
at times believed to be real. We do not believe in that which is
merely constructed or what we know to be impossible or absurd,
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i i , appearance then does not se.em
The unrea its n:tti:rihegﬁ: 1ixsl‘i‘c ’:[:ilsex?pr.eeally ? ThlS also se.ems n;x&
ey coniﬁrte it given really, it would not dxsappea}r, 1't wfvo;} d
§r0~b ilbel;énder?t of the faculty or conditions thrm;gih v;riuixu:t ;Z : ;:1 X

e i e its percipi.

o bo given, Bt e e swoms i e i I s e
to b @ 'faCt thet lt a fact ’that is real. If the absurd is a no.-con(;
e e, ontent, and the fictitious a content not believe
tent spoken o asaa ; aranc,e is a no-fact experier.xced .as a fact. I;
o tze Z::r(;fi,ngy é)ilzzin which is constituted by its given-ness an
is the

. ; dent of it.
is not independent o o -
What then is an appearance? It is that which is not real, yet is
a

" believed to be real, prior to its detection. It is that which seems to be
eliev

ly given. Itisafact that proves to
A ygt (icannoifc Ze:ﬁe—xfla:ts ’:::’: g’stgaken at times. to .be a fact. It
!Oe he o aii’ 0:' of an unconscious construction Whlcl'.l is not felt or
is the procuc struction. In short, it is not what.lt seems t.o be./
know.n - a'c}(:;ld from the absurd which is consciously designed
o dISt;?gu:jtradictory, something which is not kn‘ox.vabl’e, or repre-
to be s; .;Zt yet intelligible, the appearance is a ‘given’ absurdity,
Sem?a e,self-contradiction which is both knowable and represen-
:alfllz erl;ut not intelligible or determinable by means of any fixed

logical category. In respect of it no absolute determination is
- logica :

ossible and in this sense it is unintelligible. But it is not v:riholly
o lligible, because that would be some sort of a definite et'er-
ur}xnte_e : £ 't’ Tt is intelligible as the unintelligible, as a fact which
fmnatxonfo lt It is something given which is not really given, a
i not ?t'a; -but not apprehended as that. The illusory appear-
conStrucdlzh mere appearance are not two distinct classes of ap-
B o ?I‘hese are two stages in the life of an appearance
peararfceﬁt. is known, first, as what it is not, that is, as reality; and
W::cetre;z \lvhlat it is. tiwat is. a mere appearance, a something merely
next,

seeming to be what it is not.



Bradley on Thought and Reality

.

by
Dr. S. N. L. SurivasTava, D.Litt.

While “the great historical importance of Bradley’s achieve-
ments in ethics, psychology, and logic has”, observes Dr. Rudolph
Metz, “met with a large measure of agreement and quickly became
part of the patrimony of British thought”, his metaphysical views,
a5 developed in his chief work Appearance and Reality, have
provoked far more controversy. The work has been an apple of
discord in modern British philosophy. Opinions about it show
every variation from unmeasured praise through stupid indiffer-
ence to bitter ridicule and downright contempt.”

Of all the puzzling doctrines of Bradley, the most puzzling,
perhaps, to his critics has been his doctrine about the relation bet-
ween thought and reality, discussed in chapter XV of his Appear-
ance and Reality, and which according to Bradley himself “con-
tains the main thesis of this work”2 In view of the central
importance of the topic in Bradley, it is necessary to get a clear
ijdea of what precisely according to Bradley is the relation of
thought to reality, and the function, status and destiny of thought
according to him. This paper is an attempt towards this clarifi-
cation.

Many who read Bradley gather the impression that Bradley
disparages thought and even despairs of thought altogether and
strikes an agnostic note. It appears initially desirable to show
that this impression is mistaken. “If there is to be philosophy”,
writes Bradley, “its proper business is to satisfy the intellect, and
the other sides of our nature have, if so, no right to speak directly.
They must make their appeal not only to, but also through, the
intelligence. In life it is otherwise, but there is a difference bet-
ween philosophy and life. And in philosophy my need for beauty
and practical goodness may have a voice, but, for all that, they
have not a vote. They cannot address the intellect and insist. ‘We
are not satisfied’. They must be content to ask and to repeat, ‘Are

1 Metz: A Hundred Years of British Philosophy, p. 234.
2. Appearance and Reality, Appendix, Intro:, p. 494,

pP.8
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- you in fact satisfied with yourself as long as we remain unsatisfied?
It is for you to decide, and we can only suggest’ Hence, I con-
clude, I can philosophize with my whole nature, but I cannot do
this directly.”® Again, “if you ask what is truth, you are led to

answer that it is that which satisfies the intellect. The contra-

dictory and the meaningless fail to be true because in a certain
way they do not satisfy”* For Bradley, metaphysics is “a refuge
for the man who burns to think consistently”;5 and it was Bradley
who said that “with certain persons, the intellectual effort to under-
stand the universe is a principal way of thus experiencing the

Deity.”¢ Could you call that man agnostic who wrote: “To say
the reality is such that our knowledge cannot reach it, is a claim

to know reality; to urge that our knowledge is of a kind which

must fail to transcend appearance, itself implies the transcendence.

For, if we had no idea of a beyond, we should assuredly not know

how to talk about success or

failure”?? et us, then, never ap-
proach Bradley prepossessed with the idea that he is prone to
undervalue thought, though it is his ,

settled doctrine that thought
in its discursive and relational character can never be adequate
to ultimate reality and must, therefore, eventually shed this cha-
racter and be absorbed in 2 high

er and fuller experience —
absorbed, not annihilated, if Bradley’s position, on the whole, be
taken into account, and n

icide; for, he tells us that in the absolute

experience “The entire reality will be merely the object thought
out, but thought out in such a way that mere thinking is absorbed.”8
Again, “Thought would be present as a higher intuition.” We
shall be misconstruing, I may add here, the precise position of
Bradley regarding the ultimate destiny of thought, if we took
his wellknown statements aboyt thought’s ‘suicide’ in too literal 2
sense, that is, in the sense of complete annihilation or termination
of thought’s being. By thought’s suicide Bradley must be under-
n the suicide of thought’s discursive and relational

form, for, in the ultimate experience, he tells us, nothing is lost
but everything is restored with interest. “In its direct experience”,

to quote Bradley himself, “we get restored with interest every fea-

Essays on Truth and Reality, p. 221.
Ibid., p. 1.

App. & Reality, p. 4,
Ibid., p. 5. -
Ibid., p. 1.
Ibid., p. 160.
Ibid., p. 152,
]
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i i our primitive felt whole. We
ture los‘;1 b_y ttzia%;r:f;l(:;:e (s)frengthif simple apprehens.ion, B0
B for lgug its own inconsistencies to pass into the infinite
oo iorji.e d aéain volition, if willed out, becomes our Absolute.
Tor we nh there the identity of idea and reality, not too poor
o o re'afx for division of its elements. Feeling, thought, and
but' f‘°° }imve all defects which suggest something higher. But in
VOhth’l ha unity no fraction of anything is lost. For each one-
ﬂ'Wt he ert to gain itself blends with that which seemef1 oppo-
S%?ee daszp:}: product of this fusion keeps the riches of all.”10 (Ita-
site,

lics Ours).

It is in consonance with Bradley’s general principle that n‘:thlk?ig
is lost in the Absolute that I am inclined to think it truer’ ) :
s ive more weight to his statements about thought’s con
p‘osr?xon tc(\i gwesence in the Absolute than to those other statt.ements
tmt.uty - prfam suggest thought’s annihilation, such as “in that
which Wﬂ:‘an thought has certainly been so transformed, that f;o
COHEE“;:E;; it thought seems indefensible” andd“thought Iem{is ;3
go <hi i ter”! and so on. 1 wou
a reality which swallows up s dxf::: b , Bradley to the effect
Emave p]}ifel:iﬁgs Zl:i:a:;c:thfgt;Zi intuitign” to his stateme.nt that
‘%gzght !;s present as a higher intuition.” Alr;ywazlr, h}'nsfe ;;ex:;
doubt shows Bradley’s solicitousnessﬁabox,ll.tS :ouint ;I; X Ilzm r o

: ieldi i irrationalism.
readily yf}lld;iiet?sa;yptﬁf o?ft that according to Bradley thought
f:erned W:; in the Absolute harmoniously blended with the other ’
o pres:n There are difficulties, to my mind, in Bradley’s concep-
:‘I::IT ?)Ifl iiw ultimate Unity, to which I am not referring here.

i

After these preliminary remarks, I now come to BxéaCfﬂeSI’S doc-
trine of thought and reality. Thought.m. its complete orm, say;
is judgment, and therefore, it is by a close scrutiny o

Brad.ley, iy ]t that we come to understand the nature of thought
the_ ]gdgml\t;:)lw in judgment an idea is predicated of a reality, a
?S . ’l S.f ‘th;t’ a content of an existence. The ‘what’ is a mere
-What The ‘that’, on the other hand, is a fact, an existence. Fact
ides '1:19 idea ,and idea cannot be fact. The two are different,
canbo? eere m;t different, there would be no point in making the
;i;:ﬁ;:; But though different, they are inseparable. There is

10. Ibid., p. 161,
11. Ib‘ld., p. 1520
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no ‘what’ without a ‘that’ ang vice versa. It may be remarked
here that just as the ‘what’ is never a floating idea, so also the
‘that’ is “never bare reality, or existende without character.”?
Bradley’s point is to emphasize the provisional estrangement oY
alienation of the two aspects, the ‘what’ and the ‘that’ which judg-
ment seeks to re-unite. “In judgment we find always the distinc-
tion of fact and truth, of idea and reality. Truth and thought are
not the thing itself, but are of it and about it. Thought predicates
an ideal content of a subject, which idea is not the same as fact,
for in it existence and meaning are necessarily divorced.”3

Here it would be pertinent to consider a criticism which Prof.

A. C. Mukerji has urged against Bradley’s doctrine of thought and

existence. “That reality must reveal itself to systematic thought,”
writes Prof. Mukerji,

and that unreality can be detected only in
so far as it fails to meet the demand of consistent thinking, are
- in a sense beyond the region of proof or disproof, because they are

presupposed by every attempt to prove or disprove a thesis. It
would, therefore, be a preposterous proposition to hold that thought
and fact are not the sa

me; the proposition is preposterous because
the distinction made h

ere implies the false assumption that thought
and fact are two items, confronting each other, so that one can

be contrasted with the other, or related in the same way in which
one object is related to anot

sumption may be exposed in another
universal background of all items that a
not place it by the side of the items and
When it is said, for instance by F. H. Br.
to be an ‘other’ different from truth yet
as different, confusion is created by a

out of the dislocation of reality alongside
supposition.”’14

way. Thought being the
re thought about, we can-
yet retain its universality.
adley, that reality appears
not able to be truly taken
fictitious dilemma arising
of reality short of its pre-

Now, Prof. Mukerji's contention in the first line of the passage
quoted above is endorsed by Bradley himself, almost in the very
same words: “I have assumed that the object of metaphysics is
to find a general view which will satisfy the intellect, and I have
assumed that whatever succeeds in doing this is real and true, and
whatever fails is neither. ‘This is a doctrine which, so far as I can
see, can neither be proved nor questioned. The proof or the ques-

12. dbid., p. 145.
13. Ibid., p. 148.

14. Self, Thought and Reality (2nd Ed), p. 306,

her object. The absurdity of the as- -
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tion. it seems to me, must imply the truth of the doctrine, and,
ion ly the
if t};at is not assumed, both vanish.

1 iti it is a non
the presupposition of fact, i
anted that thought is

e u(ii:;r from this to infer that they are the same. HO‘Z ia: h;ha:
N 1?1 h is a presupposition of something be the same as tha . g?
To s ls1:ha1;p thought is the same as fact is to deny .that thoxf.g t 1si
;Ihbe S:s;supposition of fact, to deny that the former is the universa
background of the latter.

In Bradley’s words, “can thought, however gom;:i&:te, k:ie iﬁthe
and with no er-
itv, the same altogether, I mean, a :

o ]::tvl;zzlxi %hem 9 This is a question to which I could never
eflc: an affirmative reply. It is useless here to seek to prove that
5111‘; real involves thought as its sine qua non, for that much when

e 16

proved, does not carry the conclqsmn. 1

It is rather disconcerting to me to find Prof. Mtﬁlicern ;ay::i
that thought is the universal background oﬁ evc?ryt ng. Is ;
thought also given as a correlate of fact to a c.:onscmusxﬁesshzr ;exp';o
rience which is the presupposition or f?t;llndzzzn :pr};zz. i ;10 : T

i jonal consciousness ‘thou s
cBal'lzlld?el;s s:fl;:n 322313; extending the meani.ng of thought' and makmi
it so completely universal that every var.lety of experience tume” \

de of thought. “And it is useless again to urge”,
°U1:- - ?Seaa:ﬂr:o “that thought is so inseparable from every mode
z;r;t:;eri:;nce fl,lat in the end it may be said to cover all the ground.

© TMhat is, it seems to me, once more merely the inconclusive argu-
]

ment from the sine qua non, or else the conclu,sion is \'ritiated from

ide by the undue extension of thought’s meaning. Thought
another Sib n taken, that is, to include so much more than truth,
has now 1§e uestion, as to how truth in this sense stands to reality,
that the ok : t more or less within thought itself. Nor ‘again does
fnUSt breid T hv we must term this whole ‘thought’, and not ‘feel-
ft s:eem c eillll" Wugless we can show that these really are modes of
f}ﬁt’xg(;:t :Vvhil:a thought cannot fall under them.”V?

lity, then, cannot be
iversal background of 2.111 reality, _
Tl}t: b\:;vienowledge (with a capital K) or, as Bradley would
thoug‘ rience” in the widest sense of the term or whaf;. he has
S?Sy, :ﬁg; «;mmediate experience.” If Prof. A. C. Mukerji means
also ¢

15. Appearance ‘and Reality, Appendix, pp. 491-92. .

16. Ibid., p. 492.
17. Ibid. p. 4%.
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this foundational principle by thought, his choice of the term has
not been happy. Bradiey has employed the term thought, and
rightly so, in the narrower sense of the discursive and relational
activity of the mind. Prof. Mukerji’s own magnum opus, The
Nature of the Self, is nothing but a masterly vindication of that Self
which “is the subject in relation even to the mental states, and so
must be essentially Consciousness which being blended with every
one of the mental states, is indicated by them.” According to him,

is given through the discursive intellect.”19

Bradley has not failed to posit the reality of a foundational
principle which is the basis of all reality, of all that is an object
to it, and with which it cannot be equated, nay, not even related,
much less put alongside. He calls this foundational principal “im-
mediate experience,” not thought. “The entire relational consci-
ousness, in short,” writes Bradley, “is experienced as falling within
a direct awareness. 'This divect awareness is itself non-relational.
It escapes from all attempts to exhibit it by analysis as one or more
elements in a relational scheme, or as that scheme itself, or as a
relation or relations, or as the sum or collection of any of these
abstractions. And immediate experience not only escapes, but it
serves as the basis on which the analysis is made, Itself is the
vital element with which every analysis still moves, while, and so
far as, and however much, that analysis transecends immedi-
acy........ We cannot speak of a relation, between immediate
experience and that which transcends it, except by a licence.”20

To resume now our discussion about thought’s ideality, Brad-
ley is uncompromising on the point. It seems to me incontroverti-
ble that judgment can never bridge the gulf between idea and fact.
That is an inevitable consequence of thought’s ideality, The
limitation of thought becomes clear in another way also. Is the
predicate in the judgment adequate to the subject? This question
also Bradley answers in the negative. The subject extends indefi-
nitely in its relations with other facts, “It has always edges which

18. A. C. Mukherji: The Nature of Self, pp. 175.78,
19. Ibid, p. 23,
2. Essays on Truth and Reality, p. 176,
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are ragged in such a way as to imply fmother existence fro.m which
it has been torn, and without which it really does not exist. Thus
the content of the subject strives, we may say, UI}SUCC'ESSf“‘luY
towards an all-inclusive whole.”? The pred1catf: 18 ‘}1keW1s_e not
free from endlessness,” for its content also bEIflg abstra’f:t and
finite, necessarily depends on relation t<.> what is beycfnd. ;I‘he
subject can become a self-subsistent reality only in an immediate,

. . ¢ 3 .
‘non-relational, all-inclusive experience where the ‘what’ is no

longer the adjective of the ‘that’; and “in reaching.this perfection,
and in the act of reaching it, thought would lose» its own chax:ac-
ter” 2 its character of mere ideality. For Bradley, }mm?dlate ,
experience is the primordial and ultimate ‘n‘ature o‘f Reah‘ty. ‘Tl:xat
on which my view rests,” he tells us, ‘1s. the. 1mr.nedxa.te un:g
which comes in feeling, and in a -sense thls'umty’ is u‘l‘tlmate.
Again, “Nothing in the end is real but what is felt.”¢ “The re.la-
tional form is a compromise on whic}} thought sta'nds, and which
it develops. It is an attempt to unite differences which have broken

out of the felt totality.””s

Bradley’s position, then, precisely stated, is not one of ?gnosti~
cism, placing reality beyond knowledge and reducm% it to a
thing-in-itself or an Unknowable. “If the Unknowable,” he says,
“actually were not knowable, we could not know that su.ch a thing
even existed.”® ‘“The assertion of a rgality falling o.ut51de know-
ledge, is quite nonsensical”? For Bradley there is no reality
behind and beyond what he calls the appearances, the appearances
themselves being the stuff reality is made of, though each in its

icolation and fragmentariness is not ‘self-subsistent’ and self-com-

plete. Bradlev’s position, correctlv understood, is one of hierarchj-
cal relativism, “the view for which all things finite in different
dearees are real and true, and for which, at the same time, not one
of them is ultimate.”?

Bradley, then, does not deny the given~ness of reality to thought,
but what he does deny is that reality as given to thought is ulij-
mate, self-subsistent, immediate and an all-inclusive individual. This

21. App. & Reality, p. 156.

22, Ibid., p. 158. '

93. Essays on Truth & Reality, pp. 130-31.
24, Ibid., p. 190.

25. App. and Redlity, p. 159.

26. Ibid, p. 1I1.

27. Ibid., p. 114.

28. Ibid, p. 372,
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latter aspect of reality is an experience higher and richer than
thought, where thought’s demand for complete harmony and com-
plete absence of discord is met. Not only thought, but feeling and
will also find satisfaction in this experience. “Our whole being”
finds satisfaction therein. And why should it not? Where all is
harmony and no discord, there could be no dissatisfaction to any
side of our nature. There is nothing derogatory for thought in
this, as Prof. A. C. Mukerji thinks2? Bradley does not contradict
himself when he says that metaphysics is the business of thought
and also that ultimate reality is such that feeling and will also
find satisfaction therein. True, Bradley has saj
is the business of thought, and other sides of our nature cannot dic-
tate to it in this matter. But this does not preclude thought
unaided and undictated to by other sides of our nature, from for-’
mulating a fnetaphysical theory about the nature of ultimate rea-
lity which promises satisfaction to our whole being. This is
precisely what Bradley has done, He has not allowed the “non-

intellectual elements” to usurp the function of philosophizing and
to dictate to thought,

To conclude, that thought is the sine qua non of all reality
Bradley has never disavowed, as any idealist would not: but tha;
thought, by itself and as it is, can cover all the ground incl,uding the
Absolute-Experience, is what he will not accept in common with
most of them. Bradley in himself has furnished an example of
that metaphysician who, to use his own words, by his “intellectual
effort to understand the universe” is “led beyond the region of

ordinary facts...... to touch and have communion wi i
with wh
beyond the visible world 30 . vhat &s

29. Vide his essay on British Idealism in History of Philosophy: East
and West, Vol. II. p. 306.
30. App- & Reality, Intro:, p. 5.

The Organicistic Point of View as Evidenced
from Studies in Learning and the
Phenomenon of Transfer

A

by

Dr. D. Misra, M.A. (Parna), AM. (Corumsia) Pa.D. (Urkar),
Principal, 8.C.S. College, Puri, Orissa, (Utkal University)

The Organicistic point of view in Modern Psychology has
been found to be a useful hypothesis in explaining satisfactorily
the various psychological processes, The phenomena of learning
and transfer of training were rather ill explained by the tradi-
tional Mechanistic Associationism. It is proposed to present here
an examination of these phenomena and to show that the theory
of Organicism has been successfully applied in explaining these
phenomena.

The term Association and the notion conveyed by the term
had blinded the philosopher psychologists of the past and also
its modern advocates who advocated the notion of the ‘Conditioned
Reflex’, to a fact of rather basic importance that learning as a
performance is a dynamogenesis, very different from what the
mechanical connexionist supposes it to be. The principle of ‘Asso-
ciation by Similarity’ contained in substance an entirely new prin-
ciple of explanation for the organisation of behaviour, Efforts
had been made from the days of Hartley to those of Mill, and in
modern days by the students of the Reflex and its conditioning,
to reduce every connection to a mere matter of contiguity leading
to the hypothesis of the ‘fixed pathway’. Hamilton’s prinicple
of ‘Redintegration’ and later Thorndike’s principle of ‘belonging-

"ness’ hint at the difficulty of the Associationist in accepting mere

contiguity as the operating variable in the establishment of 5
conpection. It is difficult to believe that two absolutely hetero-
geneous elements come together in learning, or that learning
instead of being a total reorganisation of the organism’s behavioup
stock is only a mechanical hitching together of S-R bonds. The
correlated nature of the reflex function does not necessarily mean
that behavior organisation is only putting together of the reflexes.
Experimental studies as those of Sherrington have gone to show
that the inherent organisation of behaviour and learning only

P.9
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nised and directed are statements, which are now as
tedly by various Investigators, The view is held, a
out sufficient experimental support, that the whole organism, by
virtue of ifs inherent organisation, is sg built that it must behave
pattern-wise. This conception has, in fact, led to the annihilation
of the old cleavage between a stimulus on the one hand impinging
upon a receptor, and on the other hand a response produced by an
effector. In strict consistency with this theoretical position,
behaviour is taken not as g Tesponse to a situation but, as already
pointed out, as a part of the total situation-responge complex,
a total action-unit, not 4 reflex-are, The concept of the ‘Organism-
environment Complex’ stands for the essential correlation and
unity of the organism ang the environment

serted repea-
nd not with-

Psychology (or for any other
isolated, self-sufficient entities,
stence of which involves form”.
ad also asserted to be the state

of affairs in organic behaviour, The essence of all these assertions

is that from organisation alone
is, in fact, only reorganisation. Facts of an
independent items, each existing in i

every thing else, Organisation i
nised; it is not something imposed on
of facts. Accordingly, the so-cal
viour items known ag reflexes 3
behaviour, independent of and
and function of the organism.

to facts of the physical and inorganic world. The distinction
between the organic and the inorganic vanishes at this point. The
neurological researches of Cannon, Herrick, Coghill and Child
buttress this conclusion, which appears rather incomprehensible
or even mystical to many. Thus Child wrote: —

Summing up, the reflex, strictly speaking, is a- specialised

behaviour pattern depending on the presence of certain mor-
phological mechanisms; but it is physiologically a development

THE PHENOMENON OF TRANSFER 67

from the primary organismic behaviour mechanism, the exci-
- tation-gradient.

tatmndgi t is certainly a reciprocal dynamic relati?n be?“{een
. A gradien of high or low potential (metabolic activity)
at leasi.c fwo a’;;a: reflex is itself a derived mode of reaction and,
respecu‘.’el,y S, bvious that the attempt to derive intelligent beha-
therefore, lthl'S l?ler mental faculties in general, fron} reﬁ.exes or
viour, and hig any other fixed or determinate behaviour is futll.e.
habits or fromﬁexiis are the specifications from a broader mat.rlx
Just o ﬂ?e . so also the fixated responses, known as habits,
of behavlour% om total responses, whose intrinsic wholeness l.xas
emerge 2150 }I;aracter. The volitional process is a comprehex'xswe
. Yomntarty (; the entire organism to all the phases of the situa-
adjustmen otin it, and consequently is more variable and ‘less
tion‘ confronh " a ;egmental habit, which is an isolated behaviour
steriotyped I’EI:}bI;ts as learxied, are thus speciﬁcation§ out of the
fragment. sour of’the organism. The basic point o.f view, asserted
total be}}'?lw? in keeping with this principle. Coghill, as a student
by C;ghl‘o;;;-s-development in lower organisms, has aptly expressed
?}ii:xh‘?t of view in the following lines : ~—

ment of behaviour is known in
In so f"“f,ﬁ'* Sreﬂé:xg:vgxlggrge as partial or local patterns
vgrtebratesy anding or growing total pattern that normally_li
with an eli)(P inning perfectly integrated. They become partia
from thei egl overtly,. They are inherently components
or loca A :’a‘& Yp—,mem or they are under its dominance.
of the | ot. e reaction, on the other hand, is the total
An mstmcrlt‘l' in action. The process of individuation of the
pattern ovt:erg consists in progressive restnctlo_n of the zone
partial Pla tion adequate for the response and in progressive
of stimula 1‘; the extent of muscular reaction. Since the
reductlond Othe instinet develop according to the same law
reflex an the same purpose, they cannot be regardeq as two
and serve tegories of behaviour. Their apparent difference
dl'stt}llnifef::en ce to the magnitude of the pattern is simply g
wi

function of growth.

i ificat f behaviour
above, learning as modification o
Thus, as St:zigs of individuation of “partial or local patterns
involves t:;agging or growing total pattern that normally is from
$ an € N »
Kithbeginning perfectly integrated”.

i ing the law of
in listing the laws of learning talks of
().gg%en mOths; fourse, of the traditional connectionist version \
asso;la;“:::’ nHi’q interpretation of association is from the Configu-
th e iaw. - .
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rationistic point of view; association uieans, according to him,
pattern forming. Thus he writes : —

When a number of more or less discrete perceptions enter
into a cofiguration, they become joined by virtue of their
membership in a whole; the members are, therefore, held
together not by the external agency of an associative glue but

by the transformation, which they have undergone in losing

something of their individuality and becoming the members
of a single pattern”.

This restatement and reinterpretation of the law of association
resembles the law of ‘redintegration’ of Hamilton and Holling-
worth and the notion of belongingness, later formulated by Thorn-

dike. Individual experiences are integrated; and in the process

of their integration, they lose their individuality in an integrated
whole. In serial learning,

for example, as Ogden has aptly pointed
out, “it is only when the series becomes an unified whole with a
certain articulatory progression, or with beat, measure and melody,
that the series can be memorised at all, A pattern is formed,
which suggests its own completion and presupposes the inter-

sensory functioning and, in fact, the function of the whole
organism”,

The facts and principles of learning are closely related to
those of the allied phenomenon, namely the phenomenon of “trans-
fer of training’; and the organismic character of learning is nowhere
so well illustrated as it is in the phenomenon of ‘bilateral transfer’.
The phenomenon of transfer has also been attacked from differ-
ent points of view; and each systematic view-point has its own
explanation for this rather educationally and practically impor-
tant phenomenon. But at present it is certain from the facts and
principles available, that this controversial question is nearing
a final solution, and very soon the controversies may disappear
altogether. There has been unanimity as to the nature of the

phenomenon and as to what exactly is transferred from one situa-
tion to another. ‘

The connectionist view-point that transfer from one situation
to another occurs only when there are ‘identical elements’ in either
the stimuli or the responses may be formally a correct proposition,
but the identification of these identical elements is, without doubt,
an elusive task. No proportionate transfer, as implied in the
theory, ever occurs; on the contrary,

perceptibly more transfer
effect has been noted in many dissimilar than in similar data.

The amount and the nature of transfer does not always depend
on the number of identical elements. On the contrary, it is fully

‘non of transfer.
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learning is generalised. Much
proved, thatftrar;gztoicsctgzev;l;ﬂ;he Subjfct’s own alertness. and
of e eervt the similarity between one situation, in Whl.Ch a
how he observes uired, and another in which the response is to
response Wes acd odjﬁ’ed form. The fact that one can use any
be al?phed 0 da r:lhe original situation, where it was acquired,
learning OutSImZ transfer exists. That learning is a function of
shows (hat So.amism or that development or modification by learn-
the -WhOIe or% ti 1’1 of the whole, is presupposed in the phenome-
ing is a modifica '1'(;‘he crucial experiments of Lashley conclusively
his assertion. The phenomenon of complete .bilateral
proved t ' of common experience. Animal psychologists have
tran.?fer i onehenomenon experimentally also. In discrimination
Studfed the }?‘te rats and other animals the investigators bandaged
Stl:df;eorc:f‘:h:a experimental animal; and then after the discrimi-
on

ation response was established with one eye, after a few days,
.

ted the same situation and banidaged the. eye Wit}.l which the
Pf'ese.n ination was learned, in order to see if the animal would
dlscnm;lna é?scriminaﬁ on with the eye which was apparently not
makec; i doing the discrimination. The result can be well ima-
tx:ame Il? hley made a more thorough-going experiment on a
gined. 'as B:no’tor learning task by reversing the use of the
monkeyHm 5:‘ uterised the motor area in the right hemisphere,
arx:lns.s aer e‘s:ult of the operation the left hand was paralysed and
:lxxle aiximal learned the task of opening three latch boxes with the
isht hand. Later, the same operation was reversed to see
?1gh nimal would be able to perform the task by the left hand
‘lf;i:hgui any difficulty. The animal ha}d no difficulty in solving
the problem with the originally incapacitated organ. The transfer
: tﬁe ¢kill from one bodily member to another was complete,
o lv were the limbs and their innervations shown to be non-
Not %nsf Wtheir action upon the learned performance, but appa-
spec; c :ilthe!‘ the left nor the right motor region was indispensable
:zn:hs;ntask or the locus of the neural change.

These facts of tremendous, though of elemen‘tal,.signiﬁcance
for the transfer theory show the essent1a¥ organismic character
or ing and transfer. Apparently it is not the eyes alone
of ]earnlftlﬁe discrimination or the hands alone that solve the
that do't is the total organism that funetions in learning. It is
Puzz}e, i .dual organism that is modified as a whole, though the
the .mdlvl ns manifest the modification. We learn to write not
sp(;clf':si :}:‘g:ur hands and fingers but with the legs, the head, in
only

fact, the whole body.



Discussion
by
Smearapa CHAKRAVARTI

«“Philosophy, Philosophers and Philosophical Analysis” by
A. Lakshmana Rao (Department of Philosophy, Andhra

University).
The Philosophical Quarterly Vol. XXX No. 4., January, 1958.

Prof. Rao takes the contemporary philosopher to be a ‘crimi-
nal’ and Bertrand Russell to be the abettor of the crime (p. 212).
The crime, according to him, is the destruction of traditional
philosophy or metaphysics “which concerned itself with the world
and our relations to it” (p. 212). Now if he is ready to call
the present-day thinkers “philosophers” what, according to him,
such thinkers are doing to deserve that title? Is their work merely
negative? Prof. Rao’s remark that contemporary philosophical
analysis is not constructive in any way (p. 212) seems to be too
sweeping. G. Ryle’s “Concept of Mind”, one of the acknowledged
examples of philosophical analysis, works out a positive theory of
“mind” and “mental” that is behaviouristic. This may be con-
troversial but we cannot say that the book merely explodes the
“ghost in the machine” myth.

It seems that Prof. Rao takes all contemporary analytic philo-
sophy to be positivistic, but this identification does not hold.
Thinkers who do not share the convictions of a logical positivist
also take recourse to analysis of ordinary language to tackle philo-
sophical problems. Analysis of the usage of expressions laden
with important philosophical concepts like ‘knowledge’, ‘belief’
self’, ‘mental’, ‘good’, ‘true’, ‘freedom’, etc., is practically the uni.,
versal method of philosophival investigation in contemporary
England and America. Even those who reject the conclusions
of the positivist, do so by taking help of an alternative analysis
of the expressions themselves. When it is the problem of meaning
and not of facts, analysis is the only instrument of its solution
Scientific problems are the problems of ‘facts’ having necess,ar).;
connection with sense-perception. If philosophy is to know Facts’
such facts must be supersensible; for otherwise philosophy ca.nno';
be distinguished from science. A knowledge of “ontological
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facts” was denied by Kant, for such knowledge is not possible
through o priori reasonin

g We must have some direct experi-
ence of super-sensible facts, if any, but man has no faculty of
‘intellectual intuition’. Thus if there be any ‘philosophical’ pro-
blem, it cannot but be a

. problem of meaning. Even traditional philo-
sophy, in a sense, was interested in the imprecise concepts of

ordinary and scientific vocabulary. These can possibly be made

precise and non-misleading by a study of the various uses of ex-

pressions conveying these troublesome concepts. How can I know,
for example, what do we mean

; 4 by knowledge unless I understand
sentences in which the word ‘knowledge’ occurs? Prof. Rao is

right in holding that analysis in the sense of discrimination and
selection of facts relevant to a problem and eliminating the irrele-
vant, is the analysis of the data and not of the problem itself
(p- 213). But he is right only because he takes the problem to
be one of facts and not of meaning. He is perhaps confusing
‘scientific’ analysis and ‘philosophical’ analysis,

Prof. Rao has nothing to say against analysis as a method,
but he seems to be much concerned with the misuse of analysis
in contemporary philosophy. The misuse of analytic method has
reduced “philosophy” to triviality, according to him. In this con-
text, we may mean by ‘philosophy’ either the speculation of the
traditional metaphysician or the contribution of the analytic philo-
sopher himself. If we take the first alternative, may we not hold
that to show clearly a ‘serious’ problem of traditional metaphysics
to be not serious at all, but only too obvious and trivial, is very
important and outstanding work? If, on the other hand, we take
the second alternative then, of course, a tiny contribution of the
philosophical analyst will appear to be trivial to a massive system-
builder. The present-day analyst is not a system-builder; he
believes more in microscopic reflection than in macrocosmic bluff.
And if he has infused the spirit of clear thinking and removed
much intellectual muddle by concentrating on little problems with
utmost penetration, I cannot but take his work to be very impor-
tant. Democracy cannot flourish without opposition. Specula-

tive philosophy will run amuck without the effective check imposed
by the analyst.

Can we say  priori that all problems of traditional philosophy
are genuine and none are pseudo-problems? Are even all scienti-
fic problems so? An analytic investigation of the problem itself
is necessary to decide the issue, It is -always possible that some
problems are pseudo-problems and when the analyst proves it

\
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rather dissolves the problem. Dissolving

or
to be so, he solves g for it is setting doubts at rest.

is also a kind of solvin

Present-day analysis, 2
as distinguished from genuine ana

or the. UpameA is. or otherwise, from philosophy, as, I?hilo.sophy
analysm,. geinum ine wholes’ that are not merely combination of
deals with, genuTh method of analysis, adopted by Descartes,
units (p- 214). ¥ d by Prof. Rao; but this is only

rightly maintained b i
i‘avas bz:an;:;czitesgwanted “metaphysical knowledge” through such
ecaus

ssition and ‘clarifica-
. ;s is really a method of exposi .

a'nalysls, ‘Anatly:: .:::c o dits:ad method of knowing fa.cts, like per-
txon.‘ It is nof rence. Prof. Rao himself admits th15.‘ “Analysis
cel‘oitzon ;)}fe SIH; eare o:llly steps in the process of definition which
and syn
help only inl thei: not the same thing as its solution (p. 216)”.
of ﬂ'le prob.tii%:)f;L of cxpressions be the main problem of philosophy,
g:l;i(sleﬁzne, I think, will solve the problem.

it the importance of critical philosophy

. Prof. Rao Seaen;i ;?1 :(t:gite; by apclear and analysed one and
which rep la‘cez stated to have a constructive (i.e., positive) side.
such an;fxl_'ymls 1h-losophy will analyse the concepts that we daily
Sucl? critical p. Lf o and science and thus determine their precise
use in comn;nf Rao quotes from C. D. Broad (p. 216) which
meanings. ' Yo 't the programme of recent linguistic analysis,
gives nothxng‘ bu - 217 “Is the philosopher’s primary concern
Yfzt he says 131 tﬁ’:ﬁ meanings or with things and their properties?
with words an then God help philosophy!” This makes critical
1f .the former, ndary; but I do not know what will then be the
ghsltl:;s;?:: bszf\:reen a’ metaphysics of things and properties and a

1

science or a superscience.

according to Prof. Rao, is ‘nonsensical’
lysis as found in Socrates, Plato
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Paradoxically enough he seems to reject all -

larification of the problem; and the clarification
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