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On Categories
by

DoxaLp WaALnxoUT

To delimit effectively the scope of this paper requires us to
state immediately that our subject is the idea of category itself
and not the presentation or analysis of particular categories. This
restriction makes the paper “meta-categorial” in nature, and within
this restriction we shall set forth through historical considerations
and logical analysis a reconstructed conception of the idea of

category.

Any treatment of categories appropriately begins with reference
to Aristotle. We need not be committed to supposing, however,
that there can be evolution in the concept of category, as if the
only task of later philosophy were to check over Aristotle’s specific
list of categories, questioning this one or that one, eliminating one
and substituting another, revising and adjusting the list. 'There
can be development not only in the lists of categories proposed but
in the very concept of category. We shall see at the outset, in
connection with our preliminary definition, why this is so. At
the end of the paper we shall suggest a revised conception of
category which appears justified by contemporary thought and
fruitful for future philosophy. Between ‘this beginning and this
end there will be several dialectical steps to be traversed.

The Meaning of Category

For Aristotle categories appear to have a combined grammati-
cal, logical, psychological, and ontological meaning. Grammatically
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and logically they mean the most generic kinds of predicates that
can be assigned to different subjects. Psychologically they are
the most general ways in which the mind, using logic and language,
thinks about the different things that exist. Ontologically they are
the various ultimate genera of being manifested by the existing
- things of reality. The ontological meaning is fundamental for
Aristotle, since it is the warrant behind the other uses of the con-
cept. That is, we speak, judge, and think as we do because we

perform these acts in relation to the ways in which things actually
exist,

A category, then, in the Aristotelian sense, is any ultimate,
distinguishable division of reality. It is a mode of being, a type or
kind of being, a manner of existing, a way of having ontological
status, an ultimate demarcation of reality. The particular cate-
gories—substance, time, place, quantity, and so forth—comprise an
exhaustive inventory of the different ways in which anything can
have ontological status. They constitute the highest genera of be-
ing exemplified by the more particular portions of being.

There have been four principal modifications of this doctrine
of categories in Western philosophy. One of these may be due to
a simple confusion rather than to a deliberate reinterpretation. In
this confusion the meaning of categories has been altered from
that of signifying the different types or divisions of reality to that
of signifying universal properties belonging to each thing that
exists. Categories, in short, have been confused with, and taken
to stand for, what the medieval philosophers called transcendentals.
This confusion is illustrated in the following quotation:

....I adopted the position of Aristotle that the proper
task of metaphysics is to investigate being qua being; to
identify those relatively few basic characteristics that apply
to all the phenomena of existence, to existence as existence.
These universal categories apply only to existential subject

mat-
ters, but not to abstractions from existence such as mathe-
matics and logic,!

Another example may be cited from a history of philosophy which
also gives earlier th

e original Aristotelian usage. In reference to
Aristotle we read:

“It is impossible to think of any real and
existent thing except as subsumed under one or more of the cate-

> Corliss Lamont, et al., “A Humanistic Symposium on Metaphysics,”
Philosophy (Jan. 15, 1959), p. 45, ‘

CTE 3

.
&

ON CATEGORIES 143

i i i f being.....””? But
gories.. .. .fl‘he c?tt;g;?;zear‘jedxﬁiie;ent"l';;lr;di a(;egorief o Bt
in coml_ectl(:;l V::l that every category belongs to. every pheno-
:l;ozm:ft;lough one category may be more prominent than the
others ,in a given phenomenon.”3

In this confusion of kinds of bei.ng (gategories) “;ltt};klil:wf;}s;lt
rties (transcendentals), there is a suny')le case 0 g what
P f the whole as being true of the individual parts.
p true'10 it f!s true that the categories as a whole apply to all
o whit 1't 1is not true that each category individually does so.
e‘XIStentS, 1le categories like place and quantity do not appear to
o exan?P ’aterial existence, which Aristotle certainly recognizes.
jfgp:i);xti}:;n:ztegories of acting and being acted 1u’pon d<t) not apilzi
, which is in Aristotle’s system a r
o 'the tUn;)nVsz(:e l\ﬁgzetr; think of categories, then, in the more
eXIStef}- se of universal properties present in every part. of
Pl?tomc e ther as the significant, distinguishable cuts of reality,
being, but 7@ ne of which, but not necessarily under all, each part
under’ s 0ubsumed. We may take the following quotation as
of belne ;S ieﬂecting a more accurate interpretation of Aristotle:
2’?‘?\: a:::erories may be described as a list of 'predi‘cates, one or
other of which declares the mode of its essential being belonging

to any subject that exists.” A%

One is semantically free, of course, to use the term categt;)lry
to refer to the other concept of transcen.de.ntals. But tl'fen ano t}ell‘
ill be needed to cover the discipline letft behind by the
::::sf:;. It seems best, logically and metaphysically, to p}x;eser.ve
the distinction, since an important investigation would ot erwise
be blurred. It also seems historically })est to preserve a mea:lr;mg
of category closer to the original meaning, so as to avoid needless
confusion.

The second modification in the dc.act‘rine. took place wheg
Scholastic philosophers made the sharp distinction bet\?reerll. 1<{:rea.te
being and uncreated being. It was clear tha? categories like time

d quantity could not apply to uncreated being, and so the whole
:itt :f categories was interpreted as referring solely to created be-

9 Frank Thilly, A History of Philosophy, revised by Ledger Wool
(Hen;-y Holt and Co., 1955), p. 103. .
i. gid'v’f.p'ﬂfo?ioaeph, Introduction to Logic, (Oxford University Press,

1057 puinting), p. .
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ing. Categories became the widest genera under which the things
of the finite, created world could be subsumed.

The rejection of this modified usage is not contingent upon an
appraisal of the distinction between created and uncreated being.
A rejection might, for instance, rest on a charge of arbitrariness.
The modification means that categorical inquiry is confined to only
a segment of being. Yet all of being must be included if one is
searching for the fundamental kinds of being that there sre. In
a sense this was recognized, since the doctrine of analogy permitted
one to categorize uncreated being, although it would not be des-
cribed in this way. The logical point here is that “kinds of being”
necessarily encompasses all of being. And the historical point is
that useful continuity is preserved when the term category is kept
for the larger area of its original reference.

The third and fourth modifications will be discussed in other
contexts later and need only be identified at this point as the
Kantian and the existentialist reinterpretations. Kant holds that
categories refer only to the world as structured by the mind, and
existentialism maintains that they refer only to being as viewed
from subjective concern.

Three elements of a preliminary definition of category stand
out from the foregoing remarks. The first is generality of predi-
cation. Categories are the most generic predicates, drawn from
the various classes of being, which are attributable to subjects.
The second element is ontological reference. Categories designate
the various divisions of being into which particular “be-ings” are
classifiable. The third element is what might be called significance
for distinction. Categories are those aspects of being which, taken
as ultimate, the philosopher regards as most significant to be
distinguished, Taking these elements together, the definition reads:
a category is any of various modes of being which are the most

generic for predication, ultimate in ontological reference, and
significant for distinction.

The third element requires further comment since, as the
flexible hinge in the definition, it can carry us beyond Aristotle
and is therefore the key to any reinterpretation. It seems clear
that any particular list of categories at which a philosopher arrives
tepends in part upon what he considers important in reality to be
distinguished. 'Thus some of the categories which Aristotle
distingujshes receive little attention from later philosophers, Kant’s
List differs from Aristotle's, Hegel's from Kant’s, Whitehead’s from
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Hegel’s, and so forth. 'This would only be explainable if there are
involved in these lists the philosophers’ judgments as to what is
interesting and important enough to call attention to as ultimate.
This does not mean that philosophers are really in agreement and
that they only differ in emphasis. When Whitehead replaces the
category of primary substance with the category of actual occasion,
there is a difference not only in emphasis but in propositional,
descriptive truth. Nor do we mean to assert, at the other extreme,
that categories are the products of the philosophers’ private
interests and imaginations. Systems of categories are attempts at
objective discovery and description and are not subjective expres-
sions alone. All that is being claimed here is that selection on the
basis of significance, which does involve a subjective component
of selectivity, is one element in the systems of categories which
philosophers propound.

If this be so, if categories always involve some amount of
selective discrimination on the basis of judged significance, we
can see how transformations may occur in the concept of category.
As systems of categories develop and are modified, the concept of
category, which after all is not independent of categories, is itself
extended and modified, just as the general concept of science is
shaped and extended by the developments within particular scien-
ces. If there is selective discrimination in the various sets of cate-
gories, there must be a similar elasticity in the concept of cate-
gory. In this way there is evolution possible in the conception
of category, even within the historical aura of the meaning of the
term. Kant, for instance, set forth both a different scheme of
categories and a novel conception of category. We shall not fol-
low Kant’s particular lead in the sequel; yet he provides an illustra-
tion of the argument offered here. To conclude, the factor of
selective discrimination on the basis of judged significance permits
a reinterpretation of category which has at once historical related-
ness and contemporary timeliness.

Options Concerning Categories

Before reaching our conclusion, however, we shall prepare the
way by considering the alternatives in five options concerning

-categories.

Stipulative or Constitutive . ,

The first option is whether categories are arbitrary Mnguisti
proposals or whether they are structural features of reality or
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experience. The first of these alternatives maintains that meta-
physical concepts, and hence categories, have only a linguistic
status, so that analyses of categories are analyses not of being but
of words, either those which are actually used or those which are
recommended for use. Thus any system of categories claimed by
a philosopher as ultimate is in fact a stipulative linguistic system
on his part. The other alternative insists that categories are struc-
tures of being itself and that language is only a means for making
this reference. Categories are constitutive of what is, or at least
of what is as knowable.

It would seem evident, to begin with, that the particular items
most usually chosen for inclusion in systems of categories are not
stipulated items. It would seem absurd, for instance, to say that
time or space or actualities, which often appear in the lists, are
constitutive of nothing else but language. The same could be said
for some other proposed candidates. The philosopher’s linguistic
descriptions are formulated in response to what he apprehends as
the significant features of the world actually encountered by him.
The categories are derived from what is taken as constitutive of
the world, so that their intended reference at least is objective.
If it be argued that the philosopher is always deluded about this
intended reference and that his categories are always linguistic
stipulations only, the objection would involve a self-contradiction
since the speaker, in order to be voicing a truth, would be pre-
supposing such a metaphysical knowledge of reality and experience
as would enable him to pose the objection as sound.

If the individual categories are not stipulative, it would be
impossible to claim that an entire system, which is comprised of
such categories, is stipulative.

But systems of philosophy are not in agreement, one hears.
Does this not mean that they must be linguistic stipulations? No.
1t would be more accurate and less misleading to say of a system—
if this be our estimate of it—that it is false, partially false, or
incomplete, than that it consists of linguistic proposals. We may
believe that a philosopher’s system has only a linguistic status as
far as its truth value is concerned; but this is far different from
saying that categories themselves have only a linguistic status. The
system has a merely linguistic status only if it is false, ie., does
not correspond to the actual categories of being. But to be false
the -system must have an' objective reference, and this reference
must be the actual, constitutive categories. We must conclude,
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therefore, that while a given system may be thought to be largely
linguistic in character, analyses of categories are nevertheless
.analyses of being, and the philosopher of categories is analyzing not
words alone but words as symbols of being. v o

Phenomenological or Ontological ' Sy

If categories are more than linguistic entities, what precisely
is their status in being? Are they structures of experience or
structures of reality—categories of appearance or categories;;gf
things-in-themselves? The first of these alternatives holds that
knowledge is confined to phenomenal experience and ca;}p;_jt
penetrate to reality itself. Yet within this confinement thought
can discover those indispensable structures that make phenomeral
experience what it is. Beyond this there might be categories of
reality; but these, it is urged, are unknowable. The second alj:,q;x-
native asserts that categories pertain to reality itself, that they are
ontological as well as phenomenological. Moreover, it is possihle
for thought, to some extent at least, to apprehend real categorié&.

The difficulty in the purely phenomenalistic view is the diffi-
culty in avoiding, try as one may, any ontological adumbrations.
It can readily be seen that Kant, for instance, despite his dis-
claimer oath on metaphysics, employs a number of concepts which
syspiciously approximate categories of reality, e.g., the noumenal
self, freedom, the objective there-ness of things-in-themselves, the
lack of accord between things-in-themselves and human reason.
The breakdown of phenomenalism comes in trying to separate the
phenomenal from the noumenal, the phenomenological from the
ontological. This separation requires some contrast and compari-
son, and such comparison requires in turn categories drawn from
both sides of the separation in order to make the comparison
meaningful. Thus concepts have a way of referring to the real,
despite our attempts to box them in. If it be said that we can
know absolutely nothing about reality, even that it is unknowable
or even that it is real, it may be questioned whether an intelligible
concept is being entertained here at all. At least it may be
questioned whether in this case one means by the phenomenal
world anything different from what metaphysicians mean by
reality.

Yet the ontological positions of philosophers differ, we hear
again. Does this not prove that categories are phenomenal only?

‘Such a conclusion, if it purports to be an “explanation” of the
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differences, would have to regard the categories as privately pheno-
menal, since if they were regarded as objectively phenomenal the
same differences in interpretation could be pointed to among pheno-
menalists themselves, and nothing would be explained. But if cate-
gories are only privately phenomenal, the philosopher would be a
virtual solipsist, which is plainly absurd,. We may think, of course,
that any given philosopher’s set of categories represents little more
than his own private fancy as far as truth value is concerned. But
in this case it would be more accurate to say that his list of cate-
gories is phenomenal, not that categories themselves are. It would
be still more accurate to say that his list is false or incomplete,
and to be false assumes an ontological reference to real categdries.

Contingent or Necessary

Are the categories of being contingent or necessary? 'There
appears to be a cluster of questions contained in this simply
phrased option, (1) Is it a necessary truth that there are cate-
gories? (2) Are the particular categories of being contingent or
necessary? (3) Are philosophers’ lists of categories contingent or
necessary? (4) Are contingency and necessity among the real
categories of being?

Concerning the first of these questions, if it is not necessarily
true that there are categories, then it might be the case that there
are none. But if there were no categories, then we could not
think or know being at all, since there would be no general, unify-
ing concepts through which being could be thought or known. Yet
we must assume that we think and know being to some extent,
for to deny this conflicts with experience and also involves a
self-refutation. Therefore, we must assume it as necessarily true
that there are categories of being through which being is thought.

Can we go on to say that the particular categories of being
are also necessary? That is, could the actual modes of being be
other than what they are? It is logically conceivable, i.e;, not
self-contradictory, to entertain the thought that being might
exemplify other hypothetical categories different from the ones
which it does in fact contain. But since there is nothing, by
definition, outside or beyond being, taken in the broadest sense,
which could possibly account for the categories being other than
what they are, this logical conceivability can hardly be regarded
as a real possibility. Therefore, the actual categories of being
must in reality be necessary categories. From this point of view
.metaphysics is, in one phase, a search for those necessary modes

- W
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of being, ohie or more of which must be exemplified by anything
that exists. This doctrine should not be confused with the different
dbttrine that evéry individual occurrence coming under the cate-
gories is a necessary occurrence. Individual existents may come
and go contingently, even though the general ways in whicli they
might exist do not. : - ,

Shall we also say, then, that the philosophers’ lists of cate-
gories are also necessary? Obviously they cannot all be n}eees—
sary, since they often conflict with one another. Are these lists
then contingent? This would not be accurate either, for it would
mean that they might or might not be true, whereas if some of
them are false they could not possibly be true, assuming that the
categories themselves are necessary. It is best not to speak of the
philosophers’ lists as contingent or necessary at all, but rather as

true, partially true, or false in our estimation. If they are true,.
they are necessarily true, since they describe necessary structures;

and if they are false, they are necessarily false. But we cannot
say, short of final certainty, that a given list is necessarily true or
false. There always remains a limitation in certainty which might
be called subjective contingency. So we cannot say that a given
list is necessarily true; but we can say that if it is true it is

' necessarily true. ‘The philosophers’ lists, then, claim necessity if

they are true; they seek to express what is necessary; but they
are subject to error.

Finally, if it is a necessary truth that there are categories,
and if the particular categories of being are necessary, does
it follow that all being is necessary being, excluding contin-
gency? No, we cannot admit this as a consequence. There
is no reason why there cannot be necessary categories of
being which cover individual existing things that are themselves
contingent. It is not inconsistent to say that there is a necessary
category of contingency or a necessary category of freedom. There
could be both necessity and contingency of existence quite com-
petibly. with necessary categories. Our discussion is not concern-
ed with estimating the claims for contingency in existence; but it
is relevant to point out that necessary categories do not exclude
contingency of real things.

Natural or Non-natural

The fourth option is whe_they categories are ekélusivgly natu-
ral, In the sense in which naturalists in philosophy would use the
term, or whether they indicate non-natura] realities as well. It

)
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cannot be our aim, at this “meta-categorial” level of discourse, ta
debate the issue between naturalism and its opponents in philo-
sophy; but two categorial confusions pertinent to the issue may be

. 'The first is illustrated by the quotation from Lamoant made
earlier. In that approach categories are thought of @s universal
properties of things, and then, since candidates like mind, per-
sonality, and purpose do not qualify as universal properties, they
are excluded from the naturalist’s list of categories. If, however,
categories are thought of not as universal traits but as different
modes of being, non-natural candidates like mind will demand ag
equal bearing. The same remark must be made concerning ideal~
iszn, which may, since natural categories are not regarded by it
s universal, deny these to be real categories at all. Of course it
is disputable how the term category should best be defined, and in.
any case a definition cannot solve the controversy. We are alleging,
 however, that it is more fruitful to think of categories not as the
thinnest pessible traits qualifying anything whatsoever, but as the
stubborn and irreducible types of reality that there are. From
this point of view it can perhaps be seen more easily how cautious-
one must be in withholding ultimacy from any of the persistent
eategories from which human thought has been unable to escape.

A second confusion can be avoided if we focus on the state-
ment that categories have a status of ultimacy. This means they
cannot be confirmed or disconfirmed by methods designed for less
than ultimate levels of thought, but can only be justified or dis-
missed by dialectical considerations. This point is relevant to
naturalist and noa-naturalist alike. The naturalist cannot, on pain
of begging the question, exclude non-natural categories on the
ground that they are not warranted by the methods of verifica-
tion appropriate to the natural order. Likewise the idealist can-
not exclude natural categories by means of a mystical method
applicable only to a spiritual order. Ultimate categories can only
bedetuminedbyanappealwhichcanembraceatlemthepoui.
bility of all candidates. :
- 'The final option to be considered carries us directly into our
intended reconstruction and hence to the concluding section of
the essay. .

Existence or System

WehveﬁWthMyamded
that perennial i sometimes sublimated Platonic congern for g trang-
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formed existence. In this movement Kierkegaard and Nietzsche
stand out immediately, and other names come quickly $o mind
when sese are mentioned. In this approach to philosophy cate-
gories hawe been proposed which are not merely revisions of preé-
‘vious lists, but are repudiations of the very attempt to frame a
-deseriptive or prescriptive metaphysical system of categories. 'This
movement rests, for the most part, on a despair of reaching any
system of categories in the traditional sense, and therefore on a
conviction of the futility and unimportance of speculative meta-
physics. Turn rather, it is urged, to the greener pastures of inti-
macy, to the depiction, illumination, and recovery of our own
existence within the realm of being. This at least we can know.
Categories are not the necessary structures of being as being, but
rether euts into being which are screened through the passion of
human subjectivity and which dramatize the human situation

#ts relations to being. '

Thus there have arisen such categories as subjectivity and
objectivity (Kierkegaard), Dasein, Existenz, and the Transcendent
(Jaspexs), ensoi and poursoi (Sartre), problem and mystery (Mar-
cel), and the I-thou and I-it relationships (Buber), just to men-
tion some typical examples. Although these illustrations come
from modern Western thought, the approach under discussion
should not be conceived as confined to contemporary existentialism.
Indeed, the aim behind this approach is perhaps better expressed
in the following quotation which refers to another culture
altogether.

Writing of Indian philosophy, Heinrich Zimmer states;

India....has had, and still has, its own disciplines of .
logy, ethics, physics, and metaphysical theory. - But ti?c:rt

concern—in striking contrast to the interests of the
rodern &l:xﬂosophers of the West—has always been, not infor-
thation, transformation; a radical changing of man's nature
and, therewith, a renovation of his understanding both of the
-outer world and of his own existence; a trarisformation -

omplete as possible, such as will ¢
: total conversion or rebirth.8 amount when successful go

The vption before us, then, fs that between metaphysical cate-
f0Mex ad extstetial cetegories, the one type purporting ts be an
ehjective description of reality as it is, the other an illumfyaticn
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of our subjective existence within that so-called reality. But it
may be asked first why we should regard these existential depic-
tions as cafegories at all. Are not such thinkers turning their
backs on categorial analyses altogether? The approach in ques-
tion does retain, we believe, a connection with metaphysics. This
may be seen if we recall that one element in the basic definition of
category is that of significance for distinction. This element means
that the categories a philosopher depicts are those modes of being
he finds significant to be distinguished. The existentialists may be
interpreted as meeting the definition. In their own way they are
concerned with being and its modes. 'They have a radically differ-
ent orientation of significance from that of rationalist metaphysi-
cians, and they contemplate being from a radically different frame
of reference, viz., that of the passionate subject rather than that
of the dispassionate observer. Yet their categories have ontologi-
cal roots and implications, even when we remember the claims of
some of them that metaphysical truth is unknowable. We may
say that metaphysical categories are concerned with being as be-
ing, while existential categories are concerned with being as exist-
ed or as related to the existence of subjects. There are different
motivations and interests involved; but in an important sense both
approaches are concerned with being and its ultimately significant
manifestations.

What shall we now say of the option? Certainly it is possible
to note difficulties in both of the alternatives. Any system of
metaphysical categories, for instance, must acknowledge that there
is always a particular vantage point from which the individual
thinker composes his system. There is also a perennial danger,
as the history of systems testifies, that the ship of metaphysics may
falter in the quiescent waters of remoteness, unimportance, or
disinterest. Existential categories, on the other hand, are partial
in scope; they are representations of being reflected through the
one mirror of subjective concern. Some of their proponents also
assume without justification that we are completely cut off from
any intelligibility in reality. If metaphysics may falter in the sea
of remvteness, existential thought may founder in the bosom of
rhapsody and incoherence. The difficulties in one side, however,
do not ipso facto establish the greater validity of the othep alter-
native. Shall we then try to escape both sides by steering our
course along the safe and uncommitted shoreline of linguistic ana-
lysis? To state this possibility for what it plainly is, is the first
step toward dismissing it — not in order to refute it, but to rele-
gate the value of its aim to that of an assistant, Linguistic enalysis,
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we may ask, of what? And we cannot long avoid the answer, -

“Words which stand for concepts of being.” Philosophy cannot’
exist without ontological commitments, even though it may an-
nounce to the contrary. :

If in this option we cannot be satisfied with either alterna-
tive alone, and if we cannot reject both of them together, we shall
somehow have to incorporate both into our conception of cate-
gories. But this outcome is not reached merely by default: these
two human. interests, the metaphysical and the existential, must
be synthesized on pain of narrowness and incompleteness. This is
what appears to us, then, to be the distinctive connotation which
the idea of category ought in the future to bear, namely, unifica-
tion in a single synthesis of the metaphysical and existential pers-
pectives on' being. Metaphysical attempts at an impartial, objec-
tive description of reality cannot be abandoned, because the desire
for truth cannot be abandoned. Existential attempts at a con-
cerned, subjective illumination of being in relation to the parti-
cipating self cannot be abandoned, because the aspiration for
authentic existence cannot be abandoned. Both approaches to be-
ing must be retained, but both must be unified in a transcendent
perspective. 'The results of such a synthesis will be what we mean
by the ultimate categories of being. And so we have reached the
culmination of our exposition: categories, we suggest, are those
aspects of being which are generic for predication, ontological in
reference, and simultaneously illuminative of the natural theoreti-
cal divisions of, and the existential concerns in, being as being.

What, in conclusion, does this “meta-categorial” analysis imply
concerning the actual inquiry into categories? It implies pri-
marily that, while the knowledge of being can only be discovered
and not invented, the aspects of being which are selected as signi-
ficant for distinction, i.e., as categories, will be those which em-
body in the same concepts both metaphysical and existential illu-
mination. There will be no juxtaposed sets of categories or
opposed approaches requiring a choice of one or the other, We
cannot afford to lose the Aristotelian penchant for objective truth;
yet we cannot remain content with the isolated detachment of his
approach. Nor can Thomism be regarded as having dealt fully
with the existential dimension of philosophy. At the same time
we cannot yield to existentialism in its abandonment of metaphysi-
cal categories in favour of purely phenomenal modes of thought.
If we cannot return placidly to pre-Kantian philosophizing, neither
can we accept the Kantian bifurcation as the prolegomenon to all
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future existentials® We shall not econsider adequate anythisg
less than -a°simultanecus display, in the same concepts, of both
metaphysical and existential meaning. : .

If such a conception appears to be asking too much of a
gystem of categories, there is the overbalancing consideration that
this dual yet integrated emphasis is, of all tempers in philesophy,

‘ the one that is most natural to man as inquirer. Such a eoneep-
tion of categories is, in any ease, the one that appears to us calded
for by the status of philosophy after six decades nf the twentieth
century.

8. 1 propose ils word to designate the enterprise of existentia} fhirking,
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. The Advaitins assert that consciousness is one and eternal,
The aim of this paper is to make a descriptive study of this asser-
fion., In other words, this assertion seems to go against common
semse and usage. Common sense is not shocked if it be asserted
that mental acts or acts of consciousness occur and cease to occur,
and are accordingly many and transient. But the assertion of
the Advaiting shocks it. Hence, we may, in the spirit of Prof.
Moore, aslk an Advaitin making the assertion: what on earth do
you mean by the words occurring in your assertion?, what is the
gnelysis of it? True, common-sense need not be granted sacrosanct
validity, We need not deny that usage is vague and may mislead.
But we cannot treat this as a consideration for certifying the asser-
tion of the Advaitins as intelligible and not shocking. We must
press for an analysis of it. The analysis need not be in the favous
rite form of Prof. Moore. It need not exhibit the equivalence
between an analysandum and an analysans. It may be an analysis
by discrimination (or what amounts to the same thing, by inspec-
tion). It may lay bare the conceptual system that makes the
assertion intelligible. 1t should make us familiar with the language
system that permits us to speak in this way. Such an analysis
we must demand. The aim of this paper is to meet this demand.
Tt will make & descriptive study of the assertion of the Advaitins,
To put it diffenently, it will try to find out the language system
that the Advaitins recommend, but will mot discuss the question
if the recommendation is commendable. It will say a few words
om the decision procedure, hut will not make any attempt to decide
the merit of the language system recommended by the Advaitins.

Its aim is descriptive and npt recommendatory.

' 7pe Advaitins start from laukika anubhava or unformalised
eommon sense. They admit that such common sense distinguishes
between a consciousness of blue and a consciousness of yellow.

! . , But then they argue that this is not sufficient to establish the view
MWMWmemu %emammmm °fl ;’“’h"’”’ thinking, Sever that there are different acts.of consciousness which ecour swr and
physics, sthics, esthetics, semantics. Why not m""""&“‘ words: ”"“"': s eease. to oecur. This is a philosophical theory, and unformalised
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common sense knows nothing about it. To put it differently, the
Naiyaikas hold that eonsciousness is neither one nor eternal. - "I‘hey
qpine that there are many conscious acts and that they,are'; tran-
sient, If they be asked for the grounds for holding such an opinion,
they will in all probability refer to unformalised common sense’
Now, in the opinion of the Advaitins this is quite insufficient The'
Nyaya theory has formalised the unformalised common sens; but
this_ is not the only possible formalisation. The acceptance o,f the
Nyaya theory is not a necessary condition for accepting unforma-
lised ‘common sense. One accepts it long before one is a Naiyaika
Similarly, unformalised common sense is not a sufficient conditioh.
of the Nydya view. So the relation between unformalised com-
mon sense and the Nyaya formalisation of it is not one of impli-
cation, and this is as it should be. For if the relation had been
one of implication the question of proposing an alternative th
would not have arisen at all. The Naiyaikas have formalisedeotiz
unformalised common sense in one way, and the Advaitins do it in
another way. They hold that from the fact that unformalised
common sense distinguishes between a consciousness of blue and a
consciousness of yellow, it does not follow that there are two
different acts of consciousness, one showing the blue, and the other
the yellow. For, it may very well be the case that there are
here two different objects and one consciousness taking notice
of them on different occasions, and not two different objects and
?wo different acts. Indeed, in the opinion of the Advaitins, this
is the case. Unformalised common sense need not be formt'alised
in the Nyaya manner. We may formalise it even if we deny that
there are different acts of consciousness. So the real point at issue
between the Advaitins and their critics is not who are falsifyin:
unformalised common sense, but who are formalising it happil :
The issue is not one that can be settled by an appeal to observla)t’;oz.
For this appeal to observation is either an appeal to unformaliseti
common sense over again, and so incompetent to settle the issue
or. makes use of a formalised conceptual apparatus and hence wﬂi
fail to find out anything that will be admitted even when a diff
erent conceptual apparatus is used. 'The issue is not one tha;
can be settled on empirical grounds. It is not factual. How it is
to be settled is a different question, and we do not dare to ask it
We can only attempt to find out the language that permits us to

speak as the Advaitins do, and also the i :
offered for proposing it. considerations that are

-The A.dvaitins argue in favour of the proposal made by them
that consciousness of blue does not differ from consciousness -of

tx
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yellow as eonseiousness, but only as referring to blue.. So it is
reasonable to conclude that we have here not two different acts
of consciousness but one identical individual consciousness showing
the blue on one occasion and the yellow on another occasion. It
goes without saying that the argument is inconclusive. For the
identity under consideration may not be the identity of an indi-
vidual, but only that of the members of a class. The Naiyaikas
and the other critics of the Advaitins are not slow to point this
out. Obviously, two different analogies are at work. The
Advaitins and their critics are using two different models. Thus,
the difference between a consciousness of blue and a consciousness
of yellow is in the opinion of the Advaitins analogous to the distine-
tion between Julius Caesar, the friend and benefactor of Mark
Antony, and Julius Caesar, the husband of Calpurnia, or to the
distinction between the @kdsa (ether) as characterised by a pot
and the dkdsa as characterised by an abbey. But in the opinion
of the Naiydikas it is analogous to the distinction between two
members of the same class, say between two ‘a’s, one typed quickly
after the other on the same sheet of paper and from the same
type-writer. Thus, the Advaitins and their critics make use of
different analogies and for different reasons.

We may now try to unearth the analogies and to see why the
reasons for choosing the analogy of the critics are deemed incogent
by the Advaitins. In the opinion of the Naiyaikas a consciousness
of blue is felt to be an occurrent. So is a consciousness of yellow.
Hence it is almost incomprehensible why a different analogy should
be chosen. But this reason fails to satisfy the Advaitins. They
hold that this feeling is not a constituent of unformalised common
sense. That is, to characterise something as an occurrent is to
characterise it also as temporal. But is consciousness temporal?
Does it occupy any position in time? The Naiyaikas answer these
questions in the affirmative, and quite consistently. Indeed, the
statement that consciousness is an occurrent is the logical equi-
valent of the statement that it is temporal. Their assertions and
denials go together. And as the Naiyaikas cannot deny that con-
sciousness is temporal, they also cannot deny that it is an occurrent.
Similarly, as the Advaitifis cannot accept that consciousness is
temporal they cannot accept also that it occurs. Hence, they can-
not admit that the feeling referred to above is a constituent of
unformalised common sense, The statement that consciousness is
an occurtent is a member of the language system of which a state-
iment like “time is real’ is one of the basic statements. But this is
not the case with the Advaitins. They do not grant reality to

P33
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time. According to them time is phenomenal only. And, if the
unformalised common sense be unconditionally acceptable or
absolutely presuppositionless, if, that is to say, it is what a thorough
phenomenological reduction that has blown away all conceptual
impositions certifies it to be, it cannot express itself in statements
like consciousness is an occurrent. The argument of the Naiyaikas
that consciousness occurs or that it is temporal, and hence neither
one nor eternal, is, in the opinion of the Advaitins, asiddha or not
securely founded. It should not be said that the opinion of the
Advaitins is unsatisfactory in that it introduces a highly dubious
metaphysical proposition. For the proposition that time is real
is also metaphysical, and cannot be above suspicion. True, the
proposition that time is real does not loudly announce itself to be
dubious or metaphysical as does the proposition that it is pheno-
menal. But it is a metaphysical proposition nevertheless; and
precisely because it is metaphysical, it can contradict the proposi-
tion that time is phenomenal. As no ‘ought-statement’ can be
sought to be established or dis-established by an ‘is-statement’, so
also a metaphysical proposition can be neither contradicted nor
corroborated by a non-metaphysical proposition. And, if while
doing ethics we commit the naturalistic fallacy when we ignore
the rule that no ‘ought-statement’ follows from an ‘is-statement’,
we behave equally inelegantly when we do metaphysics and do
not honour the principle that a metaphysical proposition does not
follow from a non-metaphysical proposition. Anyway, the opinion
of the Advaitins should not be dubbed queer on the ground that
it is metaphysical, or founds itself on a metaphysical proposition.
We should judge similarly the following argument of the critics
and the Advaitins’ treatment of it. Thus, the critics argue that con-
scious acts are many and transient in that a conscious act belongs
to a subject and there are many such subjects. To this the
Advaitins reply that the distinction between the conscious subject
and consciousness, as well as the distinction between one such sub-
ject and another is itself phenomenal, and accordingly their thesis
cannot be disestablished by what the critics say. ’

The critic may say that the assertion of the Advaitin is un-
intelligible for the following reason. A conscious act is different
from the object to which it refers. Thus, the consciousness of a
table is different from the table of which it is conscious. By parity
of reasoning, the conscious act that is conscious of this conscious
act is different. from it. Accordingly, there should be more than
one.conscious act. He who denies this cannot even say that con-
sciousness is one and eternal. To this the Advaitins reply that

¥
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consciousness is a reflexive fact. We are not conscious of con-.
sciousness as we are conscious of an object like a table, To be.
conscious of consciousness is not the same thing as to be conscious
qf an object. Consciousness is self-revealing. Accordingly, the
consciousness that articulates itself in the statement under dis-
cussion is not something different from the consciousness that is
designated by the subject term of the statement., As the critic has
failed to notice that consciousness is a reflexive fact, so he has
thought otherwise. Indeed, the Advaitins would continue, the
chief reason for the critic’s inability to decide in favour of their
analogy is his failure to see that consciousness is a reflexive fact.
If he had noticed that consciousness is self-revealing, he would
have noticed also that a consciousness of blue would have shown
itself to be different from a consciousness of yellow as a conscious-
ness, if it were really different. That is, the critic also admits that
a consciousness of blue is indistinguishable from a consciousness
of yellow if blue and yellow be bracketed off. But he explains
this non-discrimination, or the feeling of identity, by arguing that
they are two exceedingly similar members of the same class. But
one is permitted to make such an assertion only if one asserts
further that consciousness is not self-revealing. If one holds that
consciousness reveals itself, then one must hold also that while
showing its object it will show itself, its difference from its object
and other conscious acts also. The statement that we fail to dis-
tinguish between two acts of consciousness by leaving out their
objects, as they are two exceedingly similar members of the same
class, is meaningful only if consciousness be not reflexive, and has
no place in a language that uses ‘consciousness’ to stand ’for a re-
flexive fact. Similarly, the Advaitins would argue, the statement
that consciousness is an occurrent can have no place in thejr
language system. For to hold that consciousness oceurs is to hold
also that it was absent, that its antecedent absence (prdgabhdva)
is annihilated and it comes into existence. Similarly, to hold that
it ceases to occur is to hold also that it becomes absent, its emer-
gent absence (dharisdbhdva) occurs. But in the language system
of the Advaiting such statements are meaningless. The assertions
on the antecedent and emergent absences of consciousness are to
be made by consciousness, and it cannot make such assertions
without contradiction. In other words, in the language-system of
the Naiyaikas or some critics of the Advaitins ‘consciousness’ does
not stand for a reflexive fact. Accordingly, a statement about the
absence of some consciousness, say & consciousness' of blue, is not
made by this consciousness but by another conscious‘netsr‘wmch
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is about ihis consciousness. This consciousness about conscious-
ness is about absence but is not itself absent, and an assertion about
absence of consciousness is permissible. But in the language-
system of the Advaitins, ‘consciousness’ stands for a reflexive fact,
and so an assertion about a consciousness, i.e, an assertion about
its absence (if such an assertion is possible) is made by it. Accord-
ingly, a statement about the absence of consciousness is in its
logical character analogous to a statement like ‘I am the son of
a barren mother’.

It may now be argued that the statement that consciousness
is a reflexive fact only implies that a consciousness, say that of
blue, while showing its object shows itself also, and not that it
cannot be the object of another consciousness. The Naiyaikas
hold that we are conscious of consciousness only retrospectively,
and the doctrine that consciousness is reflexive denies this. But
the essence of this denial is that this is not always the case. An
occurring consciousness (vartaménar jiidnam) to be revealed does
not wait for another consciousness, but a past or a future con-
sciousness does. The statement that consciousness is a reflexive
fact is not incompatible with the statement that it is an occurrent.
A language-system without doing violence to the consistency prin-
ciple may admit both of them. The reply of the Advaitins to this
argument is obvious. They would say that the argument rests
upon an inadequate interpretation (or a different interpretation)
of the statement that consciousness is a reflexive fact. To admit
this statement is to admit not only that consciousness while showing
its object shows itself also, but also that it can be immediate with-
out being an object. Indeed, the essence of the view that con-
sciousness is self-revealing is that it is never revealed as an object.
Hence, according to the Advaitins, as we are never conscious of

consciousness as an object, the two statements under consideration

cannot be deemed compatible.

Thus we see that in the opinion of the Advaitins consciousness
is not known as an object. It is not unknown either. It is known
uniquely. It becomes immediate without being an object. And
this is the analysis of the statement that consciousness is g reflexive
fact. Obviously, this statement or the statements into which it is
analysed are metaphysical. That is, they are not decidable either
on empirical or on & priori grounds. They need not be deemed
meaningless. Or, as Prof. Stenius in ocourse of his analysis of
Wittgenstein's Tractatus has observed: “In reality the ‘condem-

mation’ of philosophy as ‘nonsense’ is no true eondemnation at all.
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It is true that philosophical propositions are nonsensical, ‘meaning-
less’, in the sense that they have no clear content, but this does not
mean that philosophising as a mental activity is ‘meaningless’ in
the sense of ‘aimless’.” These statements are not aimless. They
inyite us to formalise experience in a particular way, to adopt a
;;articular point of view. They are, in short, constituents of a
recommended conceptual framework, or, a language system. So
we may say that when an Advaitin asserts that consciousness is
one and eternal, he is recommending a language to us in which the
word ‘consciousness’ is used to stand for a reflexive fact.

But why does he make this recommendation? This recom-
mendation is not aimless. But what is this aim? The discussion
of this question assumes two other discussions, viz. what is the
nature of the language that is recommended?, and in which lang-
uage do we talk when we talk of linguistic recommendations?
Obviously, we cannot discuss these questions in full. We can
discuss them only briefly. The language-system is not formal.
The constituent statements of it have a non-verbal appearance,
and this appearance is natural. They need not be interpreted
before they assume the non-verbal air. Besides, the relation
between the language-system recommended by the Advaitins and
those recommended by their critics is not analogous to the relation
that holds between the Euclidian geometry and the non-Euclidian
ones. The language-system recommended is not formal. But it
is not a descriptive semantic system either. It does not make use
of a formal calculus and does not possess a system of semantic rules
to interpret it or to link it with experience. True, it employs the
expressions and the truth operators of ordinary language, and so
may be said to possess a calculus and a system of semantic rules.
But the same expressions and the same operators are used by the
critics of the Advaitins also. So it is a descriptive semantic sys-
tem in appearance only. That is, the language system recommend-

.ed is for metaphysical purposes. Hence we may ignore the ques-

tion if it provides us with rules of truth, or rules that state under
which conditions a sentence of this system can be verified. But
still we cannot call it a descriptive semantic system. Besides, we
cannot ignore that there are here no atomic or basic propositions.
Whenever we scrutinise the statements, we notice that from g
strictly logical point of view no one of them is atomic. They pre-
suppose one another. The statement that consciousness is one and
eternal becomes inteuigible when. it is seen th&t CQMOWO“ is

" 1. Page 2.
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a reflexive fact. But it is not a truth function of the second pro-

position, for the Samkhya philosophers also hold that conscious-
ness can be immediate without being an object; but they do not
accept it, do not think that it is reasonable to hold that there is only
one consciousness. Similarly, the Vijfianavadins accept the pro-
position that consciousness is reflexive as the Advaitins do, but
this does not prevent them from holding tha is
momentary. So it is clear that the language-system is not a des-
criptive semantic system. Indeed it is doubtful, if it is a system
at all. That is, apparently it is a system in that it consists of many
statements, and these statements form a logical whole. But only
apparently. For there are not many statements here. To hold
that there are many statements is to invite the objection that the
system either pays no respect to the consistency principle or moves
in a vicious circle. There is, so to say, only one statement here,
and the system is a system only apparently. This is true not only
of the language-system under consideration, but of all the systems
recommended by the metaphysicians. Anyway, the language-
system under consideration is neither a formal nor a descriptive
semantic system. But it is also not meaningless. It aims at some-
thing. What that something is we shall see presently. But before

that, let us develop this argument and try to see the nature of the
linguistic recommendation. .

It is obvious by this time that the language-system recom-
mended is neither formal nor semantically descriptive, and that
it uses expressions and operators of ordinary language. So it may
be said that the language under consideration is the ordinary langu-
age given a metaphysical twist. This is not the outcome of some
lurking confusion, because the twist is not given aimlessly. The
twist given to the ordinary language ceases to be just ordinary.
It becomes a different language, a language that uses familiar

words in unfamiliar senses; and the different twists as given by the

different metaphysicians bring into existence different such

languages. But all these languages move within the ambit of ordi-

nary language, and no Humpty Dumpty should pay it extra, This

is our answer to the first question. And the answer to the second
question is also clear. The different language-systems to be com-
pared must meet on a common platform, and this platform is the
parental language, or ordinary language given no metaphysical
twist. Obviously, this ordinary language is not what is ordinarily
called ordinary language. The language of Tom, Dick or Harry,
that is, what is ordinarily called or

dinary language, is not metg-
physically neutral even if Tom, Dick or Harry are not metaphysi-

t consciousness is -
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dinary e to which we should refer is in
cians. - So the or ordinarI;.n gl;la«fnce the question is: Is there such
. telachmngucal "Selgsit language? It seems that the Madhyamikas (?f
Tndi aget;red the question in the negative. The essence of their
h'ldla ;IZS;VS to be that there is no language v{hen. there is 1(;0 cq:lx;
we‘: employment, and when all concept using Is brushed fas1no
faerl:guagtf is also brushed aside. The .language contempla‘i::;:l 1 :lgu‘
1 age at all. The argument that if there were no .iub angu-
o the metaphysical systems that have been built by
e the!;d bz like the grin of the Cheshire cat which may be there
s Wm;l there is no cat would have been judged !oy them to be
.eVEnV; e'ne For from the fact that there is a twist it does not
P ltlls:‘i’: .;)mething has been twisted. The twist or conceptua-
f.ollo_W i athse work of Trsnd and it can introduce the l?hen.omenal
hsatll?n tlastm ring with the real but out of nothing, whxcl:l is not a
?o:mi(}i’able 1:;mething but nothing literally. Sucl} a heroic answel:
r:z)ay not appear satisfying to all of us. We may think that by a pro

ess of phenomenological reduction it is possible to arrive at the
e

i . 'The Advaitins at least thought in
ab.s dutely']?‘lhnef;r:ili‘;l xlls:td s;:::ls{eof phenomenological reduction. They
this ;:,ia}i;ve disliked the term. But they would have said that when
iy through a certain discipline and enjoy the state known as
'vnv;vf;c)alpa samiddhi, then we arrive at this purely unformalised

. gense. In mirvikalpa samadhi we are, but are not conscious of any-
se .

. : unconscious. We are as consciousness, as
thmg.. Ne;itflt:?nsa;iuv:r?ess, the ‘of’ being non-prepositional. Hence,
;onszgusita recommendation. The critics of the Advaitins c?o not
:}:ept 1‘;;-35 recommendation as they construe tl.n? state of nirmk:llpa

hi differently. They also like the Advamns. try t? formalise

;: "]:ﬁ they formalise it differently. Indeed, the distinctive charac-
tejr of Indian philosophy is that all the _systems are attempts at
lising nirvikalpa samddhi. The Carvikas ar.e exceptions.
ga?h:r they deny that theré is anything to be formalised here._ The
Madhy’amikas go deeper than the Cérvakas. . Wher‘eas: the Carva-
kas deny the philosophical necessity of fon:nahsmg m'rmkalpq acfm?l.
dhi. but do not deny that ordinary experl?nce may be formah.s? ,
the", Madhyamikas deny this also. The Nalyﬁil.cas and other c.ntlc.s
¢ the Advaitins who believe in substance-philosophy formalise it
g holding that not as consciousness but as soul substances we are
iythis state. Anyway, this is the motive behind the‘ ) Advaita re-
n endation. It is not aimless. In western phﬂosgphy'this
co_mfne is hardly visible. But the western me’raphysi.ci‘ansv also
:::E: linguistic recommendations inspired by some motives. The
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motive may be the formalisation of moral behaviour, or of aesthie+
tic behaviour, or of political behaviour or something else. The
motive of the Advaitins is the formalisation of nirvikalpa samddhi.
They think that it is impossible to accept it unless it be also accept-
ed-that consciousness is self-revealing and one and eternal.

This is the analysis of the statement of the Advaitins. It shows
that the statement is not an assertion but a proposal. It is a pro-
posal to use the term ‘consciousness’ in a particular way. But the

“proposal is made in the form of an assertion. This is not without
reason. The linguistic recommendation is not just Humpty-Dump-
tish. 'The considerations behind it are not linguistic. True, they
are not factual. But they are not linguistic also. Indeed, we may
call these considerations both factual and linguistic, and neither
factual nor linguistic. If we are not ashamed of speaking in a very
cavalier fashion we may say that they are what they are. That is,
what is being considered is what it is to be a conscious being. We
are concerned with the problem of being or of being a conscious
being. The problem is not one that permits itself to be treated
scientifically. Whatever assertion we make will be a very general
assertion. It will resemble an inductive assertion. But this induc-
tion is neither instantial nor non-instantial. We cannot confirm or
disconfirm it as we do an instantial or a non-instantial inductive
assertion. So the problem cannot be called a scientific problem.
Neither can it be called_a problem of usage or a problem that can
be solved by a linguist. It is not a pseudo-problem either. True,
whenever we discuss it we move in an area of indeterminacy. But
that is not sufficient for calling it a pseudo-problem. Anyway, there
seems to be only one way of discussing it, and that is by offering
different ways of speaking about it, or to change the way of
speaking, different ways of conceptualising it. The statements
that we make are not declarative. They are recommendatory. And
this is true not only of assertions that we make in metaphysics but
also of those that we make about it. We cannot say that meta-
physical assertions are nonsense, unless we use the term ‘nonsense’
in a Pickwickian sense. Similarly, without being Pickwickian we
cannot describe them as either factual or linguistic, or as both fac-
tual and linguistic, or as neither factual nor linguistic. ‘As in meta-
physics we do not describe, so we cannot describe it, and that we
cannot describe it is not a description. Rather a metaphysical
proposition is descriptive only in this sense. The peculiar nature
of metaphysies is that not only its statements but also the state-
ments about it are devoid of determinate content.

 Philosophical Analysis and Rehgnous Language
| o

J. pg MARNEYFE, S.J.,
De Nobili College, Poona.

- 9he Philosophy of Analysis in its earlier form as Legical
Positivism not only attacked metaphysics at its root, but also went
to shake the very foundations of Religion. It did not care so
much about denying God’s existence but rather insisted that state-
ments ghout God had not, and could not have, any meaning for
us. This religious implication of Language Analysis has been
less noticed than the anti-metaphysical implication; yet during
the past ten years it has been increasingly observed and has pro-
voked not a few reactions.

When Professor John Wisdom in 1943 read a paper on “Gods”
at a meeting of the Aristotelian Society, he presented the case far
our belief in God in a very careful way, and thase of you wha
read his paper must surely remember his illustration of the une
tended gardep which still produced some very nice flowers even
though the weeds had not been removed. Qne visitor in the gar-
den concludes that there is an invisible and unheard gardener;
another visitor refuses to believe it. Professor Wisdor then exa,
mines how each of the visitors can be justified in his attitude.
He concluded with this confession: when we inquire in this way
into the reasonableness, the propriety of belief in gods, there
occurs to us a double and opposite-phases change; we feel as if
there was something, some power; and yet we have to corvect and
adjust a great many aspects of that feeling. New techniques like
the one of psycho-analysis might seem to explain many things;
but it remains that other elements still speak to us of our oneness
with God! A

In 1848, Bertrand Russell had a debate with Father F. Cople-
ston for the 3rd Programme of the BB.C., on “The existence of
God”. Rertrand Russell took the pasition of an agnostic, not of
an atheist: namely, he does not helieve that he cgn prove that
God does not exist, but he does not think that God’s existence can

1. Logie and Language, edited by A. Flew, Oxford, 1952, Pp: 1.85-306
! )
P. 4



166 PHILOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY

be proved. Father Copleston brought in the argument from con-
tingency to prove God’s existence, but Russell held that he under-
stood only one type of necessity: the one applicable to analytical
propositions, namely those propositions which it is self-contradic-
tory to deny. Russell went further to state that he did not believe
that one could look for the cause of the totality of objects. The
first part of the debate concluded in this way:

“Copleston: It may be that the scientist doesn’t hope to ob-
‘tain more than probability, but in raising the question he
assumes that the question of explanation has a meaning. But
your general point then, Lord Russell, is that it’s illegitimate
even to ask the question of the cause of the world?” :
“Russell: Yes, that’s my position.”

“Copleston: If it’s a question that for you has no meaning,
it’s of course very difficult to discuss it, isn’t it?”

“Russell: Yes, it is very difficult. What do you say — shall
we pass on to some other issue?”?

Then they went on to discuss the argument from religious
experience, but since Father Copleston himself admitted from the
start that he did not regard religious experience ds a strict proof
of the existence of God, the issue could not be forced in this line

either. .

In 1948, Professor Findlay published in Mind an article on
the question: “Can God's existence be disproved?” and in his
answer to the question he went much further than Professor Wis-
dom and Lord Russell, holding the view that God’s existence
should be considered as disproved. He wrote:

“The religious frame of mind...desires the Divine Existence
both to have that inescapable character which can, on modern
views, only be found where truth reflects an arbitrary con-
vention, and also the character of ‘making a real difference’
which, is only possible where truth doesn’t have this merely
linguistic basis. We may accordingly deny that modern ap-
proaches allow us to remain agnostically poised in regard to
.God: they force us to come down on the atheistic side. For
if God is to satisfy religious claims and needs, he must be a
being in every way inescapable, One whose existence and
whose possession of certain excellences we cannot possibly
conceive away. And modern views make it self-eviden
absurd (if they don’t make it ungrammatical) to speak of su

a Being and sttribute existence to him.”

2. Bertrand Russell: Why I am not a Christian, London, 1957, p. 155.
3. Mind, Vol. 57, 1948. Quoted from New Essays in Philosophical Theo-~
logy, edited by A. Flew and A. MacIntyre, London, 1955, p. 55,
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This view provoked strong reactions as we can make out from
subsequent articles and exchanges of replies in Mind. The text
of the whole controversy has been published in “New Essays in
Philosophical Theology” edited by Antony Flew and Alasdair Mac-
Intyret

Another discussion took place in the periodical called “Uni-
versity” about Theology and Falsification, and' Antony Flew asked
which kind of experience would lead one to admit that the affir-
mation of God’s existence may be considered as disproved. And
the question met answers which ranged, to justify religious lan-
guage, from an appeal to special blicks or standpoints which are
quite justifiable in some circumstances, to the claim that Religion
is a special field with its special problems and special context.

In the face of the attack on religion by the language analysts,
some theologians of Oxford took up the challenge very seriously.
We find among them E. L. Mascall, M. B. Foster, B. Mitchell, I. M.,
Crombie, Austin Farrer, etc. They formed a group known in
Oxford as “The Metaphysicals”. The group published a book:
Faith and Logic, Oxford Essays in Philosophical Theology, con-
taining essays on such subjects as “The Possibility of Theological
Statements” by I. M. Crombie and “How Theologians Reason”, by
G. C. Stead® Dr. Mascall published a separate work: Words and
Images, A Study in Theological Discourse’

Also in 1957, Professor Ian T. Ramsey gave us his book: Reli-
gious Language, An Empirical Placing of Theological Phrases in
which he studies especially the language of the Bible, in function
of his theory of religious situations for which an odd language is
permissible. '

More recently still, Ninian Smart, a former Oxford student
and a Lecturer in the History and Philosophy of Religion at London
University, published his book: Reasons and Faiths, An Investi-
gation of Religious Discourse, Christian and Non-Christian® and
here he gave a great deal of attention to the language of Butidhism
and Hinduism. He rejects all attempt to analyse religious lan-
guage in a uniform way, and he tries to show that religious lan-

‘. Opo c‘t-’ pp- 56'75.

5. Boston, The Beacon Press, 1957.

6. lLondon, Longmans, 1857,

7. London, 8. C. M. Press Ltd. 1057,

8. London, Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1038,
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guage is logically variegated. There are different strands of reli-
gious discourse which must be recognized. This will prevent us
from over-simplifying our definition of religion?. He finds inap-
‘propriate the common distinction between reason and revelation
and also all attempts to prove God’s existence.l® “It is wrong, he
says, to intellectualize religion”.1!

The answers which the “Metaphysicals” of Oxford have offer-
ed to the linguistic analysts were courageous, but, on the whole,
they strike me as being made too directly from the religious fold
-itself, within which meanings can be easily attached to religious
propositions. In this way, Religion appears too much, it seems to
-me, as an attitude which one takes and defends from within,
without there being some logical priority for a rational proof of
God’s existence. '

On the other hand, I would not favour the higher-order “Neu-
.tralism” of N. Smart, in philosophy of religion, by which he tries
to place himself above the level of natural theology to examine
the utterances and activities of all religions. This seems to me #o
be a too exclusively historical or phenomenological standpoint.
Unless the basic problem of the philosophical proofs of God’s exist-
ence is tackled, one can never, [ think, have an ultimate criterion
to judge the value of the various religious languages.

Among the historic forms of the argumentation for God's
existence, the ontological argument has held for a time a great
place. But it had been criticized and rightly rejected, even before
Kant. I do not admit it; for, truly, one cannot pass from the idea
-of the Necetsary Being to its reality, but only to the idea of exist-
ence as contained in the idea of the necessary.

The cosmological argument has also been criticized by Kant.
He put the argument in this way: “If something exists, an abso-
lutely necessary being must likewise exist. Now, 1, at least, exist.
- Consequently there bxists an absolutely neces being.’2 Now
_Kant thinks that to vindicate the major premsi::yof this syllogim':
one must appeal to the conception of the most real being, amd

.thushefhinksthattheontolqicdarmmentisbdngreoinh'oduud :

here. I should question his analysis here, for the existence of the

9. Op. cit, p. 197,
10, Ibid.,, p. 200.
11. Ibid, p. 202.

12, Critique of Pure Rowon, Everymany Litwary, p. 383,

e
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| necessary being is not derived from its notion, but from the exist-

ence of the effect which obliges us, not only to conceive, but to
affirm its causel® Kant will, of course, pursue his objeection
against the argument and say that the principle of causality is
valid only in the sensible order where the principle can be applied
to the phenomena, but that it cannot be applied to the transcend-

ent order.

The refutation of Kant may not be easily carried out, but, if
I may suggest a way of escape to his criticism, I must point vut
that, though much of his analysis of our knowledge is true; yet
it is incomplete. He makes, I think, an imperfect analysis of what
our actual knowledge implies. :

Knowledge is not simply an imposition of unifying forms, as
are the categories; in that case, the Supreme Form under which
all others would be grouped, would still be a formal entity and
not a Real Absolute Being. Knowledge is an action, as Fichte, the
successor of Kant, has well pointed out, and as an action, it places
itself in reality with all its conditions of possibility. Now to affirm
any particular object as finite, as sooner or later we must do, and
this without any explicit comparison with the Infinite, since we
do not know It yet, we must make an implicit affirmation of the
Infinite itself, and not simply conceive Its idea. For how could
we say absolutely that any particular object is “something”, a
finite thing, if we had no standard to go by? And yet the standard
here cannot be any other particular finite, for the latter too, to
be recognized as finite, requires the same absolute standard. The
implicit afirmation of the Infinite is the condition of possibility of
the affirmation of the finite, and "as necessary as this latter affir«
mation. Now the criterion of critical philosophy is to accept as
valid what must be affirmed. Here it is the necessity of affirming
the Infinite which we have to accept.

We may recall here Bertrand Russell’s difficulty in his dialogue
with Father Copleston. Russell accepted only the formal neces-
sity of an analytical proposition and of its elements. His atten-
tion could have been drawn to the very necessity of the action
of thinking and its elements. Here action is being determined not
only by the finite objects, but also by the Infinite object which

_renders possible the affirmation of any other objects.

13, CL. F. Copleston, A History of Philosophy, Vol. VI: “Wolf to Kant",
London, 1960, p. 208 :
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Proofs of a transcendent reality may not be easily grasped and
this one, which we have merely delineated, should be vindicated
by the refutation of many objections which can be made. Yet if
it stands in its main result, it immediately indicates the way to
show how statements about God can become meaningful: positive
perfections can be attributed to God as the Cause of all other
perfections. The rules of such attribution could be evolved from
this basis. But this is beyond the scope of my paper. I intended
only to record recent trends in Philosophical Analysis, in so far as
they have a bearing on the study of religious language. In the
face of such trends, it is not enough, I think, to examine religious
languages from within each faith, nor at the higher level of fully
developed theologies, but the philosopher’s task is first to face the
very problem of God’s existence and to find in the solution of
this problem the basic rules of philosophical religious language.

A Study in the Vedanta Theory of Meaning | |
by

Dr. G. Misra, MA,, Pa.D. (London),

Professor and Head of the Post-Graduate Department
of Philosophy,
Utkal University, Cuttack-3

v

In this article I shall confine myself to an examination of two
and only two questions, raised and answered in the Vedanta
literature of Samkara School of Philosophy. The two questions
are connected, and the first one leads to the second. The first
question that is raised and discussed is, what does the primary
meaning of a word consist in and what connection has this mean-
ing with thé objects denoted by the word? The second question
that is discussed is, when can a sentence be said to be absolutely
complete in meaning, and whether there are propositions at all that \

are self-complete in meaning according to this criterion? 1 select
these two questions for my paper, firstly because they appear ta,__
me to reveal most eloquently the nature of the philosophical pro4
gramme of these philosophers, and secondly because even though\
all his critics, eastern and western, have invariably ignored his
observations in respect of these two questions, Samkara himself
has clearly stated that these questions are of utmost philosophical
significance in-as-much as his observations thereof provide the
final proof for his philosophical conclusion. In course of this arti-
cle I hope to be able to show that Samkara is fully aware of the
fact that the philosophers’ business is not to prove the existence
of a transcendental Deity like the theologians’ God, but to carry
on a kind of logical analysis which is of absorbing interest for
him. The programme which he works out is one of philosophical
analysis and he is fully aware of it.

[ed)

Samkara discusses the question of the nature and meaning of
words in his commentary on Vedanta Sutra 1-3-28. According to
him, a word like ‘Cow’ primarily stands for the class-characteristics.
The individual cows which constitute the ‘denotation of the term
cannot be signified by the term. If the meaning of a8 word- - --
stands for the individuals, we can never know the full signjﬁcéiminm:.\

;8
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of it as the number of such particulars is infinite. The meaning
therefore is a universal or a Jati. “Now it is with species that the
words are conngeted, not with the individuals, which, being infinite
in number, are not capable of entering into that connection.”?

Thus it is clear that according to Samkara all words are
connotative, Even proper names (Samjnas) have a general
signification. Samkara makes the general observation that all
names have general meanings, and that a proper name is not
different in kind from a common name like the designation of an
army officer2 Madhava, the author of Sarvadarsanasamgraha,
elaharates this question regarding the meaning of proper ngmes
like ‘Devadatta’. “So in the case of words expressing particylar
names, in consequence of the cognition that ‘this is the same
person from his first coming into existence to his final destruc-
tion, in spite of the differences produced by the different states of
childhood, youth, gdolescence, etc’., we must accept a fixed genus
as Devadattahood, etc. (as directly dengted by them).”

After the discussion of the general meaning of words, a further

question- is raised in this eonnection as to how a word which
primarily signifies a universal can at all mean the particulars of
the class to which it is applied en account of their possessing the
universal or the class-charaeteristics. One answer that is given
by the author of Vedantaparibhasa does not seem to be satisfactory.
According to him, though a word primarily means a universal, it
ésn secondarily or indirectly (Lakshanaya) mean the individuals
to which it is applicable. It is unsatisfactory because the same
objection which was raised with regard to the question of the
primary meaning standing for the individuals may also be raised
here. Sinee the members are infinite in number, it will be im-
possible to kmow what exactly the secondary meaning is; and if we
ean never know the secondary meaning of a word, the phrase
‘secondary meaning’ will have no use at all. Samkara seems to
have been worried with the same question also, but the answer
that he gives is different. Acecording to him, a proposition like
‘this lotus is blue’ has to be interpreted with reference to the
universal meaning of the words™*lotus’ and ‘blue’. We can at
best syppose that there is a reality outside the meening-complex
of this proposition about which reality we intend to talk by means

1, Brahma Sutra Ssmkara Bhasya, Vol. 34, p, 202.
2. B. 8. Vol 84, p. 203. :
3. Translated by Cowell and Gough, London, 1814, p. 217,
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of this proposition. But the intention and the achievement fall
apart. The reality is presupposed but does not directly come with-
in the meaning-scope of the proposition. This is picturesquely
pointed out as a proof of the inherent defect of the finite intellect,
that it can move in the realm of name and form but cannot know
the ultimate reality which eludes our grasp.

If words mean in all cases, according to Samkara and his fol-
lowers, only universals, and the world of reality remains outside
these universal meanings, what then can sentences, which are made
up of words, mean at all?

@y

A sentence-meaning is constructed out of the expressed mean-
ings of its constituent words. So in order that a sentence may
yiéld a unitary meaning its constituent words must serve as each
other's complement in completing its sense. They must be so
related that the expectancy of the words is fulfilled and the mean-
ing of the sentence completed. 'This relation of mutual expectancy
is due to the syntactical rules. A syntactically complete sentence
does not depend upon any other word outside of itself to complete
its sense. If one does not complete one’s sentence syntactically,
one fails to speak anything meaningful. A mere string of words
does not form a meaningful sentence.

So far Samkara is following the grammarians, though his
standpoint is not one of grammar but of meaning. He then fol-
lows a line of reflection which is of enormous consequence for his
monism. He says that a grammatically complete sentence is not
absolutely complete in sense. An isolated statement has all kinds
of implications. An isolated statement like ‘he will perform a
sacrifice’ may give rise to all kinds of questions due to expectancy—
who is he, what kind of sacrifice, how long it will take, what
people are invited, who is to act as the chief priest etc? 'This
kind of expectancy is logically interminable. In actual speech
activity we do not raise so many questions. Our interest being
practical, we are satisfied with the answers to the questions that
we actually raise. But theoretically speaking or speaking from
the standpoint of philosophy which is concerned with the complete-
ness of meaning in the absolute sense, we must admit that any
statement or set of statements is syntactically incomplete. If we
follow up the implications of meaning of any statement which is
descriptively used, it will develop into an entire system of meaning-

P38
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ful propositions about all things of the world and we can never
achieve this impossible task, But a statement like “That thou art’
is absolutely complete in sense. It is an identification statement
which, therefore, is non-relational in character. Since no relation
is asserted, no further question is logically possible. The proposi-
tion therefore is self-complete and does mot give rise to any
further questions, because nothing is left out in relation to which
furthér information could be sought, Class-membership, subject-
predicate and relational propositions necessarily lead you out of
your immediate experience and thereby become unstable in res-
pect of their meaning. Only an identification statement keeps you
exclusively confined to your present subject. Samkara says that
this is his final proof for the assertion that plurality is false and
unity of all things is the highest truth. “Fmally here is the ulti-
mate (decisive) argument to prove the oneness of the Atman.
There is nothing further beyond it of which an expectancy exists.
While in an ordinary statement such as ‘one should make an
offering’, there arises the expectancy ‘unto whom’, ‘with what' and
‘in what mode’, no such expectancy is known to arise with declara-
tions such as “That Thou art’ or ‘I am Brahman’, in-as-much as they
convey the absolute oneness of true essence. It is only when
some other object exists as a remainder that there might arise an
expectancy; but there does not exist any other object apart from
and beyond the Atman which can give rise to the expectancy.”

In amplifying his meaning Samkara and his followers maintain
that there is an obvious contradiction in the case of such simple
identification statements. The words ‘That’ and °Thou’ have
different meanings. Hence the true meaning of the proposition is
reached by sublating the differences of the meanings of these two
words and thereby reaching the identity in meaning through
(exclusive non-exclusive) metaphorical meaning. Similarly also,
with regard to any other identification statement like “This is that
man’. The “This’ as determined by the present now and the “That’
&8s determined by another time determination have different mean-
ings. But since this is a non-relational proposition and we wish
simply to identify the present object rather than describe it, we
have to purge these two words of their differences in meaning,
and thereby keep them as pure demonstrative words which only
point to the world but do not describe any part of it.

4. Belvalkar’s translatlon of Brahmasutra Samkara Bhasya, 2.1.14 'Poona,
1923, p. 30
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Thus according to Samkara, all Samsarg@vagrdhi statements
.. Which include both the subject-predicate and relational propositions
= are ever incomplete in their meaning. Since the number of ques-
tions that can be raised about the subject of their discourse is
theoretically interminable, it is impossible for them to express
their fullest meaning with the help of any completed system of
propositions. But a proposition which makes use of only demonstra-
tives, whose only function is to point at the facts and not to describe
them, does not give rise to any such dkamkshd and therefore there
is no need of expanding their meanings for satisfying the dkamksha.
If demonstratives are to point at the facts, their function is com-
pletely over after this pointing is done. In such cases to ask
further questions is to ask what they are not intended to do.

@)

We are now in a position to appreciate the answers that are
given by Samkara and his followers to questions which they raise;
and in trying to understand the nature of the answers that they
give, we can also understand the nature of the activities in which
they are busy.

Samkara asks the question,—if the meaning of a word is a
universal, how can we mean the particular objects by these words?
In one particular answer, both Samkara and his followers seem to
come very close to the right point. They have said that even
though a word primarily means a universal, there is no difficulty
in our applying it to particulars, because we have learnt the use
of it by observing the linguistic bebaviour of our elders. From
this the autbor of Vedantaparibhasa has concluded that though
words primarily mean universals they also secondarily mean the
particulars. This we have already seen to be unsatisfactory. ‘
Samkara also, in a different mood, has maintained that since the
primary meaning is the universal, the particular can only be sup-

posed to be outside the meaning-complex of a sentence but cannot
be du-ectly talked of.

Now it is clear that Samkara and his followers have argued
that since the primary meaning of a word is universal, it cannot
at all mean the particular; and since it cannot mean the particular,
our talk is mot directly about the particulars at all. In this con-
nection we have only to point out that words have universal mean-

ing and that they never mean the particulars. But we can mean
ﬂ,eparhcuhrswiththeirhelpbyusmgthemrefenmglywhenwe
wairt to talk about the world. There are conditions which determing
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the use of a word, and there are occasions when we use the words
to refer to objects. The conditions which determine the use and

‘the actual use are different. In the first case we speak of the

logical meaning, and in the second we have to point to the referring
rules.

Samkara and his followers insist that there is no difference
in kind between a general word and a proper name. But in this
case we can point out that they are definitely mistaken. Unlike
the proper name, a common name is applicable to different mem-
bers of a class, and the word serves a classification function and not
a referring function at all. But a proper name like Devadatta
merely refers and directs out attention to a particular object but
does not classify it. Dr. D. M. Datta’s defence takes the help of
an entirely irrelevant point. If the word John applies to several
individuals, it is a matter of linguistic accident only and not a
linguistic rule. But the word Zebra is applicable to the different
members of the class according to a definite linguistic rule.

Now coming to the question of meaning of a sentence in the
absolute sense, which is raised and answered by Samkara and his
followers, we have to observe that the analysis given is defective
and the conclusion reached is wrong. A descriptive sentence like
‘He is to perform a sacrifice’ or ‘He is performing a sacrifice’ is not
incomplete in meaning in the absolute sense, In fact there is no
such absolute fact. Language is a social institution devised for the
practical purpose of communicating ideas and giving information.
What questions will be raised and how many of them will be
raised will always be determined by the problem in hand.
Samkara’s insistence that we stop short at a definite step and do
not carry on the logical possibility is based upon his misunderstand-
ing of the practical function of language. Further, his remarks
about propositions which are confined to the use of demonstrative
words alone, though correct, are of little comsequence. Such pro-
positions like ‘that thou art’ or ‘this is that’ are self-complete or
self-contained, not because they are superior to the descriptive
propositions in respect of answering all questions at once, but
because by their incapacity to give any information at all they do
not aro;se a:ly question at all. They are linguistic substitutes for
mere physical gesturings towards facts without aking
about the facts at all. Since they do not spe:;\lipe anythinagn }:th:lg,
they could not be said to be self-contained and self-complete in
respect of meaning, They are self-complete just because they are
bereit of any factual meaning. They are made in the factual

—
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context, but they do not describe any facts at all. Hence the ques-
tion of their misdescribing or underdescribing does not arise and
so also the question of their attaining completeness in meaning.

But whether we agree with what Samkara and his followers
say in reply to the questions that they raise or not, it is obvious
from the foregoing discussion that Samkara and his followers are
interested in detecting linguistic peculiarities which are of absorb-
ing interest for them. It is therefore tragically misleading to regard
them as authoritarians, who realise the inadequacy of logical
reasoning to grasp the nature of ultimate reality and consequently
direct us to read the sacred texts. Those who have taken them
to be authoritarians have based their conclusion upon Samkara’s
statement that a transcendental Deity like the ultimate cause of
the world is beyond perception and inference, and can be known
only from the study of the sacred texts. But such a statement can
be construed to mean that anybody who wishes to know about the
transcendental Deity of the texts, he should read the texts rather
than come. to the philosopher. They should not expect the philo-
sopher to provide what he cannot provide. The philosopher is
busy in understanding the meaning of meaning in the absolute
sense. His is a logical absolute. Thus it clearly seems to me that
Samkara does not believe that the philosopher’s business is to pro-
vide proofs for the existence or non-existence of transcendental
deities. He is clearly aware of the fact that a philosopher’s busi-
ness consists in analysis of language and giving proofs for his
observations about the different types of linguistic use. 'The fact
that he has asserted that descriptive language is inherently defec-
tive and demonstrative language is self-complete, and that there-
fore reality can be realised and not described,—all this is a state-
ment about linguistic peculiarities put in the ontological mode of
speech. Because his critics have misunderstood his linguistic pro-
gramme and have wrongly taken him to be an authoritarian they
have, one and all, ignored this statement of his which the philo-
sopher himself has regarded as his final proof regarding the iden-
tity of all things. Because it is an observation about the pecu-
liarity of language and has no obvious relation to the actual words
of the sacred texts, it has been natural for his critics to have
completely ignored it. And once we ignore it the way to regard
him as an authoritarian, because of his statements in a different
context, becomes straight. His argument really is final only if
we take him as a logical analyst and not as an authoritarian at
all. He is not an authoritarian, but a logician and a eritie,
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The knowledge that he claims to obtain from this type of
aalysis is not about the world, but about our various uses of
nguage to describe the world. It is a different type of knowledge
1an our knowledge about the world. It is Paramarthika know-
dge, metalinguistic in character, which is different from know-
dge about the world which is practical knowledge or Vydvahdrika
nowledge expressed in object-language. Because it is about lan-
1age and not about the world, Samkara apprehends, this type

! knowledge might be ridiculed by one who is not sympathetic
wards philosophical activity. To an anticipated objection his
iswer is that such analysis is neither useless nor erroneous,
scause it results in cessation of ignorance about the nature and
inction of language, and also because advancement in the field of
stual knowledge cannot contradict it. He says, “Nor again can
ich knowledge be objected to either because of uselessness or
roneousness; firstly it is seen to have for its result the cessation
' ignorance, and secondly there is no other kind of knowledge
7 which it could be sublated.”s

5. B 8, va M, p. 838,

God and the Absolufe

by
G. R. MaLxkant -

" There is a view that philosophy conceives of reality as the
changeless noumenal reality. It is the Supreme Spirit. Religion
conceives the very same reality as a personal God who arouses in
us the specifically religious emotion. It is then argued that there
is no contradiction between philosophy and religion. For the theo-
retical consciousness, reality is one and absolute. For the devo-
tional consciousness reality is a person. All this indeed may be
true. But still the difference cannot be denied. The question is,
is the difference ultimately real? Is reality both personal and im-
personal in itself? Or alternatively, is the human mind alone res-
ponsible for falsely introducing the distinction where it does not
really obtain?

(a) Let us suppose that reality is both personal and imperso-~
nal in itself. In that case, the theoretical standpoint that it is im-
personal would not be correct. It would be a half-truth only. We
must say that it is both. But how is this possible? The same thing
cannot have two contradictory epithets. To reconcile the two, we
must say that reality is somehow composite,—it is part ‘personal’
and part ‘impersonal’. But this makes of it two different realities
somehow joined together, not one. If philosophy reaches one kind
of reality, the impersonal, it is partial and false. If religion reaches
the other kind of reality, the personal, it too does not know. The
truth is that reality has a division within it into two separate
parts. 'The question here to answer is whether we can theoretjcally
establish that reality in itself is so divided. We suggest that this is
not possible, and that the two forms of reality cannot be theoreti-
cally ultimate and irreducible. All that we can say in this con-
nection here is that the evidence on which philosophy relies is pure
cognitive evidence, and it is, therefore, theoretically more reliable.
The evidence on which the religious consciousness relies has refer-
ehce only to the emotional requirements of a finite person. But
emotion is not a theoretical form of consciousness,

. (b) - It may now be said that there are indeed not two dif-
ferent realities somehow joined together, one ‘personal’ and the
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other ‘impersonal’. Reality is one and the same,~only it has two | A

different faces or aspects. You cannot have the one without the
other, even as you cannot have the obverse of a coin without the
reverse. But even then we shall have to prove on the basis of
cognitive experience alone that reality is not simple, and that it
is two-faced. Can we do that? The Absolutist systems at least
have argued that personality has certain necessary limitations, and
that ultimate reality cannot tolerate any of them. Similarly, those
systems that exalt personality above everything have argued that
the category: of ‘personality’ is the very highest, and that therefore
reality is essentially personal, not impersonal. By what logic can we
prove that reality is two-faced and that it is both personal and im-
personal at the same time? It is just commonsense to note that if
the same thing can have both the epithets, only one of the epithets
can truly belong to it, while the other can only belong to it through
false attribution.

(c) We shall now suppose that it is not reality that has any
distinctions within it. Distinctions are due to a difference of stand-
point only. Says Sri Radhakrishnan, “To compare the Supreme
with the highest kind of being we know is nearer the truth than
comparing him with anything lower. Though the supreme spirit
in its essential aspect is the changeless noumenal reality, its repre-
sentation in the form of a personal God who is the source, guide
and destiny of the world seems to be the highest open to the logical
mind. The difference between the Supreme as spirit and the Sup-
reme as person is one of standpoint and not of essence, between
God as he is and God as he seems to us. When we consider the
abstract and impersonal aspect of the Supreme, we call it the
Absolute; when we consider the Supreme as self-aware and self+

blissful being, we get God.” (A Source Book in Indian Philosophy-
p. 629).

But the question here is, can both the stand-points be equally
true? They evidently give us two different versions of reality.
Either therefore one of them is true and the other false, or both
are false. One of the stand-points is supposed to relate to God
as he is. That then alone is likely to give us the truth, if it is
at all available to us. God as he seems to us can only be a subjec-
tive God.—a creation of the finite mind. He cannot be a real God.
To say that the distinction is a matter of stand-point is really to
give up the case for a real distinction in the nature of things them-
selves. And then what about the losical mind? Would it be logical
enough if it recognises a higher level of truth, but is content with
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a false representation of it at the human level? A truly logical
mind seeks truth and is satisfied with nothing less than the truth,
To suppose that the highest open to the logical mind is a man-madé
God is to condemn that mind to perpetual error and ignorance.

(d) Religious men, however, are loath to give up their strong
belief in the reality of a personal God, and so they indulge in some
vague talk about the failure of the human mind. Says Sri Radha-
krishnan, “The real is beyond all conceptions of personality and
impersonality. We call it the ‘absolute’ to show our sense of the
inadequacy of all terms and definitions. We call it ‘God’ to show
that it is the basis of all that exists and the goal of all” (Ibid. p.
629). We ask, what can possibly be beyond the conceptions of
personality and impersonality? Is there a real third alternative for
thought or meaningful discourse? Once we take our stand on the
reality of the spirit, this reality will be either personal like the
God of religion or impersonal like the Brahman of Advaita
Vedanta, 'The only thing that can transcend the dualism is
actual mystic experience, which cannot be spoken. But then
we are already beyond all meaningful discourse and beyond all
philosophy. Within the limits of the latter, we have to decide
what satisfies a truly logical mind. Is ultimate reality personal
or impersonal? It is a significant question, which must be answer-
ed one way or the other. Impersonal reality has a meaning for
us. But what is neither personal nor impersonal is just meaning-
less. We may choose to go beyond all meaning; but then we are
only unconsciously supporting the very thesis which we want to
reject, namely, the impersonal character of ultimate reality.

It is true that personality can be symbolic for what is essen-
tially impersonal. We can thus say that the individual ‘I’ is sym-
bolic for the universal dtman. We therefore agree with the state-
ment of Sri Radhakrishnan that “personality is a symbol and if we
ignore its symbolic character it is likely to shut us from the truth”
(Ibid., p. 629). In this sense, it would be true to say that “God
is a symbol in which religion recognises the Absolute”. But then
invariably the symbol is less than the symbolized. The former
must be rejected in favour of the latter. The literal meaning of
God is ‘a person who creates the world’. This must be rejected
in favour of the Absolute, who is not a creator, but who is the
ultimate ground of both God and his creation. If we accept the
Absolutist logic, God cannot be ultimately real. But if we do
not accept that logic, we must at least be candid about it and not
indulge in vague talk about God and the Absolute making up a

P. 6
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higher unity. We cannot therefore agree with Sri Radhakrishnan
when he says, “God is a symbol in which religion cognises the
Absolute. Philosophers may quarrel about the Absolute and God,
and contend that God, the holy one who is worshipped, is different
from the Absolute which is the reality demonstrated by reason.

But the religious consciousness has felt that the two are one”
(Ibid., p. 630).

We contend that the guidance of reason is to be preferred to
the uncritical guidance of the religious consciousness. There can
be different approaches to Truth. But the theoretic or the purely
philosophic approach is primary, and it takes precedence over all
other approaches including the religious. Or to vary the idea,
the highest religion is the religion of Truth, understood as
the object of the theoretic consciousness. It is practice that
must follow theory, not vice-versa. Religion is essentially a
practical affair — a matter of feeling and will. It is naturally sub-
ordinate to philosophy, the Higher Wisdom. If we mix up the
ideals of the two, we can only succeed in creating confusion of
thought. Let the logical mind prevail !

The Epistemological Realism of Samkara
by

Antm. Kumar MugsErJi, M.A,,

Leciurer in Philosophy,
Govt. College, Darjeeli@

In this paper I propose to bring into bold relief the epistemo-
logical realism of Sarnkara, one of the most celebrated philosophers
of India. Samkara is a metaphysical idealist and epistemological
realist. That he is a metaphysical idealist follows from the fact
that the Ultimate Reality or what he chooses to call Brahman is
infinite light or consciousness as such (Brahmano’pi caitanyasva-
rupasya samastajagadava-bhisakatviadupanno jyotih dabdah. Brah-
ma-sutra 1/1/24 with Sarnkara’s commentary thereon). According
to him, Brahman which is consciousness as such is the sole truth
or reality. The Upanisadic dictum “Neha nand’sti kificana” (there
is no plurality, no diversity here) is interpreted in a_ccordance with
his non-dualistic metaphysical position.

If Brahman alone is the sole truth or reality, which means
pegation of all plurality and diversity, how are we to
explain and account for empirical or temporal knowledge which
implies and involves plurality, diversity and difference? Sarm-
kara speaks of beginningless ignorance .(Avidhyikhyam
adhydsarn puraskrtye sarve pramdnaprameyavyavahdrih, Adhya-
sabhdsya), which is said to be responsible for the appearance of
plurality, diversity and difference essential to all empirical know-
ledge; and these are said to be all false from the transcendental
or higher stand-point (pdramdrthikadrsti). So it is obvious that
from the transcendental stand-point Sartnkara cannot afford to have
anything like empirical or temporal knowledge (vritijfidna). It
is only from the empirical or lower stand-point (vyavahérika-
drsti) that Samkara can speak of knowledge in the usual sense
of the term. Such knowledge as vrttijiidna is a mental event in
time and involves the distinctions of knower, known and know-
ing. 'This knowledge of the finite individual (Jiva) as a mental
mode in time is to be clearly distinguished from Brahman which
ijs non-temporal Intelligence or Knowledge. According to Sash-



184 PHILOSOPHICAL QUARTERLY

kara, such knowledge (vrttijidna), as is commonly known to us,
points to an object independent of it (Upalabhyate hi pratipra-
tyayar bahyo’rthah—stambhah kudyam ghatah pata iti. —Brahma
Sutra, 2/2/28 with Sarhkara’s commentary thereon). 'This is the
view of knowledge in the common acceptance of the term, which
Sarnkara advocates and defends against the attacks of the Yoga-
cara school of Buddhism. While explaining and commenting on
the Brahma-sutra “Nabhdva Upalabdheh”, 2/2/28, Sarnkara assails
the Buddhistic view known as subjective idealism (vijfidnavida)
and establishes beyond doubt his theory of epistemological realism.
Let us take note of some of the arguments with which he tries
to refute the Buddhistic view of subjective idealism and seeks to
place his theory of epistemological realism on a sound footing.

First, external objects cannot be supposed to be non-existent
by the vijnanavadi Buddhist, simply because they are known or
experienced (Upalabdheh); all knowledge in the usual sense of
the term points to an object external to, and independent of, it,
such as pillar, wall, pot, cloth, etc. Whatever is known or ex-
perienced cannot be said to be non-existent. For example, a man
partaking of a dish can ill afford to say that he is not partaking of
anything, Similarly, a man perceiving an external object by means
?tf sense-contact can hardly continue to say that he is not perceiving
it.

Secondly, the contention of the vijisnavadi Buddhist that what
is known or experienced is nothing but knowledge or experience
and not any object does not stand the scrutiny of reason, because
it offends against the nature and verdict of experien’ce itgelf.

Every man knows pillar, wall, etc. as the objects of knowled and
does not take knowledge itself for pillar, wall, etc. owiecee

Thirdly, whatever is known by any of the valid sources of
knowledge such as perception, inference, etc. claims to be exis-
tent; and what is not known by any of these sources cannot claim
to be existent. External objects, however, are known by all the
valid sources of knowledge; and therefore they are existent.
According to Sarhkara, percipi est esse (to be perceived is to be
existent) and not esse est percipi which Berkeley holds.

Moreover, if objects were really hon-existent, there would be

no sense in speaking of the essential identity be
and objects. Besides, one knowledge is dxsht:guhzdee?r:;o a:mz

only with reference to its object:
‘knowledge is the sama. ject; because knowledge qua
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Thus with the foregoing arguments Sarmkara establishes the
existence of objects external to, and independent of, knowledge.
Negatively speaking, where there is no object, there cannot be any
knowledge. What howevep are we to say about the knowledge
of ‘sky flower’, ‘barren woman’s child’ etc.? Since these are empty
words having no objects corresponding to them, there can be no
knowledge of them except a verbal one. (Sabdajiidnanupats
vastudinyo vikalpah.-Yoga-sutra 1/9). A question may naturally
arise here: If all knowledge alike, as Sarnkara contends, points
to an object beyond it, how do illusions or cases of illusory know-
ledge occur? How are we to distinguish between illusory know-
ledge and non-illusory knowledge?

The advaitin replies consistently enough that even in illusory
knowledge there is an object cognised in it, and that the distinction
between knowledge and illusion is due to the character of the
object cognised and not due to the presence or the absence of a
real object. Let us consider the example of rope-snake illusion.
Suppose you have mistaken a rope for a snake. Here the object
of the illusory perception is snake, which is ‘personal’ or ‘private’
to you in the sense that the snake in question is perceived by you
and not perceived by others; while an object of ordinary knowledge
(e.g. a real or jungle snake) is ‘impersonal’ or ‘public’ in the sense
that it is sharable by all.

Secondly, the snake referred torabove is temporary in the
sense that it persists only as long as the illusion continues or
until it is sublated by a later knowledge such as “this is not a snake,
but a rope”, whereas an object of ordinary knowledge is more
abiding or stable. Thus even in illusory knowledge there is an
object cognised. The illusory snake is objectively present to the
perceiver as a real snake. Only the illusory snake is a private
and temporary one, and should be recognised as neither real nor
unreal but indescribable. '

Hence we conclude that the epistemological realism of §arnkara,
viz., all knowledge, illusory or non-illusory, points to an object
is not without sufficient justification.
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Let us take up the different proofs that the karikd advances
in order to prove the existence of Purusa. Before doing that we
assume that the assertions of the kérika are not clear and definite,
and in order that we may clearly understand their import we take
the help of Vachaspati Misra. We shall follow Vachaspati pretty
closely in his interpretation of the kérika:—

Sarghitapardrthatvat Trigunddiviparyeyadddhisthindt

Purugo’sti Bhoktrbhivat Kaivalydrtham Pravrttescha.

Prof. D. D. Vadekar, in his “The Sarhkhya arguments for the
Purusa” (Published in the selected papers of the 34th session of
the Indian Philosophical Congress, Cuttack, 1959) translates the
above karika as follows. “The Purusa exists (1) from the charac-
ter of being-meant-for-other of the collocations, (2) from (this
other having to be) the opposite of the three gunas and so on, (3)
from (the necessity of there being) a controller (for the colloca-
tions), (4) from (the necessity of there being) an enjoyer (for
collocations), and (5) from (the fact of the existence of) an acti-
vity for the purpose of aloneness (freedom or release)”. But if
we interpret the above karikd with Vachaspati the translation will
be as follows: “The purusa exists (1) from the character of being-
meant-for-other of the collocations and (the other in this case
having to be) the opposite of the three gunas ete.. (2) from (the
necessity of there being) a controller (for the collocations), (3)

Let us examine these arguments one by one and see whether
they conclusively prove the Purusa which is Siksin, kevala, Madh-
yastha, Dragtd and Akartd as depicted in the 19th kariks, -

Argument-1-Sarhghétapardrthitodt Trigunddi Viparyaydt.

Since the composite things are for the enioyment of another,
the existence of the enjoyer is proved from the existence of the
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composite things or the Samghatas; and this enjoyer must be a
non-composite enjoyer, for only the enjoyables are composite. This
is the simple contention of the kérikd, and we should not object
to it by arguing that all the enjoyers in this world are also enjoya-~
bles and so composite. To such an apprehended objection Vachas-
pati replies: “Drstintadrsta Sarvadharminurodhenatvanumana-
micchtd Sarvanumanocchedaprasangah”. All the characteristics of
an object, cited as an instance, should not be sought in the object
to be proved. Here the enjoyed object’s character of pointing to
the enjoyer, who is not the object of enjoyment at the same time
under the same circumstances, only is to be taken account of.

Prof. D. D. Vadekar, in his article mentioned ahove, objects
to this argument in the following way. “But if we suppose that the
purposive character of things implies a being other than the things
themselves, it is evident as a consequence that such a being must
obviously be a purposeful being, one who has ends or purposes to
be served by those things. And yet it is clear that such a being
cannot be identified with the Sarnkhya purusa, whose non-agency
(Akartrbhdva) is announced in kiarikd nineteenth ”

This very objection Vachaspati himself apprehended, but only

in a different fashion. If all composite things are for another's sake,

the other is also a composite thing as experienced by us. It the
objects of enjoyment are composite, the enjoyer is no less com-
posite in this world, and this point constitutes the objection to the
above argument. ‘

But Vachaspati vindicates the validity of the Karika argument
by pointing out that this objection holds good only if the phrasé
Sarvghdtapardrthatvdt is taken in isolation from the phrase
Trigunddiviparyayit. We have to put the argument (1), in the
following way. The purusa is Trigunddiviparyayae, because the
Sarhghdta is Pardrtha. All things that have the triple character
ete. (Trigunddi) are necessarily composite (Sarighdta). So the
purusa is not of the triple character etc., since it is not composite;
and it is not composite, for it must be the other (para) of all that
is composite. All objects of the world are composite enjoyables;
the very logic of an enjoyable points to an enjoyer who is different
from all that is enjoyablé; and if he is different from the enjoyables,
he is different from the ‘triple character ete., - (Trigunadi), just
as one cannot be a kathe if not a Brahmin.

jTatsa{yhghdtatvayn asmin Parevydvartamdndri traigunyadi
. Vydvartayati Bréhmanatvam iba Vydva%tamanwrh )
Kathatvadikam, o
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From -this it follows, we may remark by the way, that the word
‘enjoyment’ here is not used to mean enjoyment that other com-~
posite things get from their own class, but simply darsana or non-
attached perception, that does not render the percipient an ebject
of perception.

The fallacy of infinite regress which follows frem the assump-
tion that frem the eomposite enjoyables we can infer only the
eomposite enjoyers is also another reason why we must stop short
at a non-composite and ultimate enjoyer. If from composite things
we can infer only composite enjoyers, then these composite enfjoy-
ers will also point to other composite enjoyers; for whatever is
composite is enjoyable, and the process goes on ad infinitum. In
order to avoid this difficulty, the Trigunadiviparyaye purusa
is required. Tasmddanavasthiviyd’sydsamghdtatvamicchatd atri-
gunatvas Vivekitvamavigayatvamasiminyatvarh Chetanatvama-
prasavadharmitvarn Chdbhyupeyam. :

For the above reasons samghdtapardrthatvdt and trigunddivi.
paryaydt are intimately interwoven and the first leads to the
gecond and the second fulfils the first. The objections raised by
Prof. Vadekar have already been anticipated by Vachaspati and
answered. : .

Another difficulty, raised by Prof. Vadekar, is that “....if
the purusa is ‘discriminating’ and ‘subjective’, and ‘intelligent’ it
will be realized that it cannot be neutral (Madhyastha) (kariks 19)
or indifferent (Uddsin) (Karika 20) as it is said to be, as ‘discrimi~
pation’ and ‘intelligence’ and even ‘subjectivity’ do involve ‘valu-
ation’, which would give a direct lie to the alleged ‘neutrality’ and
4ndifference’ of the puruga”. Here again Vachaspati will help us
by clarifying the meaning of the word ‘avivek? in karika 11.
‘Avivek? there is not used to imply ‘non-discriminating’, but ‘in-
distinguishable’ as translated by Prof. Ganganath Jha. Just as
pradhdna is not distinguishable from itself, even so the Mahat
etc., are not distinguishable from pradhédna, since they are essen-
tially of the very nature of pradhéina. There is also another alter~
native meaning, suggested by Vachaspati. The word ‘avivek? may
stand for ‘non-separative’. Athavd Sambhiuyalkdriti Atra Awvi-
pekiti, No particular thing in this world can produce its effect
without the help of some other thing, and this charaeter of depen-
denee upon others is avivekitd. In short avivekitd is not ‘non-
discrimination’ but either ‘indistinguishability’ or ‘non-separative-
ness', the latter, in our epinion, being more mppropriete. The
purusa being the opposite of the characteristies of praket, is

P17
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Ypivek® ie., independent. Difficulties as those raised by Prof.
Vadekar would arise only if we translate the word ‘Viveki’ as
‘discriminating’.

The other word that puts Prof. Vadekar into difficulty is
tavigayah’, for he translates it as ‘subjective’. But the more accu-
rate translation is ‘non-objective’. Such a negative characteri-
sation does not commit anything. Its function is only to omit
certain characters from the purusa. Even though this word
‘apigayak’ is translated as ‘subjective’, this subject is not of the
sort of a subject in whom subjectivity and objectivity are mingled
together. It is not, in other words, a finite subject. The pure
subject may not have any tinge .of objectivity in it. Consequently
that which is the pure subject is only the seer, unaffected by the
things perceived.

Intelligence, another word that is objected to by Prof. Vadekar,
is also not used here to mean defective intelligence. The intelli-
gence that we find here, in the sphere of nature, is not perfect
intelligence, and it is either pleased or displeased at its enjoy-
ment. If this intelligence is what is proved by the above argu-
ment, we have seen how it will lead to infinite regress. The other
(Para) of these Joes not possess the characteristics that these
intellects, that we come across in nature, possess; and hence the
ultimate intelligence is not ‘valuational’. '

From the above analysis it will be clear that ‘independence’,
pure ‘infelligence’ and perfect subjectivity do not involve valuation;
whatever involves valuation is on the objective level, and the pure
subject is different and opposite to all that. The puruga with these
characteristics is perfectly the purusa depicted in the 19th kariké.

Argument 2—Adhiéthindt

Whatever is trigundtmaka, ie. with pleasure, pain and delu-
sion, is seen to have a controller, which is different from that thing,
just as a chariot controlled by the charioteer. Hence buddhi etc.

‘being trigundtmake have a controller. If this controller again is

trigundtmaka, then it will lead to regressus ad infinitum. So the
ultimate controller must be without the trigund if he is to be diff-
erent from them. This argument is very similar to the first one.
Prof. Vadekar's apprehension that “this argument, most evidently,
-proves, if it proves anything, the ‘agency’ (Kartrbhiva) of the
-purusa, rather than its non-agency....”, is justified only it we
are prepared to admit the regressus. That which is an agent, can
also be a patient. But the ultimate agent is not a patient. In fact

-
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Isvarakpsna admits at a later stage that the influence of the puruga
upon the prakrti is not a desired end of the purusa. It is an
automatic process as it were that the prakrti is influenced by the
purusa. But in reality the purusa is not affected in any way by
the evolution of prakyti: “Prakrtireva tu Nandsrayd Sativadhyate
Samséarati Muchyate Cheti” (Tattvakaumudi-62). So here comes
in the question of immanent finality. Prakrti does not consciously
serve the purusa, for she has no consciousness. Again, the order
and system of the evolved world is not due to any desired end of
puruga.

Argument—3, Bhoktrbhivit

Everything of this world is with pleasure, pain and delusion.
Since these have to please, displease or delude not themselves but
somebody different from them, this somebody must be the puruga
of the 19th karika; for things cannot operate upon themselves
(Svatmani vrttivirodhat). This sounds absurd. How can thugs’
please, displease or delude that which is not related to pleasure,
displeasure or delusion in any way? We can do away with thxs’
difficulty by pointing out that the very nature of things as infected
with sukha, dukka and moha is self-stultifying. They are pleasant
painful or deluding to the empirical subject; but so far ag the:
ultimate puruga is concerned, they are neither and the p is
wholly unaffected. So this nature of things does not conclusively
establish the purusa, but only points to him, If the things are
pleasant, they are pleasant to one who is different from the thing
which is pleasant; and he who is different from things that are
pleasant is not pleased, and consequently the thing is not pleasant
for him. The concepts of pleasure, pain and delusion point to
something neutral (Madhyastha). :

Argument—4. Kaivalyarthar Pravrttescha
Prof. Vadekar elaborates this argument as follows;

“.e....the striving for aloneness implies a ‘striver’, or that
aspiration implies an ‘aspirer’, and that -this ‘striver’ or ‘aspirer’
is not the prakrti, for it is the prakyti from which separation is’
sought for, and therefore the striver or aspirer must be othe th;:
the prakyti, and this other, therefore, is the puruga”, T

But Vachaspati Mishra’s elaboration of this ar, i
gument
what different and more acceptable in the context, mis&f;
a scriptural testimony than a logical argument. The scriptures
end the great sages recognise the state of isolation (Kaivalym)
14
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the state without pleasure, pain or delusion. Prakyti or any of
its evolutes cannot be said to be without them, for a thing cannot
be divested of its own essential nature, Te Hi Duhkhddydtmakah
Kathar Svabhavadviyojayiturn Sakyante? So, that, which will
be isolated or released, must not be of such character as duhkha
etc.; for if duhkha etc. constitute its essential nature, it can never
be divested of them, ie., its own nature. So if the testimony of.
both the scriptures and the great sages is to be accepted, it can
be accepted only on the ground that he who will be freed is diff-

erent from prakrti and its evolutes, and this is the purusa of the
19th karika.

The difficulties of Prof. Vadekar arise from the fact that he
construes the words of Isvarakrsna without the help of Vachaspati.
The meaning he gives is unacceptable at least in the present con-
text. This argument does not prove the striver from the strife,
but it establishes the purusa from the prescription of the authori-
ties for kaivalyarr. The word ‘pravrtti’ may be interpreted as
wru: or vrttdnta of the srutis and not as the strife of the individual
agent,

So we cannot agree with Prof. Vadekar when he concludes
tlfxat “these arguments, on the other hand, point to a different kind
of purusa—a purposive and active kind of princi :
elan which directs and activates the evoluﬁgnﬁ;lp::tgeaz)?:r:
the ends cherished and appreciated by it”. We have seen on the
other hand that these arguments point to a puruga which is pure
consciousness, inactive, the ultimate subject of the evolutionary
process, and one who is not an agent. The influence of purugse
:I;.p?n pral?l'ti isthinexplicable and yet prakrti evolves. We have

seen how the conception of thin leasant i
the "Nitya,-Suddhabuddhamuktasbdbhg:a?i 11:,0 put it .i:xc.tmt;rdt:
of Kapila. The difficulties of these arguments oan be clarified by
a different type of analysis than the one carried on by Prof
Vadekar. The fallacy of illicit generalisation in our o iiion i;
ﬁ? most. fatal objection against the above a’rgtmexits plf'sc;me
‘things are for somebody else, are controlled, or are enjo.y‘abfe that
does not mean that all things are so, and' we cannot leg'itim’atel}l

conclude from the enjoyability of _ ‘
enjoyables. ty of some things that afl things are

" Elementary Proposition in Wittgenstein’s T‘ract_aﬁxsf '
by
Banwarl Las

One of the big pillars of logical afomism was the fotion of
elementary proposition put forward by Wittgenstein in his Trac-
tatus Logico-Philosophicus. ~Miss Anscombe, former student of
Wittgenstein and one of the translators of his later works, devotes
otie full chapter of her book* on the explanation of Wittgenstein's
view of elementary or atomic proposition.

A brief introduction to this notion as it figures in the Tractatus
may be given here. ,

It is only facts which constitute the world. Two kinds of facts
are there=—Sachverhalt (uncompounded or atomic or which do not
contain facts as their parts), and Tatsche (compounded or miole-
oular or those having sachverhalt as constituentsy. For example,
“Russell is clever” is both sachverhalt and tatsche, whereas “Rus-
soll is. clever and he taught at Cambridge” is only tatsche. The
first kind of facts, i.e., atomic facts have objects as their constitu~
ents. These objects are not epistemological atoms or sense-data.
But they are a necessity in logical analysis however far it may be
carried. Russell explains an object in these words: “It is a logical
necessity demanded by theory, like an electron.” The pattern of
objects comprising a fact is known as the structure of the fact.
Even if the objects composing a particular fact are the same, the
difference in pattern makes it a different fact. In the world of
human discourse these facts- have models in the medium of langu-
age. These models, also called pictures,® represent facts. The
elements of facts have corresponding elements in: pictures. A pic-
ture, in order to represent a fact, must have something in common
wifh the fact. This common feafure is called by Wittgenstein the

form of representation. If the form of representation is logical the

& Asweombe: An Introduction to Wittgenstéin's Tradtatis. Pb. Hiutchin.
s & Co., 1930: .
2. A good account of Wittgenstein's picture theory of propositions ig
given by Prof. Eric Stenius in his Wittgenstein’s Tractatus. Pb, Bagil Black.
well, 1060,
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picture is a logical picture. These pictures, in language proposi-
tions, are elementary or atomic if they represent atomic facts.
Atomic propositions are logically independent of one another. In
other words, an afomic proposition contains too little to let us
jnfer anything from it alone. Facts make propositions true or
false. If an elementary proposition is true, its corresponding ato-
mic fact exists, if false, it does not.

Although Wittgenstein does not give any example of an ele-
mentary proposition, yet its notion plays an important part in his
theory. Miss Anscombe rightly shows that Karl Popper’s (and
some others’) interpretation of Wittgenstein’s elementary proposi-
tion as an observation-statement has no appreciable support in the
Tractatus. This interpretation springs from one aspect of the notion
of name. 1. A name is a simple sign (i.e. none of its parts is a
sign). 2. A name names only one particular and no other (ac-
cording to Wittgenstein the particular must be an object or simple
in his sense and not a fact). 3. A name names a particular with
which one is acquainted, otherwise the name is used as a descrip-
tion. 3 is not Wittgenstein’s but Russell's® view, and has probably
led to the observation-statement interpretation of atomic proposi-
tion,

The following statements, extracted by Miss Anscombe from
the Tractatus, give a good idea of the notion of elementary proposi-
tion.

(1) They are a class of mutually independent propositions.

(2) They are essentially positive.

(3). They are such that for each of them there are no two ways

of being true or false, but only one.

(4) They are such that there is in them no distinction between

an internal and an external negation.

(5) They are a concatenation of names, which are absolutely

simple signs,

The truth of these statements is not in question here. But it
will be shown that the first four of them can be derived from the

fifth, Also comments will be made on her explanation of some of
these statements,

- (1) is derivable from (5). Atcording to (5), an elementary
proposition cannot contain a sign standing for a class, concept or

8. For the notion of name Russell's “Logic and Knowledge” may be seen.
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tndefinite description. Since elementary pr?positions do not have.
any ‘of these, there cannot be anything ‘logxf:ally common Or cons=
tradictory or incompatible in thex.n. 1t rr.ught be s.u.g.gest.ed, as
somebody in fact did, that there might be incompatibilities in ele-
mentary propositions like that between red and bl\fe. The 31mp1?
answer is that red and blue are anything but objects, Or ‘red

" and ‘blue’ are not names. Therefore we can conclude from (5)

that elementary propositions, since they contain only names, are
logically independent of one another,

'(2) from (5). Having seen the above conclusion it becom?s
clear that the question of an elementary proposition being false in
the sense of being inconsistent with any other elementary proposi-
tion does not arise. The only sense in which a concatenation of
names can be false is that it does not picture or represent any ato-
mie fact. And this is possible only if at least one name in the con-
catenation does not have any reference, i.e., there is no particular
or object which it names. In other words, such a sign is not a
name which is contrary to (5). Thus it is necessary that all ele-
mentary propositions are essentially positive.

(3) from (5). '(5) leaves no doubt that there is no scope for an
elementary proposition to be false and elementary at the same
time. Since one name names only one simple object and no other
and since elementary proposition is a concatenation of names, there
éannbt be more than one fact or situation which makes it true and
that is an atomic fact. The only possibility of its being false has been
already considered before. It may be noted that any proposition
which can be made true or false by various situations does contain
at least one indefinite description or a concept or any complex sign
except names. But (5) rules out everything except names; there-
fore, an elementary proposition is true or false only in one way.

Let us consider non-elementary propositions for a moment.
Russell’s “The present king of France is bald” can be false in two
ways: if the description standing for the subject is false, or if the
predicate is not true of the subject. Many different situations can
make Miss Anscombe’s quotation from Wittgenstein, "(a) “My
watch is lying on the table,” true. (a) is true no matter the dial
of my watch is facing upward or upside down. (a) is true no mat-
ter the table is wooden or iron. And so many other possibilities.
Now, if, While explaining (38), Miss Anscombe calls each different
situation making (a) true as a different way of (a) ’s being true,
then, it may be noted that these different ways of (a) ’s being true
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cannot be brought out in logical symbols, as different ways of (a) s
being false can be done. “ (@x) (dy) (Fz) (Fx. Gxy. Hxz)*

. 'F” for ‘is a watch’, ‘G’ for ‘belongs to’ and ‘H’ for ‘is lying on’;
" and let us suppase, for the sake of simplicity, that the variables ‘y’
and ‘2’ range over the classes of human beings and tables respec-
tively. Then, (b) can be false when either of ‘-Fx’, “-Gxy’ and
“Hxz’ is true. Or all of them together are true. And each of the
possibilities gives a different way in which (b) can be false, (We
shall see more of negation later). But there is only one way of
making (b) true, and that is that the truth~value of all of (b)’s
compenents is positive or true, , .

(4) from (5). In dealing with (2) and (3) it was shown that
there is only one way in which an elementary proposition can be
false. So, there are no two ways of its being false however they
be named. In fact, (4) says nothing different than (3) s0 far as
the notion of elementary proposition is concerned. (4) is derivable
from (3) and hence from (5). :

Through (4) Miss Anscombe introduces a new-sounding dis-
tinction and terminology. Her distinction between external and
internal negation corresponds to the contradictory and comtrary or
subeontrary of the traditional logic. Take, for instance, her

Negation .
(A) ‘Everyone is wise' Int. (B) ‘Everyone is not wise (unwise)!
Contrary.
Ext. (C) ‘Not everyone is wise”: Contra-
~ dictory.

Interpretation of “not wise” as equivalent to “unwige” is rather
dubious,

In symbols the distinction is clearer,

in terms of conj.
(A) '(x) FxD>Gx)’ (B) ‘(x) (FxD—Gx)’ *(x)—(Fx, Gx)

€) ‘(x) — (FxDGx)’ (x) (Fx—GCx)'
where ¥ stands for ‘is a human being’ and ‘G’ for “is wise'.
Although conjunction with one false component in (C’) is falge
as fs (B) yet (B’) and (C’) are not equivalent, Once again we

4. The symbolic convention used is the same as Quine’s in his Metheds
of Legic. S .
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see that the notion of absolutely simple sign dismisses such a pos-
sibility of two. ways of being false.

In brief, (1), (3) and (4) are contained in (5) simply because
(5) excludes all other signs (concepts etc.) except absolutely simple
signs i.e. names, (2) is contained in (5) because the latter does
not include any sign which can express negation. Names can’t do
this job. And that is why Wittgenstein says in the Tractatus that
an elementary proposition negated does not remain elementary,

So, I believe that (5) is the fundamental of the five state-
ments, although no doubt the first four throw light on the notion of

. elementary proposition.

Apart from the main stream that (1) to (4) are implied by -
(5), it may be added, on Miss Anscombe’s line of thought, about
the so-called two ways of being false and internal and external
negation, that that is not all. Propositions can be false in in-
numerable ways. For instance, “The Queen of England loves the
Prince of Wales” can have three negations (or can be false in three
ways). “The Queen of England” can be denied or “the prince of
Wales” can be denied or “loves” can be denied. In general, (Fx.
Gx.Hx.——) can be negated by negating either of them. If (B)
and (C) which is the negation of (A) depends on the fixation of
terminology, yet, it is proper to reserve “negation” for the sense in
which p is the negation of p and ‘-(p.q)’ the negation of ‘(p.q)’.
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To show that the sentences ‘I feel a headache now’ and ‘I felt
a headache then’ have the same meaning when they refer to the
same moment, Ayer argues that “the state of affairs which makes
what is expressed by either of them true is one and the same™
But this argument fails to show what Ayer is proposing to show
through it. (1) Firstly, to say that the state of affairs which
makes what is expressed by either of these sentences true is one
and the same merely means that this state.of affairs is one and the
game, It does not mean that the statements expressed by these
genitences are one and the same, Ayer’s argument presupposes
that two sentences or statements have the same meaning if the
state of affairs which makes one of them true is the same which
thakes the other true, This presupposition is questionable. Ayer has
first to prove the truth of this presupposition. In the absence of
such a proof his view is no -better than someone else’s who may
say in regard to the sentences ‘I feel a headache now’ and I
felt a headache then’ that they are different sentences of such a
kind, that the state of affairs which makes what is expressed by
eitker of them true is one and the same. (2) Secondly, there
seems to me something quite unsatisfactory in saying that a state
of affairs makes a sentence or statement true. By ‘a state of affairs’
is meant a non-verbal occurrence to which words may be used to
refer. If this is what Ayer also means then a state of affairs does
fiot seem to me to make a sentence or statement true. Of course
a statement may be said to describe or refer to a state of affairs,
bait this is very different from saying that a state of affairs makes
a statement true. What may be said to make a statement true
i8 not a state of affairs but an observation or a series of observa-
tions recorded by myself or by someone else. For example, in
the morning newspaper I read that a man was murdered néar the
station. Normally I should accept the truth of this report, If §

1. Vide, The Problem of Xnowledge, p. 55, Pelican Bdithon,
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do not, I would not have bothered to purchase a newspaper. No one
purchases newspapers just to enjoy reading falsehoods as child-
ren enjoy reading fairy-tales. Suppose on some abnormal grounds
1 do come to doubt this report, then to make this report true the
only proper course for me is to contact the police station or to
meet the eye witness of the murder if there exists any. For I
cannot make the state of affairs described by the expression ‘mur-
der of a man near the station last night' to recur again. So there
is no question of my making the newspaper report true by a
state of affairs which it happens to describe. What is true about

this newspaper report is also true about my memory report that.

‘I had a headache yesterday’. Normally I should accept the truth
of this report. However, in case I doubt it, then what is open
for me so that I may make my memory report true is to see my
diary in case I keep one, or to consult my friends who met me
yesterday. What I cannot do is to undergo yesterday’s headache
again, so there is no question of making my statement ‘I felt a
headache yesterday’ true by the state of affairs which it happens
to describe. But what about experiential statements? Does
not a state of affairs make an experiential statement true?
There simply arises no question of making an experiential
statement true, so there arises no question of making an

experiential statement true by a state of affairs. Since one

does not miss the truth of an experiential statement, so one can-
not be said to make an experiential statement true. The ques-
tion of making a statement true does not arise unless one enter-
tains doubts about its truth. Experiential statements, as Ayer
himself believes, are not doubted when the experience described in
them is actually occurring. 'That they can be doubted in the future
is a questionable assumption. Even if it is granted on some theo-
retical grounds that an experiential statement can be doubted in-
the future, what one directly doubts in the future are one’s
memory statements. And we have already seen that memory state=
ments do not function in the way in which Ayer thinks that they
function. So the question of experiential statements remains to be
considered only when they are detached from the future. And in
this condition Ayer himself recognises that they are not doubted.
But if they are not so doubted then there arises no question of
making them true by a state of affairs or by anything else in the
world. (3) Thirdly, what makes a statement true, as we have
already seen, is an observation or a series of observations recorded
by myself or by someone else. In the case of an expeﬁenﬁ‘l
statement it is my observation which can make such a statement
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true since an experiential statement uniquely refers to me. ]?'ut
it makes no sense to say that ‘T am observing my present feeling
of a headache’. So it makes no sense to say that I can make my
experiential statement I am feeling a headache’ true.

Ayer thinks that one and the same state of affairs makes both
the statements ‘I feel a headache now’ and ‘I felt a headache then’
true, whereas the truth is that a state of affairs cannot be said
to make any statement true. Even if it makes sense to say that
a state of affairs makes a statement true, Ayer’s argument fails to
show that the statements in question have the same meaning.
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