


-
L
e 04

" PHILOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY

e : <. - ———

4> Vol. XXXIII, No. 1] - [April, 1960

I"‘p‘r’
AN ORGAN
i, OF _ -
; .
THE INDIAN INSTI’{';UTE OF PHILOSQPHYH,.-"’ .
A' ‘\\**w o ‘..,._J.
" THE INDIAN PHILOSOPHICAL CONGRESS
Managing Editor : ‘ 1}55'
Pror. G. R. MALKANI
Editorial Board :
Pror. N. A. NIKAM
Pror. P. J. CHAUDHURY
. ‘
Yearly Subscription Rs. 6 P

For Congress Members Rs. 5 .

O

- Foreign 10 Shillings or $2-50. Single copy Re. 1-50 or 3 Shillings

A

A e




CONTENTS
Modern Psychology and Hindu Thought by Kalidas Bhat-
tacharyya

Rehabilitation of the Subject and the Subjective by P. T.
Raju

A Defence of Idealism by G. R. Malkani

Philosophy and Science as Integral Parts of Wisdom by
Richard V. De Smet

The Role of Sense-data in Perception by N. Mishra

Linguistic Analysis—A Bankrupt Philosophy by Shri Ani-
rudha Jha .

Causation and Similarity by Mihirbikash Chakravarty
Book Review

Books Received ‘.

. 13

23

31
41

49

59
65
70

THE :
PHILOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY

Vol. XXXIII, No. 1] [April, 1960

Modern Psychology and Hindu Theught
by

Karmas BHATTACHARYYA
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I

1t is onlv when a science is sufficiently advanced that it turns
back upon its concents and analvses them. Decidedly, modern
psvchology is not so advanced. it has vet to explore many facts,
postulate newer hypotheses and build theories. As yet in a for-
mative stage it has little time, and lesser interest, to probe its
fundamental concepts.

Classical Indian psychology, on the other hand, is mainly
confined to such probing. It examines the nature and function of
consciousness in general, asks whether there is a soul over and
above mental states, how exactly the soul, if there is anv, stands
to different mental states, whether there is anything called “un-
consciousness” and, if there is any. how it influences the conscious
life, what are the general types of knowledge, feeling and will and
how in general they originate, ete., ete. Such questions are asked
in a general speculative interest and answered quite as much as
other philosophical questions, ie., not in the way on account of
which modern psychology is called scientific. In short, there is
no subtle experimentation, no close sifting of facts, no systematic
statistical study, no pragmatic testing—therapeutic or otherwise,
etc. Not that classical Indians were unaware of all these scientific
requirements. In Nydya-Vaifesika and Advaita psvchologies we
sometimes come across cleverest sifting of facts, and often there
are references to esoteric experimentation, as in Yoga; but thxs

is not the general rule, .
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This clarifies another aspect of Indian psychology. It is that,
though philosophical, Indian psychology is no philosophy of the
science of psychology, no philosophy, in other words, which presup-
poses a corresponding science the fundamental concepts of which it
takes upon itself to probe, the like of which we find, for example, in
the modern philosophy of physical sciences. Indian psychology is
philosophy from the beginning to the end. Naturally it is open to

correction at many places, particularly where there are a priori . '

excesses, by modern psychology which is thoroughly empirical.

This is a very natural weakness of Indian psychology, as indeed .

of any study in ancient India. Yet there is much to speak in
its favour. Unlike a philosophy of science which can in no way
correct the findings or theories of the corresponding science but
can only place them in a clear perspective, a philosophy which is
original in the sense of not having developed out of a science can

so correct. If a verdict of such pure philosophy clashes with that

of a science each party ought to be on its guard. The modern
attitude of too easily tondemning pure philosophy is not justified.
A scientific verdict is undoubtedly based on facts and cautious at
every step. But the fact that one is cautious and faithful to faets
is not enough. For, philosophy also proceeds on the basis of
some facts and argues out its case. Unless, therefore, one actually
demonstrates errors in a contrary philosophic verdict one has not
properly made out his case in the science of psychology. It is in
this sense that philosophy can correct science.

The second merit of classical Indian psychology is that it is
extremely thorough and systematic in its analysis of fundamental
psychological concepts. It may not be scientific in the modern
sense of the term, but its thoroughness and systematic character
is a bulwark against easy attacks.

The third merit is that it often, though mostly in an unsyste-
thatic manner, refers to psychological data many of which would
startle a modern psychologist. We find such data mostly in the
Yoga system of philosophy and often in Advaita Vedanta. The
analysis of dream, dreamless sleep, trance, ete., are examples to
the point. We do not mean that the old Indian psychologists wera
always correct in their observation. The least that we claim is
that modern psychology would do well to ponder over these,

II

dian psychology, thus, is not merely worth reading, there is
ason to- believe that it may throw unsuspected light on
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modern psychological problems and suggest corrections and
improvements. :

The method of the old Indian psychology was certainly intros-
pection from the beginning to the end, aided, as every perception
ought to be, by inference wherever necessary. But this introspection
was not always what we in modern times take it to be. There was in
Indian philosophy a thorough and systematic study of the nature
and content of introspection. Nydya-VaiSesika which is the least
mystical of all the Indian systems holds that introspection has for

_its content the fact “I know x” where x is the object of the know-
" ledge which is now being introspected into, so that every intros-

pection is the knowledge of three things at one and the same time,
viz. of a self, a knowledge and the object of this knowledge. It is
not the awareness of a mere unreflective knowledge, it reveals two

- more things, viz. the self and the object of that unreflective know-

ledge. This last-mentioned object may be revealed in introspec-

" tion in two ways. It may be revealed as only secondarily attached

to the knowledge that is revealed, where this knowledge is the
central theme and the object just adjectivally tagged on to it. But
it may also stand as itself the central theme, when the content of
introspection would be of the form “x as known by me”,

Modern psychologists either admit introspection in the first
sense only or deny introspection altogether. But scarcely has any of
them paid sufficient attention to the second form of introspection
mentioned above. Those of them who want to lay more emphasis
on the object x have generally turned toward objectivism of some
form, knownness as subordinately tagged on to x being too easily
interpreted as either a form of being physiologically responded to
or just a postulational constructed subjectivity having no claim
to reality. Not that there is no reason for such objectivism.,
Knownness is an objective property in contrast with knowledge
which is somehow understood as subjective, and naturally these

psychologists feel tempted to interpret it in a qualitatively different

manner. But this is not necessary. For, first, the very concept
“subjectivity” is shrouded in mystery, and, secondly, one must note
that even knowledge, as according to Nyaya-Vaifesika, may itself
be an object to introspection. Whether that introspection, itself a
knowledge (though of another knowledge), is not in its turn an
object to another introspection, is a different point with which we
need not be concerned now. It is enough here that if even know-
ledge, as distinct from knownness, can be objective one need not

mystify, though often in the name of clarification, this knownness,
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Nyaya-Vaisesika would hold that behaviorism and the other form
of objectivism just referred to are both of them unnecessary.

What I am aware of in introspection is either “I know x” or “x
is known by me”. In the first case the knowledge that is known
is known as related to x, and in the second case the object x is
known as related to knowledge. Indian psychologists, particularly
of the neo-Nyaya school, have studied these relations in meticulous
details, and in this study they have relied chiefly on introspection.
They have recorded the diverse ways in which a factyal complex
appears to the subject perceiving it. In this doctrine of vigsayatd
developed by the thinkers of the neo-Nyaya school we find a c?)m-
plete account of judgment—perceptual and non-perceptual—that
would equally interest a modern psychologist and a logician,

~ The other pole in introspection is the
believes that the self is revealed in every j i

a knowledge is revealed it is revealed a:y bzz:g??:nx;lﬁorEwhen
body says “I know”, and this I is felt inevitably as self-i‘dev:rii
behind all such knowledges (and feelings and wills) which o
that the I is revealed as a permanent locus of these’ Statos
. This is the general Hindu view; mental states.

' none of them i
Buidhiss and modern Wesen psychologists, understind 1t
adjectivally distributed among the mental states, This selflisa:

substance not merely behind knowledge, it i
) . ; ge, it is revealed

:;;h?d feclings and wills, for we all have a mental perii:t?::lz

e form "I am happy”, “I am willing”, ete. Indian psychologists
v‘{oulc_i, practically all of them, differ here with modern ps chg 1
gists In two more basic points. (1) They would, all of them, yodycs
the propositions “I feel”, “I will” and “I know” to “There h ons
a lf;?hng, thc?re happens a will, there happens 3 knowledge ;p?etﬁl
self” and, with but the solitary exception of the “Bhatta M~,m5m-e

8akas, would never take feeling. will; .
kind. It is only the Mgmérghsmmng and knowing as acts of any

self. N yaya-VaiSesika

thres are tndoubtedly mme as by themselvis conscious. All the
ous. The word “mental” means thet ut not all are consci-

, these ; '
ters qf the.self; or, as we shall later see, the;na;r ‘;,:f)ecml charac-
.k“"“".m which, however, is other than the s "8 to antah

elf,
.. According to the first view kno
‘ \ wledge alone i i
the sense that, though all the three are internal phem?lfﬁso:
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ledge alone is that which reveals other things, “consciousness”
meaning that which being internal so reveals things. According
to the second view, as we shall see later, consciousness is that
which is subjective proper, i.e., never an object, from which it fol-
lows that even the mental event called “knowledge” is not intrinsi-
cally conscious, but that there is a principle still further behind,
and that principle alone is consciousness. But as even that princi-
ple also reveals the mental states it too is called “knowledge”. Thus
always in Indian philosophy knowledge, understood in an appro-
priate sense, is literally equated with consciousness. This is a
point absolutely novel of Indian psychology and should be thorough- v
ly investigated not merely because it is novel but because it has
far-reaching implications for psychology. This is explained as
follows :

First, if feelings and wills are not conscious they do not reveal

. other things and have, therefore, no objects, the so-called object

of a feeling or will being nothing but the object of the cognition
that produces that feeling or will,

Secondly, introspection as knowledge of a knowledge must be
qualitatively different from the knowledge that is known. For,
if both were consciousness and if there were nothing against one
consciousness being revealed by another consciousness, this intros-
pection could again be introspected into. But this is absurd. Not
merely would this lead to the difficulty that the second introspec-
tion could equally be revealed by a third, and so on ad infinitum;
as a matter of fact, the very first introspection is self-revealing. It
follows, as we have already noted, that there are two kinds of know-
ledge, one self-revealing and the other not. The Nyaya-VaiSegika
position on this point is not always clear, but other Indian psycho-
logists have, most of them, admitted this. Add to this the problem
whether this self-revealing introspection occurs after the primary
knowledge or simultaneously with it and we are face to face with
a fundamental difference between Nyaya-Vaiegika and Advaita
Vedanta. With the former the primary knowledge may go without
being intuitively grasped, with the latter it cannot. In the latter
case, therefore, we have to admit a type of knowledge, called “sdk- -
gin”, which reveals the primary knowledge (as also a feeling and
a will). The question would now arise whether corresponding to
each mental state that occurs in my mind there is a distinct sikgin
or whether one and the same sdkgin perceives all these mental
states in me. Advaita favours the second alternative on the ground
that the knower sikgin is self-evidently felt as one and' single,
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Indeed if there were no unitary knower recollection and allied
phenomena could not be accounted for.

To Advaita, then, this siksin knower is the self. This is a
notion of self fundamentally different from the Nyaya-Vaisesika
notion. To Nyaya-VaiSesika the self is not conscious in the sense
that consciousness is its own nature. Consciousness as knowledge
is, according to it, an accidental happening in it. To Advaita, on the
other hand, consciousness is the very nature of the self. Indeed it
equates self absolutely with consciousness. Other systems of
Hindu philosophy have sided with one or the other of these two
schools, and some have attempted synthesis. Sankhya and Yoga,
for example, are with Advaita in this respect; the Prabhakara
Mimarhsakas are with Nydya in that the self, according to them,
is a non-conscious locus (substance) in which knowledge or consci-
ousness happens; the Bhatta Mimarmsakas believe that the self is in
part conscious and in part non-conscious; and Raménuja holds that
‘both the self and knowledge are conscious. The analysis of self-
consciousness that these Hindu psychologists have offered will
appear to a modern thinker a grand psychological study.

11

Consequent upon this concept of self-revealing saksin there
has grown in Advaita and Yoga a stupendous tarnscendental psy-
chology which may be called a type of depth-psychology, not, of
course, in the modern sense of the term. The self as pure cons-
ciousness has been distinguished from mental states like knowledge,
feeling and will. These latter have been called vrttis, and as every
change presupposes a permanent substance that has undergone that
change the Indian psychologists under consideration have recog-
nised a substance, other than the self, of which the wvrttis are
changes. This substance is sometimes called antahkara'n.;z, some=
times citta and sometimes manas. We may use the English word
“mind” to represent it. The self and the mind are two different
substances. 'The idea’is that while the self is self-revealing, the
mind is revealed by the siksin self. In other words, while thé self
is truly subjective in the sense that it is always the knower, never
the known, the mind is an object because it is revealed as ar’x other
by the self. Mental states as changes of the mind are thus objects
not truly subjective. Needless to say, this is the view of Advait;
and Sanikhya-Yoga. The Bhatta-Mimarmsakas, as we have already
pointed out, hold a different view. While accor

ding to Advaita and
Sankhya-Yoga the self in self-consciousness is conscious of the mind
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which is other than the self, these Mimérnsakas hold that the-
knower self knows itself as an object, so that in so far as it knows
it is truly subjective, i.e., consciousness, but that in so far as it is
known it is an object, i.e. jada.

In developing this depth-psychology Advaita and Sankhya-
Yoga have gone still farther. They hold that the self as conscious-
ness can even stand by itself, i.e. apart from the mental states.
There is, in other words, autonomous pure consciousness capable of
standing all alone. This follows, according to them, not only from
the fact that in self-consciousness the siksin demands such pure
status, though as yet it is revealing a vrtti; the Advaita psycho-
logists have, through a thorough analysis of dreamless sleep, shown
that such pure consciousness actually exists. If dreamless sleep
be a fact, the Advaita analysis is startlingly novel. Inciden-
tally, though rarely in thorough details, they have analysed dream
and argued that in dream the self gets dissociated from the actual
world centring round the physical body and perceives the matura-
tions of unconscious traces stored up in the mind. (There are other
theories of dream also.) It is a pity that the laws of such matu-
ration were never discussed in philosophical treatises. This was
with them a close secret. But they unambiguously asserted that
there are such laws and have even claimed that one can through
the practice of yoga penetrate to the very laws according to which
even unconscious traces of our past life (piirvajanma) mature into
the actual experiences of this life. On this they based their science
of astrology the worth of which needs thorough examination in
this century.

Once consciousness is thus separated from mental states it fol-
lows that the apparent conscious character of these latter is due
either to a confusion between or to a fusion of the autonomous -
consciousness on the one side and the mental states on the other.

These philosophers were firmly convinced that the chief aim
of our life is to realise this pure consciousness because this is free-
dom par excellence. This, they held, could be achieved through
the culture of an attitude deeper than introspecting into mental
states. The culture in question consists in being progressively
aware of introspection itself in an intensive dimension, and the
progress in this line is attended by more and more dissociation from
the world of objects including the mind. The dissociation need not
always be withdrawal. Philosophers outside the Advaita fold hold
that it has equally a positive outward attitude to objects, but an
attitude which is free, In plain language, it is a high order of
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reflective attitude unbound by empirical bias and pre-possessions.
Such free looking toward things of the world reveals, we are told,
a whole host of deeper truths in a progressive systematic manner,
some parallel of which we find in the transcendental psychologies
of Kant, Hegel and other transcendentalists in the West. Though
ordinarily a close secret, this transcendental psychology has been
systematically developed in Patafiiala Yoga and half systematically
-in many Saiva and Sakta texts. Later in the texts of Hatayoga we
find a similar study of sensation and body-feeling, though, it
appears, with excesses at places.

v

So far with transcendental psychology. As for normal empiri.
cal psychology, we find a complete study of all relevant details in

the different systems of Indian philosophy. We give below a short -

account with emphasis on novel points.

Psychology of Sensation and Perception: Sensation 1is
direct awareness corresponding to sense-data. 'These sense-data
are not merely colours, tastes, smells, touch-qualities and sounds,
they also include substances, universals, ete., and, according to
some, negation in addition. Nydya-VaiSesika holds that sensation
is no introspectable stage, but just a presupposition to be inferred
from the complexity of the content of perceptual judgment or, bet-
ter, of judgmental perception, which is introspectable at the Towest.
Other Indian psychologists, on the other hand, hold that it is an
actually introspectable stage, and some hold, like the Hegelians,
that though it is an introspectable stage the datum here is only a
homogeneous experience out of which distinet items, relations and
the resulting complex later develop.

Hindu psychologists all believe that where a substance has
colour and moderate size it is taken in by the senses if it is in
contact with the eyes. In the case of auditary and other sensations
the corresponding substances are sensed if only they are simultane-
ously in contact with the eyes also. Hence air as a substance is
not sensed though we sense its touch-quality.

Hindu psychologists do not admit kinaesthetic sensatiox; of
weight. The weight of a thing is, according to them, only inferred
not sensed. But other kinds of kinaesthetic sensation are in a Wa}:
allowed. Motion (karma), for example, is sensed as inherent in a
substance. Some of the karmendriyas correspond to, though cer-
tainly they are not identical with, motor nerves. (The Hindu classj-

MODERN PSYCHOLOGY AND HINDU THO‘UGHT 9

fication of karmendriyas would be an interesting subject for modern
research.) If motor sensibility is allowed in modern psychology,
the old Indian thinkers may be taken as having admitted this also
in their doctrine of karmendriya. As for organic sensation, this too
is included in that doctrine. Some of these thinkers have even
allowed coanasesthesis as general undefined tactual sensation. Inte-
resting details of these sensations have also been worked out in
different systems, particularly in VaiSesika and Sankhya.

As for the mechanism involved in sensing, we often find subtle
details discussed. The general theory of the origination of visual
sensation is, however, exactly the opposite of any that is modern. It
is that the indriya concerned, i.e. the subtle power operating in the
physiological eye, in the form of subtle light, goes out and touches
the object. This may be naive from the modern point of view: the
empirical evidences adduced by Nyidya-VaiSesika may not stand

" modern scientific scrutiny. But a hypothesis of this kind explains

many of the puzzles involved in visual sensation; and be it noted
that most of the Indian thinkers admitted that light is fast-moving.
As regards other sensations, however, there is no question of this
going out, though in the Advaita system we find another general
theory, viz. that antahkarana comes out through the end-organs
and gets shaped according to the shape of the object. “Shape” is
here a most generalised concept.

The view that the substance (and equally the whole over and
above parts) is sensed dispenses with the necessity of the modern
doctrine that perception, as distinct from sensation, is presentative-
representative. (Indian psychologists would in this respect side
with the Gestalt psychologists.) That, however, it involves simulta-
neous differentiation and integration is admitted in their doctrine
of savikalpa pratyaksa. This savikalpa pratyakse is the perception
of a closely integrated complex where not merely different quali-
ties are integrated with one another, but qualities are integrated
with substance, one substance with another, a particular with a
corresponding universal, and so on. If the forms of this integra-
tion are called “thought forms”, we should say that these forms
are, in perception, fused with the sensed contents, so much so that
one should call the resulting complex “judgmental perception”
rather than “perceptual judgment”. In thought proper these
forms stand relatively free. It should be noted in this connec-
tion that according to most of the Hindu thinkers these forms of
integration are as much factual objective relations as subjective
forms. '

P.Q
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‘The phenomena called “complication” or “fusion” and “synas-
thesia” are admitted by Nyaya-VaiSesika in its doctrine of jfidna-
laksana-pratyaksa, though philosophers of other schools have stout-
" ly denied this.

As for perception of space and time, there are different opi-
nions among Indian psychologists; but few of them have proceeded
on solid introspective grounds. Here they have relied more on
inference. What they have worked out in this connection is more
philosophy than psychology. Probably Yoga is the solitary excep-
tion. '

Psychology of Memory and Thought: Memory is a favourite
subject to Indian psychologists. As already noted, they explain
retention by unconscious traces. They have not indeed studied the
aquisitive phase of memory. But about traces they. have always
to say something interesting, though mostly in a speculative inte-
rest; and Yoga has even spoken of deliberate manipulation and
control of such traces in asamprajiidta samddhi. Details, however,
are lacking, and often the whole approach is esoteric. With regard
to revival, however, we find systematic study in connection with
the consideration of illusion. Particularly in Vivarana and Viva.
ranaprameyasamgraha we find this systematic study.

The psychology of thought is extremely well developed in
Indian philosophy. There is seldom any Sanskrit synonym of
“thought”. This is because Indians never recognised any atti-
tude that is common to meaning (of words and sentences), percep-
tual judgment (better, judgmental perception) and inference (and
allied processes). ‘These, according to them, are all distinet pro-
cesses, not modes of a common process called “thought”, and as
regards the subject’s reference to objects, a process whi::h often
in modern psychology goes by the name “thought”, Indians would
all refuse to recognise it as at all a psychical phenomenon. 1t
according to them, is nothing but knowledge, and knowle;i e is’
understood as only a mental event that reveals an object Rgefer.
ence, assertion and the like are acts in name only. .
grammatical verbs representing no real acts,
Miméarhsakas who take knowing as really an act ne
an act of meaning or referring to an object. Hen
concept of intellectual manipulation of problems or even of infe
~ ence as an intellectual act, is equally banned. ’Indians would -

this point side with the Structural psychologists. "

The details they have worked out of the thou ' "
. . ght fo th
have recognised are extraordinarily thorough. Al then:;ste:s;

They are only
Even Bhatta
ver take it ag
ce the modern
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are equally interested in these. The entire theory of knowledge

that they have developed would considerably improve and correct
the modern psychology of thought.

Psychology of Feeling and Emotion: There is some analysis
of pleasure, pain and bewilderment in all systems of Indian philo-
sophy; and in Sankhya, and particularly in Yoga, in their doctrines
of sattva, rajas and tamas, the analysis is a little more thorough and
interesting. Some philosophers have added another feeling called
upeksd (conscious indifference); but many of them have also un-
critically called it cognitive (upeksdbuddhi). Rdga (attraction)
and dvesa (repulsion) for an object would go under emotion.

Rarely, however, have these philosophers distinguished diff-
erent types of pleasure and pain, viz. somatic resonance or hedo-
nic tone, pleasure and pain as full-fledged psychic states, higher
forms of pleasure, etc., etc. The only distinction they have drawn
is between bodily and mental pleasure (and pain), and that also
from the point of view of their cause; and the Vedantins have
distinguished between these, on the one hand, and absolute bliss,
on the other, which bliss they either fully or partly equate with
the pure self. ’

As for emotions and their relation to body, on the one hand,

" and pleasure-pain, idea and conation, on the other, this has been

studied as thoroughly as possible in some Vaignava systems, parti-
cularly of Bengal, and in the texts on aesthetics 'The analysis and
classification worked out there is an achievement of Indian psycho-

logy. ,

~ Psychology of Conation: Wish and will are analysed in most
of the.systems, though, except in Miménsi, we do not find all
necessary details. - Mimé&insd, however, offers a thorough analysis
of these, at places more thorough than any in modern psychology.
It has examined in all details the nature of these psychoses and
the relations they bear to the subject, his ideas, traces and emo-
tions and also to the objects willed and the objects used as means.

As for automatic actions, many of them are explained in their
doctrine of karmendriya and préna. The systematic study of these
is found in treatises on Medicine, and, to some extent, in other
systems including the Saiva. Some of the automatic activities—
those which a modern psychologist would call “instinctive”, “racial”
or “hereditary”—are all explained by their theory of karma and
janmdntara; the traces of the previous life mature into the biologi-
cal activities of this life. This theory does not deserve immediate
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. ern concept of instinct is certainly not ?sg
dlsn;lssi'fl;s T}}:aennzzoh?s theory; and though heredity and 1'801?1
trac erh e to an extent been covered by modern science there is
traces bta:;l much left over to conjecture, Pal‘a-psychological
ulrlldogm:nay again, lend some support to this old Indian the'ory.
F enh if’abnormal activities are largely and vitally determined
Further, lexes, and if this can be extended to many an activity
by comrlh n;rmal person, prima facie there is no reason why it
. event bz extended still further to accommodate biological acti-
II}:.Y n(;md in that case the complexes concerned have got to be
o 1;2& back for their origin to the previous life, This is Hormie
o hology on a grand scale, though to be thoroughly re-examined
P.sy:h'o tgvt-’entiveth century.  Analysis of habitual actions rarely
:rriterel:ted the old-day Indians. Some analysis we find in Yoga.

The problem of freedom of wi.11 was seld
philosophy. Their analysis of will was g
the modern-day Structural psychologists,
could not be denied. For, were all -acts a
previous conditions and attending circum
run by traces of the past life, there could
(final liberation). Hence free will must
somewhere. This we find in their doct
ment). Ordinary wills are all initiated by attachment in the form
of ndga or dvesa. Activities springing from detachment, accord-
ing to Indian thinkers, leave no sarskdrg behind, so that if we go
on practising such acts, in course of time when all the sarskdras
that are maturing in this life are exhausted, we shal) have no
further sashshdra accumulating in this life to matuye again, 'Thig
is mukti. Some, however, hold that such detached activity first
leads to philosophic intuition which, in turn, yields mukts,
again, hold that the so-called detached activity is really no activity
at all, but a type of cognition. Free will, thus, is an intriguing
tepic for Indian philosophy.

om discussed in Indian
enerally in the line of
Yet, obviously, freedom
bsolutely determined by
stances, and in the long
be no question of mukti
have been accommodated

rine of vairggyq (detach-

Rehabilitation of the Subject and the Subjective
by

P. T. Rasv,
University of Rajasthan, Jodhpur

i said, in a lecture, that western philo-

Pro.fe:ssor 1;]}31 'Iy;ofll:iz?rll{tlo Stal":;1 ’subject and the objec‘f, tha}t thz:;::
sophy divides teo objects in the world, and the subject thals o
fore there are jc” But a worse fate has really overtaken he sub-
appeared fr(})1mt 1lP.rofessor Suzuki meant. He meant .tha,t the j] e
ject than wha ed into an object, and that the su‘E)].ect s pec
Ject has. e tlfbmi nored. But in fact, in the writings of xgmn:r
e t'here z ri the subject is treated not merely as an :1 J:f; é
western pailosop :ed:undant, but even as the t{nreal an .
A ‘;sr instance, it is said that, in scientific observ;tlzllti,
false. \'Jvhe_n, f:ctor should be kept in the background an.d .:1 0 :
iy Sl'lb].GCth: from the result, it is implied that the subjec v:
be eliminate drndant but is even false. But it is ope.n t? ques 10151
B ere l‘lntist succeeds in not using his sub]ectlve. sen:lt:
whethe}' e scl; rving phenomena either directly or with ;
and mind ctrun erl:tlsg The question therefore should be raise
help of his ms;l"::? is sx.xch a culprit as some of the modern wes.t?m
whether the S u) hy represent it to be. The import?nce of ra1smgf
trends of p hilosop bi gauged from the fact that this tendenc'y o
e e }c1m;1 created a crisis particularly in ethics. Ffthxcg is
modern thou'gthtth:S‘subject. But if, as the scientific attitude 1mphF;;
concern_ed vfuf Ise, then we have to say that ethics is concerned wit
the su.bJect N ad i; a waste of labour. Then what importance can we
what is false anies like that ethics and politics aim at 'the fulles:
attach to theo; ersonality? Do we mean that they ann. only ﬂ:
development 0 1p ment of the so-called object man, t.hat %s, at the
the fullest dove opt of the physical particles and biological cells
fullest developmen an’s physical body? It is not satisfactory even
Which il?;n:ﬁtt}l::seentlwo disciplines aim only at the proper develop-
to say tha
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ment of the structural patterns of the material and biological
constituents of man’s body. Ethics treats the subject as an agent
responsible for his actions, not merely as a robot which does what
it is made for doing. Even the scientist is responsible for the results
he obtains both during and after his observations. And agency and
responsibility cannot be attributed to a mere structural pattern.
The question about the status of the subject, therefore, is of both
epistemological and ethical importance. This paper will be con-
cerned mainly with the epistemological aspect of the problem.

It is S. Alexander who declares that in his philosophy the
subject enjoys no privileged position, and that it is an object among
objects. But experience contradicts what he maintains. No one
perceives the subject of his experience as an object among objects,
I cannot perceive the subject of my cognitions; I cannot even make
it an object of my mind, just as I can make my ideas, emotions,
pains and pleasures its objects. The subject adds nothing to the
weight of the material world and does not enter the constitution
of the objects. The emergent evolutionists treat the subject as a
new quality that emerges when a conglomeration of material and
biological particles enter a particular structural pattern. But the
subject must not be placed under the category of quality. A quality
is a passive something that depends entirely on its base, whatever
it is. But the subject, although it depends, up to a degree, on its
body which is its base, nevertheless acts on its own base; the sub-
ject is an agent. It will perhaps be called an active quality in
order to distinguish it from passive qualities like color, But a
quality, as we understand the term, depends upon its particular
base; if the base changes, the quality changes, and the continuity
of the identity of the quality is destroyed. But although the physi-
cal body and the experiences of the subject change, the subject
feels its continuity and identity. It may be said that the experience
of continuity and identity is due to the continuity and identity of
the pattern of the physical body, that though the content of the
pattern changes the pattern does not change, and that when
it too changes, there is no continuity of the subject. But
there is here a peculiarity: the subject knows its own
physical body as an object, but no subject can be its
own object. Furthermore, the subject is non-spatial, whereas
the object is spatial. It is true that one says: “I am six
feet tall;” but his consciousness is not six feet tall. The conscious-
ness of the six feet tall body belongs to the subject of the ex-
perience of that body. If we accept that the consciousness also is
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six feet tall, then there must be no objection to saying that my

"idea of the mountain is as big as the mountain. And if it is as big
‘as the mountain, a fortiori it is not limited to the comparatively

small physical body to which it is said to belong. Moreover, the
physical body cannot be the subject of this consciousness. It.is
contrary to the nature of experience to say that the physical body
is conscious of itself. The object of this consciousness cannot be its
subject also. When I make my physical body the object of my
consciousness, I do not identify myself with my physical body. In
the experience of any object, the subject of that experience cannot

.be the object also of the same experience and vice versa. In
.epistemology, therefore, although the subject need not be given a

privileged status, it must still be given the peculiar status of its

‘own. To be sure, it does not add to the weight of the objects in

the world. But it is not an object among objects. It is that which

‘knows the objects, and can know them as they are. And what is

more important, although it is not an object among objects, it can

initiate activity in them and transform them.

. One may say at this juncture that there is an ambiguity in

the meaning of the word object. “Object” may mean whatever is

cognized, the object of a cognition. Not only material objects but
also feelings, emotions, mental images are all objects of cognitions.
Samuel Alexander may not mean that the subject is a physical
object, when he said that the subject is only an object among
objects. But in our experience the subject is never an object of
cognition even as a mental image is. The word object may be said
to mean also anything we think about,—any entity, physical, mental,
or spiritual. Certainly, we are at present thinking about the sub-
ject. But we have also to recognize its peculiar nature. When I
am thinking about the subject, the subject of my thinking is still

at the back of my thinking, not in its front. And unlike other

objects, both physical and mental, it is always present in my ex-
perience and is always the subject of experience, thought or percep-
tion. Next, “object” may be said to mean the real, the true, the
actual, the existent. In that sense, the subject may be said to be
one among objects. But if its peculiar nature and status among
the “objects” of the world are to be recognized, we have to realize
that to say that the subject is a real among reals is different from
saying that it is an object among objects. The latter expression
deprives the subject of its peculiarity. Even the ability to say that
the subject is an object among objects confers on the subject saying

it a distinctive role not conferred on the objects, '
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II

/

Now that we have raised the question about the meaning of
the subject and the object, we may discuss it further. The word
object is derived from “ob--jacere”, meaning “to throw before”, to
oppose. The word subject is derived from “sub--jacere”, meaning
“to throw under”. The object is that which stands against (the sub-
ject), which opposes. The meaning is more closely associated with
objection than with the epistemological meaning. The German word
gegenstand (to stand against) expresses the original meaning
clearly. The Sanskrit word for object is visaya. Its etymological
meaning is “that which strongly binds” (visegena sinoti iti vigayah).
It is that which binds down the consciousness of the subject; it is
that which makes consciousness definite, determinate, ties it down
to a particular. The English word subject, in its root meaning, is
made subservient to the object. The object is what is “thrown
before”, but the subject is what is “thrown undet”, and so “under
the object.” One suspects that this etymological meaning of the
word subject has something to do, in western thought, with the
primary importance given to the object and the gradual ignoring
of the importance of the subject, although in western ethics and
technology the subject places itself only temporarily “under” the
object in order to know its nature and laws and then to act on it
and control it.

Even in the epistemological doctrines of Indian philosophy, the
consciousness of the subject is generally made dependent on the
object. In the Advaita of Sankara, in which the subject and its
consciousness are of primary importance, the epistemological ob-
ject is that which “offers its form to the consciousness” (of the
subject). The Mimamsakas understand the subject as the limit,
limiter (miydmaka) of consciousness. On the whole, for most of
the Indian schools consciousness is dependent on the object for
knowing it. Yet the word wvisaya, in its root meaning, has an
ethical and spiritual connotation, namely, that which is responsible
for the ethical and spiritual bondage of the individual, and which
is a hindrance to his freedom. We may therefore say that Indian
epistemology originated in an ethico-spiritual context. But western
thought, though it started by subjecting the subject to the object
aims ultimately at subjecting the object to the subject. It is fo;

controlling and utilizing the object that the subject subjects itself
to the object.?

1. Christian other-worldliness and some extreme forms of
exceptions. We are here considering the root meanings,

idealism are
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The Sanskrit word for “subject” is visayin, which means that

- which has an, object (vigaya). The word has no connotation of

being subjected (to the object). For the Advaita in particular,
consciousness is originally free and is not subjected to, or limited
by, any object. The limitation is temporary and accidental. The
idea of “binding” or “being bound” by the object is there. But
it is an accidental feature and does not constitute the essential
nature of the subject. In the ethico-spiritual context, however, the
idea of “being bound” is important; for the ultimate aim of know-
ledge is freedom from bondage to the object. But in the epistemo-
logical context, the visayin (subject), whether it is consciousness
or  possessor of that consciousness—on this point there are different
views—is the determiner, pointer (nirdupaka according to the
Nyéya) of the object or the remover of the cover of unknownness
(@varananivartaka according to the Advaita) from the object. In
the ethical situation, however, the agent is bound by the object and
becomes attached to it. But he has the power also to free himself
from that attachment. This freedom of the subject as the agent of
cognition and as the appropriator of the experience obtains special
recognition in Indian thought.
465

Thus although dependence of the subject on the object is ac-
cepted by Indian epistemology, this dependence does not constitute
an essential element of the nature of the subject and is not part
of the root meaning. But in modern western philosophies which
claim to be scientific, this dependence forms a part of the essential
nature of the subject. And because of this dependence (paratan-
tratd without svatantratd), the subject becomes unimportant. It
may be admitted that in the scientific study of objective nature the
subject must not be allowed to influence the results. But this
demand of science is made a universal demand of philosophy, and
in every branch of philosophy the subject’s importance is ignored.
Even in ethics, in which the centre of interest is the subject and
its activity and freedom, the subject is losing its proper place. That
is why some interpreters of western culture say that it is object-
centred, and that correspondingly Indian culture is subject- cen-
tred. But in Indian thought, although the reality and freedom of
the subject are accepted and emphasized, in epistemology the
dependence of the subject on the object is recognized. Certainly,
the ethical teaching that the subject should cut itself off from the
object, in some of the interpretations and applications of Indian
thought, did become very much subject-centred. '

P.Q 3

~
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We have already raised the doubt whether the scientist,
though demanding that the subjective factor should not be allowed
to intrude into objective observation, has succeeded in not using
his mind and senses, which are subjective, in those observations.
Certainly, no scientist will say that he has not used his mind and
senses. If scientists had not worked with their mind and senses,
there would have been no science at all. This may sound a truism.
But in this truism is hidden an important feature of the contribu-
tion of the subject to the determination of true objectivity. Mind
and senses are subjective; as such they should not be used by the
scientists, if they are to stick to their principle that all subjective
factors should be kept aside. As they cannot stick to the princi-
ple, it will have to be said that the scientists do not mean that
all subjective factors should be checked out, but only some. This
interpretation means that some subjective factors are necessary.
If so, then the subject cannot be completely excluded from scienti-
fic observation in determining the nature of the object. What have
to be excluded are the subject’s personal likes and dislikes, emo-
tions ete. The subject indeed does not enter the object and become
part and parcel of it. Yet its presence is necessary in determining
the nature of the object.

If the presence of the subject is necessary for determining the
nature of the object, and yet if a part of it has to be cut off in
order to obtain the true nature of the object, are we then to say
that part of the subject has to be retained and part to be discarded?
Can the subject be divided into parts, as we can divide an object
into parts? When the scientist attains truth in his observations
he says: “I have got the truth.” And when he obtained a falsej
result earlier, he had said, “I have committed an error.” The “1”
that starts the process, makes false judgments in the beginniné,
and later obtains the correct result. It is the same “I”. The’
same “I” went through the whole process, and cannot be divided
It is unitary, self-identical and continuous. Division of the I-cons:
ciousness into parts is contrary to experience. Otherwise, the “I”
that started the process would have been different from the “I
that committed the mistakes; and both again would have been
different from the “I” that obtained the correct result. If the
three are really different from one another, there can be 1.10 learn-
ing from experience, and no recognition of mistakes,

BN
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What then is the solution of the problem? The subject that

- commits the mistakes has to be the same as the one that obtains

the true result. We now return to the scientist. We say that,
when subjective factors intrude into our observations, the result
will be falsified. One answer suggested to meet the difficulty is
that part of the subject is necessary and part has to be discarded.
But then we find it difficult to divide the subject into parts. The
solution therefore lies in the recognition that the subject which com-
mits mistakes can transform itself into the one that does not com-
mit them and vice-versa. This is a recognition of a peculiar na-
ture of the subject. Often it has been said by philosophers like
Descartes that we should weed out emotions, feelings and other
disturbing factors from our mind if we are to have true cognition
of objects. These philosophers mean that the subject can then
become pure and its consciousness can present objects as they
are. The test of the pure subject then is its ability to present
objects in their truth.

We speak of the pure and impure subject, just as we speak
of the true and false object. We do not speak of the true and false
subject. The pure subject is the correlate of the true object and
the impure subject is the correlate of the false object. Here we
should note that the correlate of a false object is not a false sub-
ject. There is here a peculiar difference between the subject and
the object. There is no objective relation between a false object
and a true object. In the classical example of the illusion of the
snake, in which a rope is perceived as a snake, there is no objec-
tive continuity, causal or any other, between the rope and the
snake. If we can conceive at all of a relation between the two,
it can be conceived only via the perceiving subject. There is a
relation, independently of the subject, between any two true ob-
jects existing in space and time. But there can be no such
relation between the rope and the snake. When, after the
illusion, we perceive the rope as a rope, we do not think that
the rope first transformed itself into the snake, and that the snake
next transformed itself into the rope2 There is no objective
continuity between the true and the false, as there is between a
piece of solid wax and liquid wax. But our experience is different
in the case of the subject. There is a conscious continuity between

2. Only the Siikhya holds this view. It is not accepted by the Nyaya
or the Advaita,
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the subject which sees the false object and the subject which sees

the true one. The very subject which saw the snake says: “I *

saw the snake, but it is a rope, and was a rope even then.” It is
meaningful, therefore, to say that the mind of the subject did not
work properly when the snake was seen, but it worked properly
when the rope was seen. That is, we can speak meaningfully of
the transformation of the subject from the impure to the pure3
But this transformation does not break the continuity of the sub-
ject. It is the same. That is why we have to say that the subject
corresponding to the false object is impure, but not false. To be
called false, it has to be another subject, not the same.

Now, we may ask: What is this pure subject? It has often
been maintained that there is no subject without an object, and
no object without a subject. The two are correlates. If they are
correlates, then the pure subject must be the correlate of the true
object. Any true object is the same for all percipients; it is their
common object. If the object in front of me is really a pen, then
it is a pen for all. Logicians like Bosanquet say that it is universal,
meaning thereby that the judgment, “It is a pen”, is true for
every-one. Similarly, the subject that corresponds to a true object
must be similar in all men; that is, it also must be universal in a
similar sense. The consciousness that presents the same object to
all the percipients must be alike in all. Such a consciousness
divests itself of all the features of particularity. If these features
remain as factors in the consciousness of any-one, then the object
is cognized by him differently from what it is cognized by others
When the scientific observer is asked to weed out emotions etc.
from his mind, he is asked to divest himself of all features of paru:
cularity. That is, the demand is made that the subject should rajse
itself to the level of universality. It is the subject which any parti-
cular subject ought to become in order to know the object I:n its
truth. The particular subject is asked to become the universal sub-
ject. The demand, then, that the subjective factors shouldsu t
intrude into our observations will mean that the particular n}:
ject should universalize itself, should undergo the transf tion
from particularity to universalit o ation

y. Any observer who cannot
go the transformation will be unfit to be a scientific observe;m e

'8, Similarly, the dream subject is continuous
conaciousness, but the dream objects are not co
waking consciousness,

with the subject of waking
ntinuous Wim the Objects of
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Now, if the universal belongs to reason, and if consciousness at

the level of the pure subject is universal, then that consciousness

is reason. And if such consciousness exists, then reason exists.

Reason is not merely the method of ratiocination; it is the subject

itself that has transformed itself into the pure state, that has
universalized itself and has risen above its prior particularity.

One may doubt whether the subject really becomes universal
in the act of purifying itself and whether it is able to shed off all
features of particularity in the act of cognizing the object. If this
doubt is to be fully cleared, a deeper and wider study of the
subject and its consciousness is necessary. We are at present con-
cerned only with the cognitive situation, in which the subject’s
activity is confined to knowing the objects. Our analysis has
revealed that even in this situation the subject is able to rise to
a pure state above its particularity, above its feelings, emotions,
likes and dislikes, and that it has the peculiar ability to identify
itself with its lower or higher states. We may therefore conclude
that the subject has the peculiar nature of identifying’ itself with
different forms which can really be made objects of its own
consciousness, and that it can free itself, if it likes, from this
identification. It can raise itself to the level of pure rationality or
universality or it can lower itself to irrationality or particularity.

v

To say, therefore, that the subjective factors should be exclud«
ed completely from the objective study of phenomena is an over-
statement. The subject as reason, as universalized consciousngss,
cannot be so excluded; as universal, it is absolutely necessary and
is an indispensable factor in all objective studies. A fortiori we
have to admit that all that is subjective is not false, We know
that the objects of illusion and hallucination are false. Instead of
saying that they are false, we often say that they are subjective,
mental, imaginary etc. But these adjectives are misleading, and
their use has resulted in treating everything that is subjective as
unimportant and false. And this practice has led to the ignoring

4. Cp. the Greek doctrine of the Logos and the Sénkhya do of
Mahat. ctrine

5. One may be tempted to relate this power of identification with the
concept of identification used in peycho-analysis. The study may lead to
Interesting results, but is beyond the scope of the present paper, In psycho
pathology there can be the false subject, not merely the impure,
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of the value of the subject. But without the subject, who will
determine the truth of cognitions? One has therefore to distinguish
between the subject and the subjective as true and the subject and
the subjective as false. As has already been mentioned, so far as
epistemology is concerned, the subjective may be called false some-
times, but the subject is never false but may be impure. Just as
we draw a distinction between the true and the false object, we
have to draw a distinction between the pure and the impure sub-
ject or between the subject in its universality and the subject in
its particularity, and take into consideration the pure subject and
subjectivity more seriously than we have tended to do under the
influence of some contemporary trends of western philosophy.

A Defence of Idealism
by
G. R. MaLkant

There are many different forms of Idealism. Different people
understand differently as to what constitutes Idealism. One thing
however is common to all forms of Idealism,—and that is the neces-
sary relatedness of matter or physical reality to the principle of
intelligence or the mind or the Spirit. Matter is not a reality in
itself, and it cannot be said to exist independently of all relation
to the mind. If therefore we can show that matter can so exist,
Idealism in all its forms would be refuted.

In the history of philosophy, the relatedness of matter to the
Spirit has taken many different forms. According to Berkeley, to
be is to be perceived. According to Hegel, to be is to be posited
as object by thought. According to Plato, to be is to be a rational
essence or an idea. All these different views have one thing in
common. Matter by itself is no kind of reality, and it cannot be
said to exist as such. It can only exist in relation to the mind or
as something mental. In the end, mind or Spirit alone is real.
Matter can at best possess a lower kind of reality. It has what
may be called phenomenal existence or apparent existence or
illusory existence.

It thus becomes necesary for non-Idealistic philosophers to
prove that matter can exist without any necesary relation to the
mind. The only way they can do this is by rejecting the Idealistic
analysis of the knowledge-situation. After all we know the fact
of matter only in perception. It is the only primary form of know-
ledge appropriate to matter. If we have no perceptual knowledge
of matter, we have no proof that matter exists, and we can raise
no kind of problem about the reality or otherwise of matter. The
argument from perception then is the most important argument
for a realistic view of physical nature. The very fact of percep-
tion, which is a species of knowledge, proves that matter really
exists. What other proof can we possibly demand of the reality
of a thing except that it is perceived or known? It is part of the .
meaning of knowledge that it has a necessarv reference to reality,
and further that it reveals that reality for what it is. This reality
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cannot possibly depend for its being upon the knowledge of it, for
such dependence would reduce it to a mere subjective idea or
appearance; and an idea or an appearance is subjectively consti-
tuted, not literally known.

The common-sense philosopher relies upon a certain analysis
of perception in order to prove that it is a veridical form of know-
ledge and that therefore what it reveals or makes known to us
is a reality that exists independently of all knowledge, and so of
the mind as such. If this analysis of perception is accepted, we
have epistemological Realism, and all forms of Idealism are there-
by refuted. For, if the battle of perception is lost, what can the
Idealist take his stand upon in order to prove the necessary rela-
tedness of matter to mind? Can he take his stand upon thought?
But thought evidently is only a factor in perception. Nobody ever
proved the existence of matter through thought alone. Thought
is not a form of intuition and therefore of knowledge. It mediates
what may be said to be sensibly intuited. If we set up thought
as an independent instrument of knowledge, as Plato did and as
Hegel did after him, we have practically no problem about the
reality of matter at all. It is as good as nothing. The Idealistic
conclusion is taken for granted, and no attempt is made to prove
its truth through an analysis of our experience. Thought, pure
thought, is not a species of knowledge, and it cannot therefore
account for the very appearance of matter as something existent.

We do not face the issue of our knowledge of the physical world,
we just side-track it.

The real issue is perception, which is a species of knowledge.
It is here therefore that the Idealist must join issue with the
Realist. Is perception a valid form of knowledge? That we go
from perception to posit the existence of the thing perceived may
be admitted. It is common ground for both the disputants. But
is going over from perception to the reality of the thing per-
ceived a correct or rational step? There are many considerations
which give us pause and throw doubt upon its rationality. It is
thg most unreflective thing to say that it is part of the very mean-
ing of perception that what is perceived is necessarily true and
real. After all there is such a thing as erroneous perception. But
if error is possible in perception, it means that perception is not
a direct or immediate way of knowledge as an intuitive knowledge
of reality ought to be, but that it is a conditioned or a mediated
form of knowledge. Once this is admitted, perceptual knowledge
remains on one side as an activity of the subject, and reality
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remains on the other as independent of the subject. How is the
gulf to be bridged? Nothing that we can do can take us out of
our subjectivity. Only a new form of knowledge which is more
direct and more immediate can achieve the miracle. Indeed, all
knowledge must be on the part of the subject. But there is know-
ledge and knowledge. Knowledge which is mediated separates us
from reality. All judgmental knowledge does that. We cannot
jump from such knowledge to reality and make any correct decla-
rations about the latter. Only a form of knowledge which is non-
judgmental, which is literally free from doubt and error, and which
is therefore self-evidently true, can reveal reality for what it is.
Perception under the best of conditions is still open to doubt and
error to a greater or less extent. It cannot possibly give us the
literal truth. It is over-loaded with subjective elements.

The fact of perceptual error then is the principal argument of
the Idealist; and there is no possible reply to his eriticism. All
mediation is distortion. Truth must be seen directly, immediately,
face to face. This is never possible in perception which is there-
fore suspect. It is certainly not a true form of knowledge. It is
more akin to erroneous knowledge. In erroneous knowledge we
perceive something which appears to be objectively real, but which
is only an illusory appearance of reality. This appearance is midway
between reality and our knowledge. It is constituted by know-
ledge, but appears in reality or as identified with reality. It is a
creation of the subject, but a creation that is grounded in reality.

The ground is the truth, but what is grounded is other than the
truth.

Our perceptual knowledge is similar. It is a mixture of truth
and error. It is neither pure truth, nor pure error. This is the
only true and ultimate form of epistemological Idealism. Every
other form is one-sided, exaggerated and untenable. Matter can-
not be reduced, without residue, to perceptions of the tmind, or
ideas, or rational essences, or thought, etc. 1t is, in the end, a
subjective formulation which is superimposed upon reality and
passes for this reality. This form of Idealism therefore necessarily
gives rise to the problem of metaphysical truth or the problem

about the nature of that reality which underlies sensible appear-
ances.

Once we accept the thesis that matter is necessarily related
to a percipient mind and that it is what it is only as perceived, a
question naturally arises. If matter cannot exist in itself, do per~

Po
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ceptions exist in themselves? Do ideas, or thought in general, so
‘exist? Berkeley reduced matter to primary and secondary ideas.
But what about those ideas? His instinct was true when he said
that the ideas cannot exist of themselves or in a vacuum, but only
in a mind. If the ideas which constitute the entire big world can-
not he contained in a finite human mind, they must be contained
in a divine mind. Mind thus is more real than the ideas and
constitutes their real ground. He of course did not ask the ques-
_tion, what is mind and what constitutes its reality? The divine
mind was taken for granted, and certain awkward questions were
not even raised. For instance, how can the human mind know
~what is contained in the divine mind? Does God perpetually think
the ideas which constitute the world? Ideas evidently require to
be thought. Mind or spirit is in this sense more real than ideas.

- Plato and Hegel had a similar question when they reduced all

yreality to the ideas of reason. Unfortunately, reason was for them
the highest part of the soul, and there was nothing more real or
more ultimate than reason. They did not realize the necessity of
a spirit which could think the ideas of reason. The ideas of reason
. were therefore, for them, the last word in Spirit. For Plato, it was
the realm of pure ideas which constituted the ultimate reality.
For Hegel, it was the Absolute Idea which had this honour. There
was nothing beyond the ideas to which the ideas may be said to
belong or to which they may-be said to be related. But any idea
whatsoever needs to be thought. It is a function of the spirit.
_An idea, however rational, cannot exist as a self-subsistent reality.
It can only subsist in a mind or a spirit; because a mind or a
spirit alone can think an idea.

It will perhaps be argued against this that the mind is not an
entity. It is only a name for psychical activity; and all psychical
activity occurs in time. What occurs in time is phenomenal, and
it can only be known through the ideas of reason. These ideas
therefore are more fundamental and ultimate than any psychical
-activity. This argument appears to us to be quite erroneous. What
are ideas without the psychical activity of thinking them? Ideas
are mere instruments for the cognitive activity of a self. Think-
ing of ideas is therefore more ultimate than the ideas taken by
themselves. Taken by themselves, the ideas are mere abstractions.
_They have no kind of reality whatsoever. We naturally ask, whose
idea? In this question, we presuppose that there is a thinker of
the idea. Without the thinker, the idea cannot emerge. It can
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have no kind of reality. We designate the thinker by the specious

_ term of “a mind”. Mind in this sense is a more concrete reality

than an idea, which is necessarily contained in it. We cannot
substitute the “idea” for the mind or the thinker that thinks it.

The Idealism of Western philosophers is based upon percep-"
tion or thought. These are certain activities of the mind. Mind
is in this sense the reality of matter. But what is mind? Can we
not go beyond the mind? Is it the ultimate spirit? We think that
the mind is nothing but what are said to be its activities or its
states. These are known to us objectively. But what is that intel-
ligence to which they are objects? It may be that there is no
hxgher or non-mental intelligence to which they are objects. It

may be that the mind knows its own acts and states. The later
thought knows what goes before it. But how is this possible? We
think that the mind cannot be treated as a kind of internal sense.
It is quite evident that the earlier cannot be just given to the later.
How can the later know the earlier directly? How can there be
perception of what is mental? Even if we suppose that there is -
this perception of the earlier by the later, such a procedure would
result in a regressus ad infinitum. Each act of the mind would
demand to be known by the act that is subsequent to it; so that
in order to know one act, we should have to undertake an infinite
series of acts. If, for convenience, we do not carry the series very
far, the last act would not be known at all. We could not then
speak of it as the last act, much less recover it or remémber it
at will, In fact, if the last is not known, theré is no ‘last’. How
can the previous series be established? Either then we know no

mental act, or in knowmg one mental act we reqmre an inﬁmte
series of acts :

&
'

The Idealism that stops with the mmd and 1ts acts is unreﬂec-
tive, and it contradicts itself. After reducing matter in terms of a
cognitive act of the mind, we have the same question about the lat-
ter. If the cognitive act can exist without being known, why cannot
matter exist without being known? After all, the cognitive act
itself is some kind of object to be known. If it is not known,
where is the evidence that it is there? But if it is known, an
infinite series of acts is demanded in order to know one act, so
that we can know nothing else and nothing outside. Idealism must
go beyond the mind. It must accept an intelligence that is immu-
table, that is pure, and that reveals mental objects without any
act. We contend that there is this intelligence called sdlesin’ which
reveals itself in all the mental acts, and reveals the acts themm
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selves, but itself remains all the while actionless and immovable,
It is the ultimate Spirit.

True Idealism is not the Idealism of the mind as the ultimate
reality or as the pivot of all being, but the Idealism of the Spirit
which is beyond the mind. The knowing subject (pramaiti) is
not a simple enfity. It is the cognitive function of the mind in the
relation of false identity with pure intelligence, which is the true
Spirit. The whole objective world outside, known by the subject,
is related similarly to the Spirit through the subject. The world
is thus necessarily related to the subject, and the subject neces«
sarily related to the Self or pure intelligence. The Self is not
necessarily related to anything at all. It is essentially unrelated.
The only relation it has is the relation of false identity, which is
not a real relation at all; and it has this relation directly and
primarily with the mind (antahkarana) and its functions. The Self
is thus the ultimate ground of both mind and matter; for mind
and matter are necessarily related to it, and are real only in this
relation. The Self, on the other hand, is not necessarily, or even

really, related to anything whatever. It is thus the Absolute
Reality.

The Idealism of the Absolute Spirit thus entails that the whole
empirical existence of mind and matter, subject and object, is only
an illusory appearance of the ultimate truth. Mind and matter
have no existence in themselves. They appear to exist only in
relation to the true Spirit or the Self. If Idealism can make any
sense, it must lead us from the external world to the perception
of that world; and from the perception of the world, or mind in
general, it must lead us on to the spiritual ground of the mind itself.
This spiritual ground is the Self beyond which we cannot go. It
is the Absolute Spirit. All true Idealism, which seeks to go beyond
the appearance of things to their ultimate ground and reality must
end here; for the urge for truth is here fulfilled. Short of this

absolute goal, Idealism appears to us to be wholly unjustified and
irrational.

This Vedantic form of Idealism is to be distinguished from
another kind of Absolute Idealism common in the West. Hegel
and his followers have argued that the ultimate reality is spiritual
and it is to be conceived as the unity of the subject and the ’

. . L. Objecto
The object cannot exist in itself, nor can the pure subject. What
is real is the concrete unity of the subject and the object. For

Hegel it is the Absolute Idea become object to itself. For others,

L ]
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it is an all-inclusive experience. The important thing is that the
Absolute must be an experience; and an experience must have
both a subject and an object, or at least a content.

We cannot agree with this view. The subject that is neces-
sarily related to the object constitutes together with the latter a
whole which is itself objective. It can be known; and being known,
it is naturally transcended. The “whole of the subject and the
object” thus gives place to an “objective whole”; and an objective
whole is a spurious whole. It can be transcended and demands to
be transcended. It demands a higher-grade subject that is sub-
ject only, never an object to be known. This is the pure subject.
All objects of all grades have a necessary reference to it, because
it alone reveals them for what they are. The pure subject has
no necessary reference to anything whatsoever. The only rela-
tion it sustains to the objects it reveals is that of false identity. In
other words, the objects achieve a semblance of reality through
their relation to this subject, but the subject itself achieves nothing
through the relation, because it is in-itself and essentially un-
related.

True Idealism then is not the Idealism based upon the unity
of the subject and the object (for this will constitute only an
object of a higher grade), but the Idealism based upon the pure
subject or the Absolute Subject. We may naturally seek to know
the Absolute Subject as such. That is quite possible and even
necessary; because it is the ultimate reality and the only thing,
by our analysis, that exists in-itself. But we can never know it
in the objective attitude. If we reduce it to an object of some
sort, it ceases to be itself. We can only succeed, if our knowledge
can transcend the dualism of the subject and the object and con-
form to the pure subjectivity of the Absolute Spirit. It is the
Truth that must make our knowledge after its own. image, not
vice-versa. In other words, we must become the Truth,—Truth
cannot come to us or reflect itself in the finite ways of our know-
ing. This is the only genuine form of Idealism. The only reality
is the Absolute Spirit, and the Absolute Spirit has the nature of
pure subjectivity. We call it dtman,



* Philosophy and Science as Integral Parts of Wisdom
by

Ricuaro V. De Smer, S.J., 2: 800
De Nobili College, Poona, 6.

. . Aristotle and-the-Medieval Schoolmen had a precise criterian
for distinguishing the various disciplines as well as the various
modes of knowledge: the difference of their formal object. Regard-
ing the same subject-matter or material object there can be diff-
erent considerations, complementary, yet neatly distinct. To know
an object as revealed or reported is obviously not the .same thing
as to know it directly through one’s senses or through the unaided
intellect. Hence, for instance, testimonial sciences, such as history
or supernatural theology, are distinct from the empirical sciences
as ‘well as from metaphysics. The distinctions which may obtain
within the subject-matter of a single science serve only to distin-
guish the diverse parts of that one science and not to diversify
that science itself. Natural theology, metaphysical cosmology or
metaphysical psychology are but parts of metavhysics, but history
or religions, empirical physics or positive psychology stand apart
from metaphysics as distinet disciplines capable of being developed
fully within the scope of their different viewpoints. '

The one term ‘philosophy’ understood broadly as ‘love for
wisdom’ used to designate those many disciplines considered as
resulting from the effort of man to assimilate the truth of the

universe. Wisdom appeared as the asymptotic ideal and goal of
this effort. - o

" Modern usage has tended to restrict the area of signification
of such terms as ‘philosophy’ and ‘science’ and, to-day, we generally
oppose philosophy, understood either as metaphysics or as the
science of the a priori, to science, understood as positive science.
But we still share in common with the Ancients the idea that,
in spite of their distinction, the diverse branches of human know-
ledge must constitute a synthetic whole, a universal mathesis,"and
that, as Descartes expressed it, their unitv must he that of a tree
of which philosophy is the root, physics the trunk, and the other
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sciences the branches that depend upon that very trunk for their
life and validity.

This conviction has led philosophers to reflect upon the rela-
tionship between philosophy and science and, more precisely,
upon the question of the foundatjon of the sciences and even of
all human knowledge. This problem is the more acute when,
with Descartes for instance, one exaggerates the distinction which
obtains between philosophy and science.

The Foundation of Science for Descartes

At the very starting-point of his enquiry Descartes isolated
the two basic notions of thought and space and, further, he imme-
diately objectified them, thus committing the fallacy of identifying
the modes of reality with the modes of the human knowing. 'This
obliged him to conceive two separate spheres of reality: the sphere
of the res.cogitans, comprising the human ego as well as God,
which was to be the proper domain of philosophy; and the sphere
of ‘extension, reducible to figures and motion quantities,—the
domain of science, which it must be possible to construct entirely
after the model of mechanics with the aid of analytical geometry.
Accordingly he developed as two separate bodies of doctrine his
metaphysical meditations and his world treatise.

Yet he had retained the guiding idea of a universal knowing
which goaded him to discover a bridge of some sort between the
two parts of his universe. He found it in the idea of foundation:
if philosophy, which springs up from the cogito, can justify the

idea of space, science which is nothing but the study of space
will find a foundation in the cogito.

How is Descartes assured of the validity of his geometrical
demonstrations? Because they are made in the evidence of the
clear and distinct idea. But how can he be assured that such
ideas correspond to the reality of the world? Because of the
divine veracity and because God is the creator of the world. In
short, his solution to the problem of the bridge is obtained through
a double transcendental reduction: transcendental reduction of
the reality of my ideas to the divine reality, and simultaneous
reduction of the reality of the world to the divine reality, 'This
double reduction assures him of the correspondence between his
ideas and the world, and assures him of it a priori. 'This consti-
tutes the philosophical strength of his position,
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Ms, b\ft also about the operations by means of which those
‘domains are given to us. We must even say that the content is
known through knowledge of those operations. Science is now

concerned with the a priori. Theory precedes practice and regulates
"its stéps. Science has become meta-science. .

In physics, for example, there are systematical developments
about the possible forms of theories and about the special type of
results that can be obtained with such or such\ forms of theory.
Eddington even ventured the idea of a sort of deduction of physical
laws from quite general considerations about the manner in which
physical facts can be given to us, and in which mathematics can
express the structure of this giving, rather than the data themselves.
Mathematics themselves have attained to theories pertaining to the
general properties of the different possible forms of theories. There-
by results of an extreme generality are obtained. This is no longer
induction, it is really deduction. The particular as particular is
discovered from general principles. S

By turning towards this new dimension of achievement, science
has now included subjectivity, at least in the sense of an operative
subjectivity. It becomes aware of the manner in which jt 'hows,
of the operations which actually originate and constitute the domagin
of each science. It is concerned with its own foundation,

 The Leading Idea of Philosophy

it would then appear that the Procrustean manner f
the patient to the bed rather than the bed to the paﬁeﬁ: vxﬁtit:it.;‘;

to some extent even Husserl’s imposing endeavour, and shoul
turn away from all ill-fitting theories and consider an‘cwvtvh: d':t\ug

- We could perhaps say then that the intenti phﬂo;'
sophy is that of a radical knowing, a knom' wtlf;;:o:o:: as far
s it is possible to go. But in knowledge it is possible to go in
two opposite directions: either in the direction of the greatest
génerality,orinthedirecﬁmoftbemtestninmnty In the
first direction our knowing will be radical i it sacveeds .

at one glance the whole of what is knowable, and in se'\ this
totality as such. In the second direetion radical knowins Loeal]
succeed in discovering the most minute particiﬂariﬁesg of the
existent, the secret intimacy of the individual, the radieal difference’
which sets it apart from all the rest, '

mw- o .

PHILOSOPHY AND SCIENCE = &7
Appavently it is impossible to go ,équally far in those two

bdjrectionb at the same time: how can one attain through the same
‘movement to the highest generalization as well as to the. most

coricrete particularization? And yet the proper ambition of philo-
sophy is to find a point of view which can serve at the same time
to view the totality as totality and. the singularity as singularity.
It succeeds in that, at least to a certain extent, by appealing to the -
idea of foundation. ‘ ‘ :

What is a fbundation? It is an absolute beginning, an absolu
arche. Philosopby is the science of the absolute arche. According

‘$o-in expression of J. Ladriere,!—to whose thought this paper owes

most of its content—philosophy is absolute “archeology.” The arche
which it reaches must, of course, be the real beginning, from which
the real genesis of things actually arises. And this genesis 1s a
genesis of concreteness as well as of totality, because totality is
made of concrete being. It is then in the absolute arche alone that
all things can be known in their extreme singularity as well as in

‘the commonness of their totality. In the words of the Upanigad,

the absolute arche is that “after which everything else is known.”
That this arche has been variously conceived need not detain

‘us here. It will suffice to recall Plato’s ¢ priori realm of ideas,

Aristotle’s unmoved Mover, Plotinus’s transcendent One, Hegel's
absolute Mind, Hubsserls transcendental Ego, the Vedantins’
Brahman, and the Christian philosophers’ pure Act. Thus the result
of philosophical endeavour may vary, but what constitutes it as
philosophical endeavour is the fact that one undertakes to return
towards the absolute foundation and to contemplate the avéhe of

The Leading Ides of Science

i Po‘lﬁv*e“scien-ce’ on the coﬁﬂai’y, always aims at a domain that

is particular: it is science of nature, or of life, or of society, and
so on. And in each domain it reaches only generalities. It departs,
indeed, from totality and from singularity, in order to establish
itself in the intermediate zone of abstract generality.

Yet, is it not true that generality is a parasitic thought-product,
which feeds on both totality and singular concreteness? Science is

1.

(Maynooth, Ireland), Vol. VI (1858), pp. 1-23.
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" . “'There is then a common inspiration,
of sclence and philosophy: they both toil
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-sustained by the idea of a unity of knowing: virtually at leadt it is
a systematic knowing of the universe. And, on'the other hand,
through its general propositions, it aims at the concrete. General
-propositions have no substance apart from their possible applica-
tions, ‘and the variables in them represent. the role of individuals
.as individuals. We must also add that science aims at this con-

' creteness in the very measure in which it aims at the totality. Its

fundamental proposition is that there is a “given” world, a unity

of concrete existents, and it is this unity that inspires its proper
‘operations. It cannot reach this totality of the world except by
‘assuming the concrete, which is the very matter of this totality;
“and it cannot reach concreteness except by assuming the totality,
because the concrete is not only this one singular, but this one

singular together with all the relations that unite it to all the

singulars that surround it. ) T
‘The Mutual Complementarity of Science and Philosophy
_ Philosophy and science, then, aim at the same totality-

singularity, but from opposite directions, and this is'why they tend
to meet and can complement each other. '

 Philosophy aims at the totality-singularity by the roundabout
‘way of the foundation from which it radically springs up, from
"which the truth of the world constitutes itself as truth., That is
‘wﬁy\ philosophy is the only way of ultimately justifying sciqncé,
since it alone can describe the genesis of science as part of the
fotal genesis of reality and truth. o
'+ - Beience, in its turn, takes totality as.somsthing which s given.
In this sense it is naive. But it does not simply try to desuribe fhis
totality point by point. It tries to grasp its structure and to under-
stand its organizing ‘principles. And in order to do that, it
_endeavours to re-make, to re-effect that totality. It re-performs in
.its own operations, not only the empirical operations that take plage
In the world, but more deeply, the constitutive operations that make
it .a world. Accordingly, it repeats in it§ own way the genesis
‘which philosophy describes. But it repeats it by describing its
performance, its realization; while philosophy describes it in itself,
.in its gushing forth, in its origihation as such. v

d

to realize the one project
authanﬁcallgvf_the totality-

of reason, of logos, which is to know
-singdlarity of the world, . This explaing

a common intentionality
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'/ distinet as two modalities of this general project of reason: philo-

nveiling the source and the springing up of t%le
::gzl';g; asi:i)esnca: ;::cepts if as. given and then tries t? re-duplicate 1;;;
becoming through operations which start from this eﬁec.ted vzor «
to reach up to its origin. Tousea happ‘y phra.se of Ladne‘re, phi-
losophy is absolute tarcheology’ and science is absolute ‘morpho-
logy’.”

Both are limited: philosophy is essentially scien'ce of the arc?te
and of the original springing up, not of the results in their mf.imte
complexity; science can only describe what is the.re,. what is given,
but not directly the giving or the giver. But this is why ea.ch ?f
them can achieve in its own way what the other fails to realxze‘ in
its own field with its limited means. And through their mutual
collaboration, they aim at achieving wisdom, the one goal of reason,
which integrates both science and philosophy.



The Role of Sense-data in Perception
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It is generally held these days that sense-datum theorists are
unable to give a satisfactory account of the perception of physical
objects. Hence there is a general tendency to deny the very exist-
ence of sense-data. In this paper I wish to argue that sense-data
are no barriers to perception, rather they make perception possible.

Those who ask, ‘How are sense-data related to material objects?’,
somehow harbour the idea that sense-data are some kind of enti-
ties. They think that perception is a three-term relation between
a perceiver and a sense-datum and a physical object. And thus
they are lured into a desperate attempt to find out the exact nature
of the relation between sense-data and physical objects. But when
they ecome across the difficulties which this sort of ‘relational’ ap-

proach entails, they either begin to despair or tend to draw scepti-
cal or agnostic conclusions.

We hold that sense-data are no objects; they are no entities.
The term ‘sense-datum’ is indeed an entity-term; but what it desig-
nates is not an entity, but an occurrence. Talking in terms of sense-
data is a special way—a convenient way—of talking about our sen-
sory experiences. So the question of the relation between a
sense-datum and a physical object simply does not arise.

The critic will, however, say that this attempt to get rid of
the problem does not really succeed. It merely changes the form
of the problem. Instead of asking ‘How are sense-data related to
physical objects?’, one will now ask ‘How are sense-experiences
related to physical objects?’ This, I admit, is a genuine question,
and no analysis of perception is complete unless this question is

satisfactorily answered. I shall try to answer this question in
the sequel.

First of all, T would like to say that the relation between a
sense-experience (or, for that matter, a sense-datum) and a physi-
cal object can be, and often is, one that holds between a revealer

P.Q 6
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and a revealed. In other words, a sense-datum performs a revela-
tory or presentative function in perception. My visual ‘chairy’
sense-datum reveals or presents the chair to me. Without this
presentation I could not have seen the chair. In short, perception
is a ‘finding’ or a ‘getting’, by means of or through a sense-experi-
ence, a sense-datum. But there are certain difficulties which crop
up here. We shall try to tackle them one by one.

The first difficulty is an ontological one. We hold that sense-
data are not physical. Had they been physical, the sense-data
could have been sensed by any number of sentients. Sense-data
are private and proprietary to those who have them. So they are
not physical, and are ontologically different from physical objects.
Now, one may ask, can a non-physical something reveal or present

a physical thing? My answer to this question is in the affirmative, .

because I find no logical difficulty in a non-physical something
revealing a physical object. The idea of a thing of one kind
revealing a thing of a different kind is not logically absurd. To say
that a transparent glass reveals a non-transparent wall is not to
make a self-contradictory statement. So the categorial difference
between sense-data and physical objects need not stand in the way
of the former revealing or presenting the latter. Even if it is
accepted that the non-physical and the physical cannot interact
with each other, it need not be denied that the former can reveal
the latter. For interaction is a causal relation, and revealing is an
epistemological one.

It is important to note here that from the fact that sense-data
can reveal or present physical objects, it does not follow that all
sense-data must be revelatory or presentative of physical objects.
There is nothing inconsistent in the idea that some sense-data are
presentative and some are not. Only runners can win a race; but
from this it does not follow that all runners are winners. None-
theless, a runner, whether he wins or loses, is a runner. Similarly,
it is only sense-data which can reveal physical objects, but from this
it does not follow that all of them must. Often they do, but some-
times they do not.

The critic will perhaps object that if physical objects are
revealed through or by means of sense-data, then it is clear that
physical objects are not perceived directly. And so the ‘iron cur-
tain’ objection still remains. But, we may ask, how does this ‘iron
curtain” objection still remain? If sense-data are revelatory, then
they reveal rather than conceal. From the fact that they are differ-
ent from physical objects, it need not follow that they cannot he

{7
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revelatory of physical objects. When the optician asks a person -
to wear glasses to enable him to see things, the latter does not
refuse on the ground that the things that he wants to see are dif-
ferent from the glasses. It is wrong to exploit categorial differ-
ence for agnostic or sceptical purposes. Sense-data do not prevent
one’s access to physical objects, even though they are not them-
selves physical.

The critic might still regard perception as indirect. He might
argue that perception can be direct if and only if the percipient
somehow gets rid of his sense-data and establishes some sort of
communion with the object of perception. But I utterly fail to
understand what this communion would be like. Even if this com-
munion is possible, I am afraid perception would still be indirect.
For, if the criticism urged against us is justified, the communion
itself would become a tertium quid between the perceiver and the
perceived. If our critic’s line of thinking is accepted, then it auto-
matically follows that there is no direct perception at all. Even -
the behaviouristic theory does not fare any better, because here
also either a behaviour, or a propensity to behave, or an acquisi-
tion of a propensity to behave, spoils the direct relation between
the perceiver (the organism) and the perceived.

If our critic’s conception of directness is meaningful, then a
direct perception occurs if and when it does not occur. Real seeing
is the absence of seeing. For, if seeing is actually present, then it
is there to intrude and to make perception indirect. According to
this newly suggested conception of directness, he who sees the

least sees the best, and perhaps it is only the completely blind who
really see.

I do not think that any serious philosopher can have any truck
with such fantastic theories and can sincerely think that the occur-
rence of sense-experience makes perception indirect. Of course,
if I am seeing the reflection of my table in a mirror or if I am
touching the table not with my hand but a stick, I can be said to
be seeing or touching it indirectly. And the reason why these per-
ceptions are called ‘indirect’ is that there are perceptions which are
called ‘direct’. Indirect perceptions are called ‘indirect’ only by
contrast with ordinary direct perceptions. If all perceptions were
indirect, the phrase ‘indirect perception’ would itself lose its mean-~
ing.

It is unfortunate that Moore in- his Some Main Problems of
Philosophy. called our knowings of material objects indirect appre-
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hensions. In this book he makes a distinction between ‘direct ap-
prehension’ and ‘indirect apprehension’,

Sense-data, according to him, are directly apprehended,
whereas material objects are indirectly apprehended. In his later
writings he makes corresponding distinctions between ‘directly see’
and ‘see’, ‘directly hear’ and ‘hear’, and so on. It is true that
Moore, by making these distinctions, does not intend to deny the
possibility of the knowledge of material objects. But his use of
‘direct’ and ‘indirect’ in the way mentioned above tends to suggest
that in perception there is no direct ‘contact’ between the per-
ceiver and the perceived. He should have avoided calling seeings
and other perceivings ‘indirect’; the more so because he claimed
that material objects are known by seeing or other kinds of per-
ceiving.

If our reasoning is correct, then it shows that sense-data are
no barriers and the ‘iron curtain’ objection does not hold. But a
really troublesome difficulty still remains, We have said that
sense-data are the type of things which can, and often do reveal
or present physical things. And we have also said that: sense-
data may net, and sometimes do not, reveal or present physical
things. Now, the acceptance of both these propositions at once
forces us to face the question: How do we know which sense-data
are presentative and which not? Tt should be noted that this
question arises only because some of our sense-data are unpresen-
tative, Had all sense-data been presentative, this uesti 1d
not have arisen at all. ’ d on wou

Some philosophers have exploited the existenc

sentative or non-veridical sense-data for arguing ¢

i iects i hat
of physical objects is not possible. They have argued knowledge

sense-data are non-veridical, why not all? Thys Bro that if some

“ sinee th ad argues.
Cieees e ere is no relevant inter i
between the veridical and the delusive pezr':;l tdxifergnoe
tion, it is reasonable t . ptual stiua-

e of non-pre-

In his essay ‘Critical and Speculative Phil

osophy'2
what he calls the Principle of Exceptiona] c‘;lgle‘:' fol;e rfc.ommex.xds
sophical problems. He says, solving philo-

1. The Mind and Its Plage in Nature, p, 154,
2. Contemporary British Philosophy, 1st series, p, 99
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«If we want to clear up the meaning of some commonly
used concept it is enormously important ,,tg see how it
applies to exceptional and abnormal cases”.

Now, I do not wish to deny the enormous importa.nce .of excep-
tional cases in philosophical analysis. But the point is that a
philosopher must consider exceptional cases as what they are, and
must not draw conclusions which do not follow. .On the ground
that some perceptions are delusive Br?ad thinks .1t reasona'ble to
suppose that all perceptions are possibly delusive. But is this
supposition really reasonable? Can we argue here fran some
to all? The very fact that some perceptions are delusive con-
clusively shows that there are others which are not delusive. It
is not wrongly said that exceptions prove the rule.

Delusive perceptions are called ‘delusive’ only because they
can be contrasted with non-delusive perceptions. The real charac-
ter of the former can be understood only in the light of non-
delusive or veridical perceptions.

Broad’s Principle of Exceptional Cases does not weaken the
claims of veridical perceptions; rather, it strengthens them. This
Principle, being a principle of exceptional cases, can hardly apply
to perceptions in general. It supports, rather than undermines,
what Price calls the Principle of the Primacy of the Normal

It is clear then that hallucinatory perceptions cannot be used
for sceptical purposes. But our problems still remain. How are
we to know which perception is veridical and which not? How
are we to distinguish between presentative and non-presentative
sense-data? It would be wrong if we said that presentative sense-
data carried some internal mark with them. For, had it been
the case, no presentative sense-datum could ever have been mis-
taken for a non-presentative one, and conversely no non-presenta-
tive sense-datum could ever have been mistaken for a presenta-
tive one. But such mistakes sometimes take place. So it is clear
that phenomenology by itself could not be a sure guide for epis-
temological purposes.

Nor could we say that a sense-datum is veridical if it is ex-
perienced with a conviction that it is veridical. Our feeling sure
of the veridicality of a particular sense-datum has nothing to do
with its really being veridical. A sense-datum may be unveridi-
cal and yet may be experienced with strong overtones of beliefs

8. Ibid, pp. 50-91.
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that it is veridical. This is evidenced by the fact that sometimes
people are deceived by their hallucinations. Sometimes the oppo-
site of this also happens. A sense-datum might in fact be veridi-
cal and yet the person having it might treat it as unveridical.
My own experience of seeing a vapour trail for the first time serves
as an example,

It appears then that the psychological feeling of being sure
of the wveridicality of sense-datum does not confer on a person
the right of being sure of the veridicality of that sense-datum.
But then it can hardly be denied that veridical perceptions do

occur, and that we have experienced them ourselves and have

known them to be such. For otherwise how can we say that
they do occur? It follows then that with regard to some of our
experiences we must have had the right of being sure that they
. are veridical. It can hardly be possible for us to say that veri-
dical perceptions do occur, if we have never acquired the right
of being sure of the veridicality of even one of them. A com-
plete denial of the right of being sure of the veridicality of per-
ceptions is hardly compatible with an epistemology in which the
occurrence of veridical perceptions has been accepted, not without
reasons, as a certainty.

Let us therefore find out one perception with regard to which
the percipient has the undeniable right of being sure of its veri-
dicality. By considering one such perception we might be able
to know how the veridicality or otherwise of sense-data is ascer-
tained. In order to establish anything about perception, nothing

can be more useful than the argument from a particular case. As:

Moore says,

“...... the strongest argument to prove that Hume’s prin-
ciples are false is the argument from a particular case
like this in which we do know of the existence of some
material object. And similarly, if the object is to prove
in general that we do know of the existence of material
objects, no argument which is really stronger can, I think
'!:;e brought forward to prove this than particular instances
in which we do in fact know of the existence of such

an object”.4
At the present moment I am seeing a black pen in my hand—
the pen with which I am writing. Let us consider this perception.
Could this perception be non-veridical? Could my present visual
sense-datum be non-presentative? But I am also feeling the pen

4. Some Main Problems of Philosophy, pp. 125-128,
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by touch. I handle it in a variety of ways. I find that I go on
sensing only these sense-data which I should sense if a real pen
existed in my hand.

We need to explain this point in some detail. Let us consider
my present perceptual situation. It is such that I am sensing
a visual sense-datum characteristic of the look of my pen. Let
us call this visual sense-datum ‘A’. As I am holding the pen in
my hand I am also sensing a- tactual sense-datum of the appro-
priate sort. Let us call this tactual sense-datum ‘B’. By changing
the position of the pen in suitable ways and by handling and
pressing the pen with my fingers in various ways, I sense a series
of sense-data C, D, E, ete. Now, my point is that it is very
unlikely that A, B, C, D, E, ...... should occur if there did
not exist a real pen in my hand.

It may be objected here that I am falling back either into
Phenomenalism or into Causal Inference Theory. But this objec-
tion is obviously misplaced. For I am not saying that the existence
of the pen is identical with A, B, C, D, E and other possible
sense-data of the relevant kind. Nor am I taking recourse to
the argument, “Because A, B, C, D, E, etc. occur, therefore I am
justified in concluding that they are sense-data ‘of’ a real pen”.

In order to appreciate what I am saying it is necessary to
distinguish between the following two things: viz. (1) A’s present- .
ing the pen and (2) my being sure that A is presenting the pen.
It goes without saying that A’s presenting the pen is one thing, and
my becoming sure that A is presenting the pen is a different thing,
The former cannot be regarded as being conditional on the latter.
This, however, does not imply that the sensing of A should neces-
sarily be accompanied by any sceptical feeling about its presenta-
tive character. Now, if for any reason I happen to doubt whether
A is presenting a real pen or not, I can utilize B, C, D, E etec. for
removing my doubt. B, C, D, E, ete. do not and cannot help A
in being presentative; A is presentative in its own right. For
‘A to present the pen, it is not necessary that B, C, D, ete. should
occur. So it is not the case that B (or any other sense-datum)
joins A in ‘composing’ the pen. Nor is it necessary that B (or
even A) should figure as a premise in a causal inference because
A is presenting the pen. The importance of B in the context of
our present discussion is that, if for any reason I happen to doubt
whether A is presentative or not, it (B) is there to remove my
doubt, and what it does is further corroborated by C, D, E, etc.
Such doubts need not and do not always atise. Hence, inter-
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sensorial confirmations are not usually needed. But, if by any

chance any such doubt happens to arise, the inter-sensorial confire
mation procedure is there to remove it.

It may be objected that the sense-data that I am talking about
might be merely the contents of a coherent dream. But was I
really having a dream a little while ago? Perhaps I was. But
then I am now awake. It can hardly be maintained that I am
always dreaming. ‘Being perpetually in a dream’ is a nonsensical
phrase. Moreover, we could not call dreams ‘dreams’, unless we
did have experiences of the ‘non-dreaming’ type, and unless we
contrasted the former with the latter. Now, is it wrong to con-
trast my present experience with a dream? If it is, I fail to under-
stand what other experience of mine will have the privilege of
being contrasted with a dream. Or, will it be maintained that
none of my experiences undergone so far is to be contrasted with
a dream? But it is surely preposterous to say that all my experi-
ences so far are dream-experiences. So some of my experiences
must be waking experiences. And my present experience must
be one of them, precisely because it is one of those experiences
with which dreams are contrasted. So at the present moment
I am awake. And I find that T am having only those sense-data
which I should have if a real pen existed in my hand. ‘Thus, it
follows that I am seeing a real pen at the present moment,.

It is of signal importance to note that the way in which 1

have become sure of my seeing a real pen at the present moment ‘

is not the usual way of becoming sure of the veridicality of sense-
perceptions. It is not that in each case one has to go through
a long process of checking against mistakes. Thanks to the rarity
of non-veridical cases, we have not to bother about the epistemo-
logical status of most of our sense-experiences. The world of
physical objects being what it is and our perceptual capacity
being what it is, we automatically develop the necessary knack
of perceiving physical objects with the proper epistemological
attitude at the first encounter. At times we fail, but that is as

it should be.. Perception being what it is, occasional failures are
inevitable.

So we conclude that sense-data
reveal physical objects.
concept and, when analy.
the concept of a sense-
and it is largely becau
what it is.

(not all of them) present or
The concept of perception is a complex
sed, it is found to incorporate within it
datum. Sense-data ‘enter’ into perception,
se of them that perceptual consciousnes is
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In this paper I am going to examin.e some of. the basic teneti
of the latest trend in Philosovhy which go?s in the name oe
Linguistic Analysis and which seems to.hold its swaybotx;ler. so:;e
of the most reputed seats of nhilosophmal.learr'ﬂng oth in b
United States and the United Kinedom. This p}.ulosophy is yghi n;
the making. I shall, therefore, state what I consider to be its hae
traits. Like other systems, this new phllo.sonhy.does not have
well-defined boundaries, and therefore the chief traits selected here
may not be the universally-accepted ones.

@

(a) According to this School of Philosophy, philosovhy is
quite unlike science. “In philosovhy there are no proofs: t.here are
no theorems; and there are no questinns which can be decided. Yes
or no”! so says Dr. Waismann. Wittgenstein thin.ks th.at' .phllo-
sophers had made a mistake in tryine to model their activities on
those of the scientists and he says, “It was true to say that our
considerations could not be scientific ones ...... there must not be
anything hypothetical in our considerations”.2

So we find that these philosophers are very anxious to make .
a rigid distinction between these two kinds of activities, scier.xti-ﬁc
and philosophical. They seem to suggest that philosophical activity
is not just a shadow of scientific activity, but is altogether a
different and perhaps an equally important activity.

(b) We have already seen that the function of philosophy is
neither to prove nor to disprove; nor does it build any theory. The
question naturally arises: what does it do then? The answer is
provided in a simple and straight-forward statement of Dr.
Waismann. He says, “When a philosopher wants to dispose of a

1. Contemporary British Philosophy — 1956 —p. 447,
2. Philosophical Investigations —Sec, 109,
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question, the one thing he must not do is: to give an answer. A
philosophic question is not solved: it dissolves. And in what does
the ‘dissolving’ consist? In making the meaning of the words used
in putting the question so clear to ourselves that we are released
from the spell it casts on us.”3

It means that the problems of philosophy arise because of the
confusion in the use of language. Cerfain uses in certain contexts
cast a spell over us, giving rise to philosophical problems. When
the meaning of the words is made clear to us, confusion vanishes
and so do the problems of philosophy. Wittgenstein, the arch-
builder of this school, says, “A main source of our failure to
understand is that we do not command a clear view of the use of
our words.”t According to him, such confusions and misinterpreta-
tions of the forms of language lead to deep disquietudes in the
minds of the philosophers. He says, “The problems arising through
a misinterpretation of our forms of language have the character
of depth. They are deep disquietudes; their roots are as deep in
us as the forms of our language and their significance is as great
as the importance of our language.” Plato, Aristotle, Zeno,
Augustine, Descartes, Kant, etc. are supposed to be the unfortu-
nate victims of such disquietudes and confusions, and these
modern thinkers take upon themselves the generous task of liberat-
ing them from their confusions and deep uneasiness.

(c) Now the question arises: does the work of philosophy
lie in merely dispelling confusions? Does it perform merely a
negative task, having no positive functions of its own? Dr.
Waismann admits—“We do not use arguments in order to prove
or disprove any philosophical views. As we have no use we can
afford to look at things as they are.”® “Next we only describe; we
do not explain.”? Wittgenstein also says, “We must do away with
all explanation, and description alone must take its place. And
this description gets its power of illumination, i.e. its purpose, from
the philosophical problems...... Philosophy is a battle against
the bewitchment of our intelligence by means of language.”®

Contemporary British Philosophy — 1956, p. 458,
Philosophical Investigations — Sec. 122.

Ibid, Sec. 111

Contemporary British Philosophy — 1956 — p. 460.
Ibid., 1956 — 460.

Philosophical Investigations — Section 109,
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So we find that both the master and the disciple admit that
the function of philosophy is merely negative in its nature. But
does not philosophy itself dissolve as a result? To this query
Dr. Waismann gives a highly emotional reply. “Yet philosophy
is not dissolved. It derives its weight, its grandeur, from the
significance of the question it destroys. It overthrows idols, and
it is the importance of these idols which gives philosophy its
importance.”® It amounts to saying that philosophy is important
because it performs the important task of dislodging important
idols in philosophy. In the words of the master, “The results of
philosophy are the uncovering of one or another piece of plain
nonsense and of bumps that the understanding has got by running
its head up against the limits of language. These bumps make us
see the value of the discovery.’10

(d) This negative view of philosophy, that philosophical pro-
blems are just ‘muddles felt as problems’ which wither away
when the ground is cleared, seems itself to create disquietude
in the minds of some philosophers of this school. Dr. Waismann
exclaims, “What, only criticism and no meat. The philosopher a
fog dispeller! If that were all he was capable of I will be sorry
for him and leave him to his devices.”l But according to him
philosophy also does something positive. The negative function of
clearing linguistic confusions may lead to a profounder understand-
ing of language. “For one thing, a philosophic question, if pur-
sued far enough may lead to something positive—for instance, to
a more profound understanding of language.”12

This positive result of gaining ‘a more profound understanding
of language’ does not appear to be quite significant even to the
propounders of this trend in philosophy. It is why we find them

saying many kinds of things just to prove the utility of doing'

philosophy in the new fashion. It is in some such context that
Dr. Waismann says, “The genius of the philosophers shows itself
nowhere more strikingly than in the new kind of question he
brings into the world. What distinguishes him and gives him his
place is the passion of questioning”. So, from this point of view,

9. Contemporary British Philosophy — 1956 — p. 460, L

10. Philosophical Investigations — Section 119.
11. Contemporary British Philosophy — 1956, p. 461,
12, Ibid., 1956, p. 461, 5\
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the value of philosophy consists in raising new questions, and not
in answering any.

This philosophy makes a further claim that by dissolving lin-
guistic confusions which give rise to problems it succeeds in trans-
forming the whole intellectual scene. “Arguments are used in
such a discussion, not as proofs though but rather as means to
make him see things he had not noticed before: e.g., to dispel
wrong analogies, to stress similarities with other cases and in this
way to bring about something like a shift of perspective”.13

All this and the strictly Wittgensteinian point of view leave
some of his followers and specially Dr. Waismann dissatisfied with
the positive results of doing philosophy in this way. This becomes
evident from some of the statements of Dr. Waismann. He says,
“There is something deeply exciting about philosophy, a fact not
intelligible on such a negative account. It is not a matter of ‘clari-
fying thoughts’ nor of ‘the correct use of language’ nor of any
other of these damned things. What is it? Philosophy is many
things and there is no formula to cover them all. But if I were
asked to express in one single word what is its most essential
feature I would unhesitatingly say: vision. At the heart of any
philosophy worth the name is vision, and it is from there it springs
and takes its visible shape.”¥ Dr. Waismann seems to realise that
the use of the term ‘vision’ may be vague and may give rise to
misleading interpretations. And so he tries to explain it by say-
ing, “When I say ‘vision’ I mean it: I do not want to romanticise,
What is characteristic of philosophy is the piercing of that dead
crust of tradition and convention, the breaking of those fetters
which bind us to inherited preconceptions, so as to attain g new
and broader way of looking at things...... What is decisive
is a new way of seeing and what goes with it, the will to trans.
form the whole intellectual scene. This is the real thing and every
thing else is subservient to it.”® The above statement seems to
suggest that Dr. Waismann appears to feel completely ‘cramped
in’ and he is trying hard to get out of the tight jacket of the
Wittgensteinian philosophy. It is why he tries o give a wide and
general interpretation of the function of philosop

hy by calli
a ‘vision’. He goes so far as to say, “To go on w}i’th s;ogehl}lii:

13. Ibid. 1056, p. 464.
14. Contemporary British Philosophy, 1088

: pp. 452 to 83,
15, Tbid, 195, p. 483. 8
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splitting as to what substance is and how it could be defined was
to miss the message. It was a colossal mistake. A philosophy is’
there to be lived out. What goes into the word ‘dies’, what goes
into the work ‘lives’.”1® |
., | -
This new trend in philosophy has varying colours and shades
and is being developed in many ways by some of the eminent philo-
sophers of the west. It is, therefore, difficult to sum up in a few
paragraphs its basic or salient features. Some features of this new
trend have been stated and explained. They will now be sub-

jected to a critical examination with a view to assessing the value.
of this new trend in philosophy.

To start with, we have said that this new trend in philosophy
makes a clear-cut demarcation between the scientific and the philo--
sophical activities. In doing philosophy we neither prove nor dis-
prove; we simply argue; we make a case. Why do we do so?
We certainly do so with a view to convincing others about the
cogency, validity and sometimes truth of a particular point of
view with regard to the question under discussion; otherwise there
is no point in arguing out a case. Ryle throughout his book ‘Con-
cept of Mind’ is arguing by analysing the words which we use
to indicate mental activities, with a view to convincing his readers
that there is no ‘ghost in the machine’. Even if we argue that some-.
thing is an illusion, that sométhing is a muddle, this also amounts
to proving in a sense something in a negative way. Of course,
such a proof is not like a preof in a deductive system, such as
Logic and Mathematics, where the acceptance of some arbitrary
definitions compels us to accept the theorems as. mecessary. In
disciplines like philosopby, polities, economics, etc., and even in
physical sciences, there definitely is much greater freedom and
scope for arguments. There are and there can be various opinions
and sometimes contradictory attitudes to the same problems or
questions. But this does not mean that here we do not prove or
disprove in a general sense anything when we argue out a case.
It, therefore, appears to be wrong to say that philosophy is quite
different from sciences in as much as it does not prove or disprove
as sciences do. Philosophy is different from science not in this
sense, but in the sense that it deals with a different set of ques-
ﬁOIIS. N S il

" 18, Contemporary British Philosophy, 1088, pp. 489-90.
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Philosophy at one time commanded respect because it claimed
to give a consistent picture and view-point with regard to all
aspects of human life and activities. This is what we find in Plato,
Aristotle, Kant and Hegel. They were respected as great thinkers,
because they tried to command the whole panorama of human life
and its activities. What matters is not what the empirical and
social scientists are doing in their over-specialised fields, but what
implications their findings have with regard to the problems which
humanity has to face. It is in the failure to give such a panoramic
view that the new philosophy has miserably failed. It claims to
distinguish itself completely from science, but tries to follow in
the foot-steps of science in discussing and analysing small linguis-
tic confusions in an over-specialised manner.

We have already seen that, according to this new trend in phi-
losophy, a philosophical problem is not solved,—it dissolves. It
appears as if the philosophers in the past created philosophical
problems due to the confused use of language, and these modern
thinkers are trying hard to dissolve those confusions. It is sur-
prising to note that both these activities—the creation and the
dissolution of metaphysical problems,—are named ‘philosophical
activities’. The new philosophy gives its case completely away
when it admits that it is not important in itself, but ‘it derives

its weight and its grandeur from the sgnificance of the question it
destroys’.

One peculiar feature. of this new philosophy is that it seems
to be enclosed within the prison-walls of language. To under-
stand the meaning of a word we are not to refer to any object
to which it refers, because some words do not have such a refer-
ence. It is its various uses in language which alone can and do
make its meaning clear. This position appears to be similar to
that of the subjectivists whose empiricism makes them a prisoner
of their own ideas. These new philosophers seem to have built
a cell of linguistic uses round themselves and have thus succeed-
ed in making the scope of philosohpy extremely narrow. Russell
very rightly points out, “Philosophers and bookish people gene-
rally tend to live a life dominated by words and even to forget
that it is the essential function of the words to have a connection
of one sort or another with facts, which are in general non-linguis-
tic. Some modern philosophers have gone so far as to say that
words should never be confronted with facts but should live in
& pure, autonomous world where they are compared only with

LINGUISTIC ANALYSIS """ 55

other words....... These authors tell us that the attempt to con-
front language with fact is ‘metaphysics’ and is on this ground to
be condemned. This is one of those views which are so absurd
that only very learned men could possibly adopt them.'17

There is no denying the fact that one should be very careful
in the use of words. Certain confusions do arise due to wrong
linguistic uses. Words do have varying shades of meanings due to
the variety of uses to which they are put. In trying to answer a
question, it is true that one should be very clear about the sense
or meaning of the question concerned. But this is not the same
thing as to say—"In philosophy the real problem is not to find the
answer to a given question but to find a sense for it.” We try to
find the sense of a question so that we may clearly understand it
with a view to finding out its answer. If the activity merely con-
sists in understanding the sense of a question, it becomes futile
and purposeless.

It looks absurd to think or to say that philosophical problems
arise out of linguistic confusions. All human disciplines, scientific
or non-scientific, make use of some sort of language, verbal or non-
verbal. All such disciplines have certain questions and problems
which they discuss in the context of the already available know-
ledge in their respective fields, and in so doing they do make use
of some sort of a linguistic apparatus. It is as important for these
disciplines as for philosophy not to fall a victim to wrong or con-
fused uses of language. If all disciplines make use of some sort
of a language, why should linguistic confusions be the sole mono-
poly of philosophy or philosophers? Do we ever hear any one
saying that the problems of economics, politics, psychology or phy-
sics arise out of linguistic confusions and are merely pseudo-
problems, though they also make as much use of language as phi-
losophy does? There are and there may be certain linguistic con-
fusions here and there in these disciplines also, but no thinker has
so far asserted that all their problems arise out of some sort of
confusion in the use of language. Why is it that such a question
is posed in the realm of philosophy? This seems to be because of
the bewildering variety of problems, methods and view-points in
philosophy. We have varieties of views and problems in other
disciplines also, but in these fields we do not come to the same

17. B. Russell — My Philosophical Development — published in Encounter
Feb. 1959, p. 26,
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" conclusions as we do in the field of philosophy. It is because the
_problems in these human disciplines appear to be intimately con-
“nected with the basic needs and urges of humanity, whereas the
problems “of philosophy do not appear to be so intimately inter-
~woven with our life and existence. :

o Tt is here again that the new philosophy blunders, The pro-
blems of philosophy are as much rooted in human needs and urges
as the problems of any other discipline. They are as urgent humar;
‘problems, which stand in need of being clarified, understood and
“progressively solved, as the problems in any other field. The differ-
‘ence between philosophy and other disciplines lies in the fact that
_pl}ilosophy tries, and has tried in the past, to present an integrated
‘outlock on life and 'its problems with far-reaching implications
affecting all other human disciplines, whereas the scope of other
disciplines is limited to a specialised study of a particular field of
nature, man or society. There has always been a relation of give-
.and-take between philosophy and other human disciplines Philo-
sopby not only- ‘describes’, it also explains; and it determ‘ines
_activities in all fields of human life and existence, o

: {t, therefore, is wrong to say that the positive function of
»philosp‘phy_l.ies only in giving a profounder understanding of lan-
'g.ua’ge by dispelling wrong analogies and stressing right similari
ties’. - We have already seen how Dr. Waismann himself tri t-
-get out of the cramping restrictions of this new philosoph esh .
he says, “It is not a matter of ‘clarifying thoughts’ nor :f e::oW ot
use of language’ nor of any othér of these damned things” 13“ ot

After getting rid of ‘these damned things’

. ; €9, he unhesi
lcl.1a'racter1se?s. philosophy as ‘vision’. Yes, philc;sophy cert:?x?lngliz
vision—a vision which sees through the maze of bewilderin, s:;nd
perplexing facts and their inter-relations. Such vision pregsents

to us an integrated outlook which h
S elps human :
‘action in relation to nature, p understanding and

man i i
outlooks are bound to differ from ::: t?‘:;:)’-anilmh mtheegra fed
:plz-ace to place, depending on the concrete hun’ian smn::z o
thinker, his environment and the intellectual climate of t}fenﬁﬁéthe

* Now, if this be the positive role which
has been and is petforming,
miserably failed to give us

' philosophy through g e
this new philosophy of ‘linguism’ ﬁa:
any such outlook. If it at all repre-

Y

18. Contemporary British Philosophy — 1956, page 482
y | [
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sents an outlook, it is the outlook of decadence and stalemate from
which all roads to further thinking in a fruitful and constructive
manner seem to be completely closed. It is in such a context that
Bertrand Russell says, “The most serious of my objections is that
the new philosophy seems to me to have abandoned, without neces-

- sity, that grave and important task which philosophy throughout

the ages has hitherto pursued. Philosophers from Thales onwards
have tried to understand the world. Most of them have been un-
duly optimistic as regards their own successes. But even when
they have failed, they have supplied material to their successors
and an incentive to their new efforts. I cannot feel that the new
philosophy is carrying on this tradition. It seems to concern it-
self, not with the world and our relation to it, but only with the
different ways in which silly people can say silly things. If this is
all that philosophy has to offer, I cannot think that it is a worthy
subject of study. The only reason that I can imagine for the res-
triction of philosophy to such triviality is a desire to be separated
sharply from empirical science. I do not think such a separation
can be usefuly made. A philosophy which is to have any value
should be built upon a wide and firm foundation of knowledge that
is not specifically philosophical. Such knowledge is the soil from
which the tree of philosophy derives its vigour. Philosophy which
does not draw nourishment from this soil will soon wither and
cease to grow”.1®

If we accept that any philosophy worth the name has got to
be rooted in human needs, we can say with Dr. Waismann that ‘a
philosophy is there to be lived out. What goes into the word dies,
what goes into the work lives’. Can we not say now in the light
of the above discussion that the new philosophy as propounded
by Wittgenstein and interpreted by the faithfuls is completely a
bankrupt philosophy?

19. Bertrand Russell—My Philosophical Development — published in
Feb. '59 in Encounter, p. 29,
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Causation and Similarity

by

MIHIRBIKASH CHAKRAVART?,
Vivekananda College, Calcutta

This paper aims at justifying the position that cause and effect
must always be similar. But the work of justification should be
preceded by an explanation of the importance of the position, in
order that whatever value this attempt has may be adequately

assessed.

1

The importance of the position lies in that its truth and
falsity largely determine the validity or invalidity of the psycho-
physical dualism of Descartes, and thereby determine, to a certain
extent at least, the value of much of what has been done in philo-
sophy after him.,

Of all the factors that tend to justify the epithet “the father
of modern philosophy” being given to Descartes, his dualism of
body and mind is, in a sense, the most important, For it may be
said to have determined negatively the course and pattern of
philosophy after him. Post-Cartesian philosophy may be said to
be a reaction against his psychophysical dualism; it is a series
of attempts to discoveir a suitable alternative to this doctrine, to
subordinate mind to matter, or matter to mind, or to go beyond
both mind and matter and reach out to a neutral stuff.

But what has prompted this reaction against dualism, this
continued search for a substitute for it? The reasons for the
reaction, as we know, are many. But the most important and
well-known among them is the failure on the part of Descartes
and his dualistic successors to explain how body and mind which
are in their essence opposed to each other are correlated in their
functions. Neither Decartes nor any of his dualistic successors
has succeeded in suggesting a hypothesis which, consistent in
itself, is also consistent with the dualistic contention that body
and mind are radically distinct,

As we know, Descartes has explained the functional correla«
tion between mind and body by the hypothesis of their interaction,
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The relation of interaction between mind and body is nothing but
a form of reciprocal causation, in the sense that a mental pheno-
menon producing a physical phenomenon may, in turn, be pro-
duced by another physical phenomenon, or a physical phenomenon
producing a mental phenomenon may itself be produced by another
mental phenomenon.

But the Cartesian explanation of body-mind correlation has
satisfied none, not even the dualistic followers of Descartes. The
relation of interaction or the causal relation between mind and
body has been supposed to be incompatible with their dualism.
" Body and mind, conceived as completely opposed, it is pointed
out, exclude the possibility of their being causally related. And
obviously the assumption on which this argument is based is
that causal relation can hold only between similar things,

This assumption, strangely enough, has come down to us as
if it is an axiom without so far being challenged or disputed; and,
so even those who have attacked dualism on its strength have
not felt any need to substantiate it. But there is a tendency in
some contemporary thinkers, e.g. Ewing! Stace? Lovejoy® and
others, to revive Cartesian dualism in a modified form. They
refer to the parallelistic explanation offered by Spinoza of body-
mind correlation sometimes with obvious contempt. They also do
not show any inclination or interest for the mythical explanations
of Leibniz and the occasionalists. Both posit a transcendent divine
Being. But while the latter conceive the divine Being as one
who, whenever anything occurs, intervenes to connect it with
its corresponding physical or psychical process, the former con-
ceives Him as one who has given to mind and body such a harmony
at the time of their creation that they, like two clocks, vary con..
comitantly but withoui; interfering with each other. The expla-
nation of body-mind correlation which thege neo-dualists propose
is, in fact, the Cartesian hypothesis of inter

, action over again,
thinkers, therefore, have, at last, felt the need of Chaﬁengingsut;t
validity of the assumption mentioned above, The assumption they

)

maintain, is a ‘medieval idea’, a sheer prejudice. Now, if these

1. Vide “Are Mental Attributes the Attributes » «
Mind-Body Interaction?” and “Professor Ryle’s Attac:f :nhebﬁzﬁg;’: pim
respectively in Vols. XIV, XXXI and LI of the Proceedings of the Aristote~
lian Society (New Series); also Fundamentq] Questions of Philosoph
. 2 Vide “Russell’s Neutral Monism” in the Philosophy of B :;:P nz.R
sell .(Edited by Schillip). erira Us
* 8. Vide “Revolt against Duslism.”
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.1 sustified in denying the validity of this assump-
gunki;i I?rlet r;iusi’ Ll; granted that they have re-establi.shed to a
ion, derable extent the case of psycho-physical dualism. And
cox.m el‘;l1 rs who, after Descartes, have been trying to find out
phllOSOI?t ete for }’ﬁs dualism, have indeed been doing something
a su bSt? Y ositively unphilosophical; they have been refuting a
Whlc}:l. 1sthp t is true. Hence to restore the value and significance
d; c:)rc:nsteCa:tesian philosophy the position that cause and effect
o -

must always be similar calls for justification.

o
The ground on which the position is e}ttacked is that it c-annot
be empirically justified. Asa generalisahqn based on experience,
it is vitiated by instances of causal 1:elat.10n subsisting between
utterly dissimilar things. Thus “hghtmng is the cause of thunder,
t” as one of the neo-dualists says, “‘the two are.t?tally v:m-
i,ﬂe:e’ »  «Cold”, again, “ijs utterly unlike the SOhdlty which

it causes in water”*

er value the above argument may have rests
upoxi‘\I :vv:é zggzti‘:ms; first, the va.]idity. of the supposition that the
relation between thunder and lightning, or _that between ‘f°1.d'
and solidity is genuinely causal; and second, the val.ld.lty
n;Ee S:h iew that lightning and thunder, or coldness and solidity
. etvn unlike. But both these are extremely doubtful. It
see tOetl ybe an elementary scientific mistake to suppose that
lightming i the cause of thunder or coldness is the cause of soli-
gftl;rmnlﬁ ltfot‘h these cases, the events are related, not as cause
and effect, but only as co-effects of the same cause, Agim.l’ how
is the idea that lightning and thunder or coldness and solidity are
totally unlike each other arrived at? Probably on the basis. of
the traditional notion of likeness between t?vo t}:ungs as consist-
ing in the possession in common of something either by way of
substance or by way of attribute. But we have .sh.own elsewhe.rel‘
that this notion of likeness is incorrect. And this incorrect notloP
of likeness, it may be noted, has probably been one of the condi-
tions that made for the dualism of Descartes.

fonism?®, p. 378. ,
4. “Russell’s Neutral Monism’, p. ' |
5 rVide Our paper entitled “Is the Unity of a Class Ultimate or Deriva-

tive?” published in the Journal of the Philosophical Association, January.
April, 1857, »
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As we have seen, the argument “that cause and effect are
similar cannot be empirically established” is incorrect. But there
is no need for saying this. For even if it is assumed to be valid,
the argument fails to provide any ground for overthrowing the
position that two things causally related must be similar. The
argument proves merely that the position cannot be inductively
justified. But induction is not the only basis of a general propo-
sition—the sole means of proving it. A proposition incapable of
being justified inductively may often be justified a priori; and
the justification which we propose to offer for this position is
based on an a priori ground.

The position could be deductively proved if it were possible
to suppose, on any a priori or inductive ground, that similarity of
the cause and the effect is the cause of their being causally related.
But such a possibility is clearly ruled out inasmuch as it is neither
a fact nor even conceivable that all similar things are related as
causes and effects. In fact, it seems impossible to explain causal
relation in causal terms. It may be that the unity of the cause
and effect is, in this sense, ultimate. But, though causally ulti-
mate, the unity of cause and effect must not be supposed to be
deductively so, because that would make causal unity a mystery
a phenomenon absolutely incapable of scientific explanation. Tl'us,
means that although we may fail to explain the causal unity
by referring to anything as its cause, it must at least be referred
to some ground from which it may be said to follow as a conse-
quent. In other words, for the sake of intelligibilty, the unity
of cause and effect must be explained by reference to a larger

or more gereral unity in which it is comprehended along wj
Xinds of unity, g with other

Of all the modes of unity known to us the only one that
survives scrutiny and works successfully as the unity we ar
in search of, is, we maintain, the unity of the class, For the
unity of the class satisfies not only the criterian of generalit e
but is also compatible with the notion of causality as well as wit?
any instance of causation. But before we proceed any furth
to substantiate this, we should make clear what exactly i er
meaning of the phrase, “unity of a class”. Y is the

s The unity of a class, in our opinion, cannot be defined or
3 3 [
escribed in causal terms such as “due to”, “because of”, ete.

Nor do we think that it is definable or describable, after Mill or
Johnson, as the unity of members whose denotation is determined
connotatively. For all this implies that the ugity of the class
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is derivative; but following the lead of Stout® we believe that the
unity of the class is ultimate, and this belief we have defended
elsewhere All that we may say by way of clarification about
the unity of the class is simply that it is the unity of members
referred to by a general term. B

Now the unity of the class, thus understood, must be sup-
posed to comprehend cause and effect as its members, so that
the causal unity may be deduced from the class-unity as its modi-
fication. And the supposition, unless vitiated by any formal or
factual contradiction, must be taken to be true, simply for the
negative reason that without the supposition the causal unity
remains completely unexplained,—unexplained even deductively.
Formally, it is surely possible that cause and effect should be
co-members of a class; for the idea of two things being causally
related and that of their belonging, at the same time, to the same
class do not in any way exclude each other, as the idea of a
figure being square and the idea of the figure being at the same
time round do. But is it also factually justified to speak of the
causal unity as universally contained in the umity of the class?
Or is there any instance of causal relation holding between two
utterly disparate things so as to vitiate this belief? A psycho-
physical dualist, sharing the belief in the interaction hypothesis,
we are aware, cites such an instance in the causal relation between
mind and body.

But this, on our interpretation, instead of presenting any
serious difficulty to our proposed inclusion of the causal unity
in the unity of the class, weakens the case of psychophysical
dualism itself. 'The dualism of body and mind is no indubitable
fact of the kind as “the sky is blue” or “fire burns”; nor is its
truth, in any way, self-evident like that of the proposition “a
thing is what it is”. It is just a supposition (and, as the history
of philosophy would testify, a supposition of a highly controver-
sial nature) which calls for verification. The supposition can
therefore hardly claim to have any strength when advanced against
a hypothesis which is not only necessary but also efficacious for
the explanation of a fact. As a matter of fact, we can advance
an argument against psychophysical dualism itself, if its accep-
tance hinders the explanation of any fact, e.g. causation in the

6. Vide Studies in Philosophy and Psychology.
7. Our paper on “Is the Unity of a Class Ultimate or Derivative” pub-
lished in the Journal of the Philosophical Association, January-April, 1957,
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present context. Besides, to deny the possibility of causal unity

being contained in the unity of the class on the ground that it

is repugnant to the supposed dichotomy of body and mind is
begging the question. It is like refuting an objection against a
doctrine with the help of the doctrine itself. 'The proposition
that cause and effect must be members of the unity of the class
is intended to be used in this paper as the ground for the position
that cause and effect must be similar. Psychophysical dualism
must either abandon itself if it adheres to the interaction hypo-
thesis, or it must abandon the interaction hypothesis and thus
£ail to give a satisfactory solution of the problem of mind-body
correlation.

Thus the causal unity, to be intelligible, the cause and the

effect must be members of the same class. Once this is accepted-

we may find a justification for the cause-effect similarity. The
position that the cause and the effect must always be similar
may be inferred from the fact that they belong to the same class,
either as the consequent of the class-unity or as the ground. Those,
who, like us, believe that the unity of the class is ultimate, and
interpret accordingly the meaning of the similarity of two things
as consisting merely in the co-membership of the same class, would
adopt the former course; while others, who, in conformity with
the traditional ideas, derive the class-unity from the similarity
of its members, would adopt the latter. Thus two things causally
related must be similar. We may not be always aware of exactly
where their similarity lies. But that merely implies that the
similarity has to be discovered, not that it is not there.

Book Review

The Bhagavadgiti as a Philosophy of God-Realisation (Being
a clue through the labrynth of modern interpretations), by
Dr. R. D. Ranade; Price Rs. 10; Pp. 321 4- xiii; Published (1959)
by the Nagpur University.

The Bhagavadgiti epitomizes India’s age-old philosophy as
contained in the Vedas and the Upanisads. It is one of the three
sacred canons of Hinduism, the other two being the Upanisads and
the Brahma Siatras. It has itself been called an Upanisad. Its

" popularity is by no means confined to India. It has already earned

world-wide recognition. The truths that the Gita proclaims are
universal truths and the philosophy it propounds is ‘perennial phi-
losophy’ which is valid for all times and places. The Gita is both
Brahmavidyd and Yogashdstra. As Brahmavidyd it enunciates the
highest metaphysical truths, and as Yogashdstra it points out
various ways to attain these truths. For a proper understanding
of the Gita both these qualifications, viz., some grounding in meta-
physics and in practical Sddhand, seem to be indispensable. Both
these qualifications are to be found in an eminent degree in the
author of the work under review. The late Dr. Ranade not merely
studied and taught philosophy, he also lived it.

The present posthumously published work of the author is the
‘developed outcome’ of his lectures which he delivered at the
Nagpur University so far back as the year 1928 and subesequently
at Allahabad and Delhi. He took great interest in the work, and

it is reported he continued to give finishing touches to it right up
to the end of his life.

We propose to offer a critical introduction to this valuable and
interesting work in this review.

The book consists of a General Introduction and twenty-one
chapters which are divided in five parts. Every chapter is further
sub-divided, topicwise, in many sub-sections.

In the General Introduction the author seeks to explain his
fundamental thesis that God-realization is the supreme teaching
of the Gitd. It is this clue that has helped him in arriving at the
real meaning of the Gitd through the labrynth of various inter-
pretations but which, according to the author, “has been missed
by the great interpreters of the past” (P. 7). It seems to us, how-

P.Q9
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ever, that all the orthodox interpreters of the Gita have kept this
very ‘clue’ in the forefront. All the Vaisnava Acéryas have done
this. When the Advaitic interpreters say that Self-realization or
fealization of Brahman is the principal teaching of the Git3, they
surely say something more, not less, than Sri Ranade does; for
fshwara is, in the Advaitic parlance, Brahman with the limiting
adjunct of Maya. How can it be justifiably said, then, that this
clue is missed by the great interpreters of the past?

Part one deals with the relation of the Giti to the Upanisads,
Samkhya-yoga and the Brahmastitras. The author rightly says that
the Upanisads are the source of the Gitd’s teachings. He illus-
trates this relation in case of five principal Upanisads. But we
have differeneces with the author when he says that unlike the
Gita, the Kathopanisad regards the world as real and equivalent
to Brahman (P. 15). It seems to us the Gita is only following the
Kathopnisad in regarding the world unreal with the help of the
imagery of an Asvattha tree. Sri Ranade’s interpretation of the
Upanisadic verse in question seems to be faulty both gramatically
and. contextually. It is worth noting that no interpreter of the

said Upanisad (not excluding the one who regards the world real)
has put this meaning on it.

The second part deals with the Vedantic interpretations of the
Gita—those of Sarnkara, Rimanuja, Madhva and Vallabha—and
the mystical interpretation of Jfiine$vara.

While considering ‘Absolutistic Reality’ in this part the author
makes a remark which may easily be misunderstood. He ascribes
to Sarnkara the view that an illusory thing may be the cause of
‘a real thing’ (P. 44). What is really meant is the cause of ‘the

attainment of the real thing’, for the simple reason that Reality has
no cause; ’far less can the illusory be its cause.

In a subsequent sub-section entitled ‘Personalistic Reality’, the
author says that ‘Samkara understands Jiva.by Aksara Pu’ruga
and calls him Kutastha’ (P. 46). Any one who has read Sarn.
kara’s commentary on the Gitd can see that. by Aksara Puruga
Sarhkara means Maya itself and not Jiva. This factual inaccurac
ought not to have found a place in a work like this. In the senny
context the author calls the Ksara Purusa ‘a misnomer’ and the
Alsara Puruga ‘a Purusa only by sufferance * (P. 48). In a sube
sequent chapter the author says, “But to call all elementai

and animate existences by the name of Purusa is a trg

vesty of words” (P. 240). It seems to us it is a very significant
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misnomer and a useful travest;’/ if at all it is a misnomer and a
travesty. The Vedas and the Upanisads time and again declare,
‘Verily all this is Purusa’; ‘verily all this is Brabman’; ‘all this is
nothing but Atman’. Uttama Purusa is, as our author rightly
says, Purusa in the primary sense of the term. But the seco‘ndary
sense of the term also serves an important purpose of pointing to
the unity of Being and the non-dual nature of Reality.

The mystical interpretation of Jiianesvara in this part makes
very illuminating reading. Take, for instance, Jiane$vara’s des-
cription of the Sun of Absolute Reality: “While the physical Sun
makes the phenomenal world rise into view, the spiritual Sun
makes it disappear altogether” (P. 57). When the Sun of Abso-
lute Reality rises, there is nothing left for him to illuminate; the
subject-object relation comes to an end; the Absolute, the Sun of
Spiritual Reality alone remains (P. 58). Sri JfianeSvara resorts
1o the imagery of the ‘river of illusion’ (Mdydnadi) to point out the
nature of the world, and adds that as soon as we begin to cross it,
no water remains to cross (P. 62).

Part three is entitled ‘The Labrynth of Modern Interpreta-
tions’ and covers in its wide sweep a number of views on the Gita
that have been offered in modern times. Beginning with the view
of Garbe and ending with the view of Sri Aurobindo, we learn
in a nutshell, the views of Tilak and Gandhi, Radhakrishnan and
Rajgopalachari, Aldous Huxley and Otto and a host of others. It
is in this part that we come across a beautiful and telling phrase
coined by the author and which is further elaborated in the fol-
lowing part. Sacrifice constitutes, according to the author, a ‘spi-
ritual income-tax’ (P. 82). ‘“He who utilises all the products of
his work for himself”, says the Gitd, “is a thief” (P. 202).

The author discusses in this part the controversial issue
whether liberation can be had through knowledge alone or through
a combination of- both knowledge and action (Jfdna-Karma
Samuccaya). According to the author, “....this controversy can-
not be resolved except on the ground of temperamental differences
between men and men” (P. 136). It seems to us that the ques-
tion is not personal and psychological, but logical.- If the Advaitic
metaphysics is true, if it is true that the individual is no other
than Brahman but thinks himself limited, weak, etc., thfough
ignorance, knowledge alone can deliver the goods. Knowledge
alone can dispel ignorance along with its products, since know-
Tedge alone is opposed to ignorance and not action which is itself
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a product of ignorance. The utility of action prior to the rise of
knowledge is by no means denied on this view. Advaitism accepts
Krama Samuccaya. Action precedes knowledge, it cannot be
simultaneous with it. ,

In Part IV the author finds the way out of the labyrinth of the
various interpretations, catching hold of the clue of God-realization
which is sought to be presented “in terms of contemporary thought
and ways of reasoning” (P. 7). In this part we find discussed
many important and interesting problems connected with the Gita:
The Antinomies of Metaphysics; The Categorical Imperative, Acti-
vism and its Limitations; Moralism, Super-Moralism and Beati-
fism; The Problem of God; Methods of Meditation; and ‘A Sublime
Vision of God’. But we must admit that many of the antinomies
dealt with by the author seem to be forced and artificial and their
solutions arbitrary. Some of them set topsyturvy the commonly
accepted meanings of the Gitd’s verses in the light of Advaitic
interpretation with which generally speaking the author seems to
agree. ‘Purusottama’, for example, according to the author stands
for the personalistic conception of God, which is pitted aga;nst the
impersonalistic conception. According to the Advaitic interpre-
tation, ‘Purusottama’ stands for the Absolute or the ultimate Rea-
lity which transcends both the Ksara Purusa and the Aksara
Purusa. Likewise one of the two verses quoted by the author as
an illustration of the Impersonal Absolute stands for the condi-
tioned or the personal (Sopddhik) aspect of the Absolute.

Take another instance. The author seeks to reconcile the
Reality of Brahman and the unreality of the world through the
doctrine of ephemeralism, the doctrine of what the Gita calls
Vyakta madhya, meaning thereby something existing neither in
the beginning nor in the end but appearing only in the middle
But this exactly is the nature of an illusion according to Advai-.
tism. It is neither in the beginning nor in the end:
is exhausted in its appearance (Pratibhdsa matra kaﬁra) So the
said antinomy is only confirmed and not remov ugh

. d th
device of the doctrine of Vyakta madhya or ephe;erah:;ugh the

. In the antinomy of ‘videha-mukti or kramg- i
with jivanmukti’ (P. 188), the author makes conf;r:?:: x:r:gg: ccl:g
founded with regard to the commonly accepted meanings of these
terms. As a matter of fact no antinomy is involved here. Th
various kinds of liberation refer to different kinds of spirit;;al as;Si?

rants and their stages of spiritual evolut
on. H ;
conflict anywhere, ence there is no

its whole being
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The author concludes his discussion of the antinomies by say-
ing, “This mystical view of Reality alone will enable us to reconcile
all ’the intellectual dogmas that have infested the philosophies of
the world” (P. 191.). It seems to us, philosophical problems must
be faced boldly on the philosophical plane itself. Mysticism surely
has full scope in its own sphere, but its intrusion in the field of
philosophy may not find universal acceptance. Philosophers have
looked askance at mysticism, and it seems with some justification.

In this very section the author strikes an agnostic note on the
basis of some of the verses of the Gita: “... .nobody has ever been
able to know Him and that He alone probably is able to know
Himself.” There is hardly any warrant in the Gita itself for
any kind of agnosticism. The Gita time and again emphasizes the
importance of divine knowledge and also seeks to impart it.

In another section of this part the author discusses the ques-
tion whether there is any ‘ought’ after God-realization, and offers
his own solution of the problem by saying that knowledge “is not
an event but a process”. “Illumination never comes finally and
fully. We always keep making an asymptotic approach to illumi-
nation, but never actually reach it” (P. 207). The remedy pro-
posed by the author seems to be worse than the disease, and the
prospect of an endless illumination may well dishearten a spiri-
tual aspirant. This is anything but Upanisadic philosophy on which
the Gitd’s teachings are based. According to this philosophy,
knowledge is an occurrent. Brahmékira Vrtti constitutes the libe-
rating knowledge. It is generated by the Mahdvdkya—‘That art
Thow (tatvamasi) under the instructions of a competent teacher.
This final psychosis (caram vrtti) dispels all ignorance along with
its products and subsequently it liquidates itself, too. 'This is also
sound commonsense; for if the first act of knowledge cannot remove
ignorance, how can subsequent repetition of the same do so? If
the first act of knowledge is competent to deliver the goods, all
subsequent acts are rendered futile and unnecessary. The Gita'’s
verdict on the question whether there remains any ‘ought’ after
God-realization is quite clear and unambiguous. ‘No duty remains
for a man of self-realization’, declares the Gitdi—‘tasya karyarm na
vidyate’ (11I-17). This, however, does not mean that a man of
knowledge does not act for the welfare of others. It only means
he acts out of the spontaneity of his bounteous nature, not out of
any sense of duty or ‘ought’.

According to the author, the doctrine of Naiskarmyasiddhi (the
state transcending all work) of Suresvara as propounded by him
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in his famous work bearing the same name is different from that
of the Gits, and that Suresvara brings J#idne by the backdoor.
Our author thinks that Suresvara could have dispensed with the
word Naiskarmye and could have directly stated the supremacy of
Jrana (P. 216). It seems to us the Paramdm Naiskarmyasiddhin
spoken of by the Gita (xviii. 49) is not a whit different from the
one established so ably by Suresvara in his work. He gave this
name to the work to show his complete dissociation with his past
when he was an ardent champion of the theory of action.

We now come to Part V and the last part of this work which
is entitled ‘The Sublime and the Divine: A Study in Comparative
Thought'. The author has endeavoured to show here, with the
help of illustrations from metaphysics, science and morality, how
the Sublime leads to the Divine. His conclusion is that ‘the Moral,
the Sublime and the Divine all merge in one consummate philo-
sophy of spirit like that of the Bhagavadgita’ (P. 297).

We have endeavoured so far to offer a critical introduction to
the book under review. We have no hesitation to remark, in conclu-
sion, that Sri Ranade has given us a scholarly and a thought-
provoking work on the Bhagavadgiti. We get here a sort of
résumé of all sorts of studies on the subject along with the author’s
own mystical interpretation. The treatment of the subject is philo-

sophical throughout. Sri Ranade’s work is a welcome addition to
the Gita literature.

Institute of Philosophy, S.MC
: Amalner. e

e {
Books Received
1. “Stay with God’ by Francis Brabazon, published by
Edwards and Shaw for Garuda Books (Australia), price Rs. 10/~
(incl. postage).

2. “Humanism and Moral Theory”, by R. Osborn, published
tby George Allen and Unwin, Ltd., price 18 s./- net.

3. “Pictorial History of Philosophy”, by Dagobert D. Runeé,
published by Philosophical Library, New York, price $ 15/00.

4. “Theories of History”, edited by Patrick Gardiner, publish.

ed by The Free Press (Illinois)—~London: George Allen and
Unwin, Ltd., price $8/50 ¢.’

PRESS & REGISTRATION OF BOOKS ACT
Registration of Newspapers (Central) Rules, 1956 FORM IV (See Rule 8)

Statement about ownership and other particulars about the Philosophical
Quarterly.

1. Place of Publication .. Indian Institute of Philosophy,
Amalner, (East Khandesh).

5, Periodicity of its Publication .. Quarterly.

3. Prihter’s Name 7 e G. Srinivasachari, B.A,
Nationality .. Indian.
Address . e G.S. Press, 21, Narasingapuram St,
Mount Road, Madras.
4, Publisher’s Name ) .« Madhav Ramchandra Qak, M.A.
Nationality .o Indian,
Address L . Professor, Indian Institute of Philo-
sophy, Amalner, (East Khandesh).
5. Editor's Name .. Prof. G. R. Malkani, M.A., M.Litt,
Nationality : ' .. Indian. :
Address +. Director, Indian Institute of Philo-

sophy, Amalner, (East Khandesh).

8. Names and addresses of indivi- Indian Institute of Philosophy,
duals who own the newspaper Amalner, (East Khandesh).
and partners of shareholders .
holding more than one per cent
of the total capital

1, Madhav Ramchandra Oak, hereby declare that the particulars given
above are true to the best of my knowledge and belief.
Date: 27-2-1960.

(Sd) MADHAV RAMCHANDRA OAK,
Signature of Publisher.

Printed by G. Srinivasachari, B.A., at the G. S. Press, 21, Narasingapuram

Street, Mount Road, Madras and Published by the Indian Instj -
of Philosophy at Amalner, E. Khandesh, .

Sl

S By ) o )
| &"m’)r\g\bo)'ﬁ?

-




' KRISHNA CHANDRA BHATTACHARYA
~ MEMORIAL VOLUME

Editorial Board
S. K. Maitra
G. R. Malkani
T. R. V. Murti
Kalidas Bhattacharyya

Contents:—(1) Foreword. (2) A. Biographical Sketch, by
P. J. Chaudhury. (3) Maya and Illusion, by Aravinda Basu.
.(4) Objective Attitude and Idealism Proper, by Kalidas Bhatta-
charyya. ‘(5) The Definite and the Indefinite, by G. B. Burch.
(6) Meaning of Existence, by P. J. Chaudhury. (7) Logic,
Metaphysics and Religion, by Rasvihari Das. (8) The Philosophy
of Tirukkural, by T. M. P. Mahadevan. (9) A New Approach to
Bradley’s Philosophy, by S. K. Maitra. (10) The Real, the Actual
and the Possible, by G. R. Malkani. (11) The Prineciple of Modern
Kant-interpretation, by Jitendranath Mohanty. (12) One Step,.
Beyond, by C. A. Moore. (13) The Two Definitions of Brahmar*
in the Advaita, by T. R. V. Murti. (14) The Unity of Man and
Nature in East and West, by Howard L. Parsons, (15) Improba-
bility and the Principle of Significant Negation, by P. T, Raju.

-

Price Rs. 10/~ Foreign $ 3/50 cents, |

To be had from

' THE INDIAN INSTITUTE OF PHILOSOPHY
‘Amalner — E. Khandesh, (h‘lia).

y



‘A‘Mem'orandum af Books, etc, printed during the mpnth

19 .

01( Yokl 1)

0Ax) .

; w = T = T PR =S
The (:)h:hnam:hof The date | ° ; § "é g §"~'§,’,§ § °. 273
;  traniy a] The neme or | of delivery g8 . $8E |2 ‘| oG | 2 0.8 [The nam -
T(l; il:;tfogi'emz E(fx:;l}(xé lna:ln%vut?igci tg)r t:r?dmnﬂa- The (@) The place of [ firm of the from the 'é'ﬁ § & g TR -‘; 8 % ja-‘ <18 _: 'E denceof ; ér;dr f:tsolr
e it page. the book | editor o(fc )ﬂf;he subject | printing and (b the | printer and pressand | 2. | 7 | E52 |Egg(EEE| 8 B2 [of the copyrighior
is written| book or anye place of publication.| [b] the naml:a or of the | o3 §:9 2 g5 E08 E HE .?g.’ ot oByright
1 p | e frmof the peblisher publ-  HEE ) BRSO ISAT paE éé’ g | such copyright.
: ) @ @ 1w @ O] s ® ® | an | ay @ & a
‘ } | Rs.A.[P.
~ $ % ‘ § ~
ERR & & - K
3 < { < 3 | 9 . .
<) S N . - N
1 . . . ‘ >
% 6- N\ ) () \\ , .
b VR X ~
. . AN . » . )
£ ' ' X $ s
R . .
N ° N
. &L{ Y N | . é ~ | ~
% ® &
N C ™ 3 “ \
Q‘; ' : ™~ N d
S
@

!
|
| S
.
|
.?!‘ I declare _that the above entnes are correct and true to my knowledge. ')
’\k 3 ‘ ' m Print (Pﬂ) ietor qf t}te Dress). - A
: \’w T . 4 ’v ‘w y‘?‘,‘ . ‘ . r
S . ‘ . - ! - . :
‘MA‘. A _ b o e, PO 'ng,ﬂ_. . / . . .‘j': .. .




	124046_Page_01
	124046_Page_02
	124046_Page_03
	124046_Page_04
	124046_Page_05
	124046_Page_06
	124046_Page_07
	124046_Page_08
	124046_Page_09
	124046_Page_10
	124046_Page_11
	124046_Page_12
	124046_Page_13
	124046_Page_14
	124046_Page_15
	124046_Page_16
	124046_Page_17
	124046_Page_18
	124046_Page_19
	124046_Page_20
	124046_Page_21
	124046_Page_22
	124046_Page_23
	124046_Page_24
	124046_Page_25
	124046_Page_26
	124046_Page_27
	124046_Page_28
	124046_Page_29
	124046_Page_30
	124046_Page_31
	124046_Page_32
	124046_Page_33
	124046_Page_34
	124046_Page_35
	124046_Page_36
	124046_Page_37
	124046_Page_38
	124046_Page_39
	124046_Page_40

