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Prefac

historian supposed to interpret the views of different philo-
sophical thinkers dealt with by him ? But interpretation
presupposes the point of view with reference to which we
judge the value and significance of a thing. Does this not
lead us to a vicious circle? Some historians of philosophy
have been conscious of such a dificulty. They have, there
fore, usually restricted themselves to mere chronicling o!
philosophical views, themselves maintaining throughout :
non-committal attitude.

After finishing the student career, when | took up the
profession of the teacher of philosophy, my difhculties be
gan to assume alarming proportions. At each step the
caused me a lot of confusion and embarrassment. In order
to represent the $ubject before my students properly, 1 had
often no other alternative except pleading 1gnorance
precisely on those points which ought to be the forte of »
teacher. One can forgive a teacher, if he is not acquainteu
with some details of his subject here or there. But ho

can he be excused, if he lacks the very standpoint of h
subject ?

In this work | have tried to grapple with these funda-
mental difhculties of the student of the history of philosophy.
| have tried to maintain that the philosophical problems cai
and do admit of one and only one standpoint, namely, the
ontological. Any other standpoint is not only foreign to
philosophy, but 1s dctrimental to it, inasmuch as i1t 1s the
source of much chaos and anarchy in the domain of philo-
sophy. This has made me, negatively, to disentangle philo-
sophy from cpistemology and axiology wherever these disci-
plines have sought to encroach upon the ontological stand-
point of philosophy. Positively, | have sought to appraise
the implications of such a standpoint wherever 1 found them.

This has made me undertake the task of a fresh evalu-
ation of the total output of philosophical speculation. The
logic of the ontological standpoint which 1 have adopted has
led me to push into the background for the time being all
the other achievements of a thinker which have been extra-
ncous to philosophy, howsoever brilliant they might have
been otherwise. 1 did so purposely in order to focus th.
entire attention of the reader exclusively on the ontologica
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Preface

problem, which, according to me constitutes the very core of
philosophy.

If this 1s appreciated, then my work, with all its short-
comings, cannot but recommend itself to the reader as some-
thing fundamental and original. I do not, however, desire
to suggest that whatever is sald by me is the last word. My
contention 1s that philosophical knowledge can never be
properly organized without a standpoint which is typically
and distinctly philosophical. In any case, I have taken here
a challenging attitude towards those who believe that philo-
sophy can be approached from any and every standpoint
whatever. To me nothing 1s more absurd than this. To

have at least expressed such an attitude is the only apology
{ have to ofter for this book .

My thanks are due to Prof. V. T. Yardi, M.A. of the
Department of English for showing much interest in my
wnrk. I am particularly obliged to Mr. Z. M. Kadri of
Current Book House; Bombay 1. for making a. prompt and
excellent arrangement for the publication of this work.

N. V. JOSHI

Ramnarain Ruia College,
bombay, 19.
October 3, 1957
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INTRODUCTION

TO understand the history of philosophy properly it
is necessary, first of all, to have a firm hold on the stand-
point of philosophy itself. In this connection one is tempted
to ask : What is the primary task and function of philo-’
sophy ? In seeking an answer to this question, one may
think of taking recourse to the etymological meaning of the
word ““ philosophy ”’. Everyone knows that literally philo-
sophy means love of wisdom. But what is wisdom ? Fre-
quently it is regarded as equivalent to knowledge. Is this
really so ? Let us try to find out. |

The Standpoint of Knowledge and Its Major Implica-
tions — Knowledge aims at revealing the form of objective
experience. The entire process of knowledge shows a sense
of direction. It goes from the object to the subject, or
from the particular to the universal. The actual result of
knowledge consists in establishing a synthesis of an element
of our experience with its relevant intelligible whole.

The synthesis of the particular with the universal in our
knowledge, however, displays various degrees of vitality.
For example, in that stage of knowledge which 1s called
Perception, we rest content simply by subsuming a certain
fact under a class-concept. ‘‘This is a table,” “ Here is
a man’ might be regarded as the instances of perceptual
knowledge.

But as we pass from perception to scientific knowledge,
we may not deal with the particular facts directly. Now
we are directly concerned with the relations of the con-
cepts themselves. Thus, when I say “All men are mortal,”
my aim 1s to make a general statement with regard to the
essential relation between the concept of humanity and that
of mortality. A general proposition deepens our under-
standing of an objective fact. This can be illustrated by
contrasting the two propositions : ** Socrates is 2 man "’ and

If So_cyateg IS a man, then Socrates 1s mortal.”” The first
proposition informs us simply about the relation of a fact
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Introduction

to its class-concept. The second proposition, while it pre-
supposes such a relation, goes beyond it and establishes the
essential and universal relation between two concepts. In
this way, a general proposition gives more stability and
security vo the perceptual knowledge. It makes us believe
that a piece of perceptual knowledge is not a loose piece of
knowledge, but its truth is an essential ingredient of a wider
conceptual system, which is built up through the under-
“standing of conceptual relations, which are at once universal
and necessary. Scientific knowledge thus stands at a level
higher than that of perception.

T'here is, however, another stage of knowledge higher
than that of science. This stage is represented by rational
knowledge. In fact, all the sciences presuppose the principle
of Reason. 'This is so, because knowledge at the level of
sclence 1s still fragmentary It is never all-comprehensive.
This can be seen from the fact that every science deals only
with one of the multifarious aspects of our experience. For
example, physics deals with matter, biology deals with life,
psychology deals with mind, so on and so forth., Again,
in spite of the difference in the nature of the facts with
which the various sciences are severally occupied, all o
them have one thing in common. It is, namely, that eacl
one 1s called upon to know things systematlcally In other
words, what we expect of a scientist 1s that no matter whar
be the aspect of experience with which he is directly
concerned, he must give us such a body of knowledge as
would be free from contradictions. But the law of contra-
diction is verily the supreme law of rational knowledge
itself.  Reason, thus, is the ultimate presupposition of the
cntire scientific knowledge It 1s Reason which is able to
unify all the sciences in an all-comprehensive and perfectly,
coherent experience.

We thus find that perception and rational knowledge
constitute the two poles of our experience. While the one
yields such a knowledge as 1s particular and contingent, the
other represents knowledge which is all-comprehensive and
perfectly systematic. In passing from the one pole to the
other, knowledge encompasses the total sphere of experience.

But while knowledge 1s capable of exercising complete
monopoly over the world of experience, it 1s also signil?cant
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that the cognitive function itself gets restricted in this act.
For, the validity of knowledge cannot extend beyond the
sphere of experience itself. If it is true to say that all that
is known is capable of being experienced, then this also
implies that nothing which cannot be experienced s capable
of being known.

The Standpoint of Philosophy :— Coming now to the
standpoint of philosophy, it may be pointed out that philo-
sophy does not reject the experience as it is analysed intc
object and subject, or particular and universal in the act
of knowledge. In fact, it takes such an experience for
granted. But now philosophy raises the question : Are the
contents of our experience real as they are, or are they the
appearance of something which 1s more fundamental than
the experienced entities ? To answer this question, we shall

have to argue thus : | .
From the standpoint of existence what are the main

characteristics of the world of experience ? A little reflec-

tion will show that the experienced entities are many and
changeful. Can we ascribe similar attributes to reality as
well 7 No. For, if the reals are many, they will stand by
themselves without having any relation to each other. But
dhis would make knowledge ot these entities quite impossible.
For, as we have just seen, knowledge aims at constituting a
verfect system of the objective world. This requires rela-
cons to be established in them. But if each and every
objective entity 1s regarded as real, no relations will be
posstble and hence knowledge itself will be impossible.

The other characteristic of the world of experience is
that 1t 1s changeful. This, of course, i1s a fact. But the
question is : What is the source of such a change ? It will
be absurd to find such a source of change within the world
of experience itself. For, everything in such a world is sub-
ject to change. To say that anyone of these entities is the
source of change would lead to infinite regress, inasmuch
as 1f anything which is itself changing is the source of change,
then 1t will require another thing to change it and so on ad
infinitum.

- T'hese considerations necessarily lead us to the conclu-
sion that the world of experience is neither self-subsistent
nor does it contain the principle which is responsible for

3
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its incessant Hux. This means that the world cannot be
regarded as real. But in spite of this, it is necessary to
discover that principle to which the world of experience
owes 1ts being or reality. Such a principle must satisfy
certain conditions. Negatively, it must not be many and
changeful. Positively, it must be self-subsistent and dynamic,
that is to say, the source of all change. Philosophy aims
at discovering such a principle of reality. It further aims
1t showing how the world of finite experience is ultimately
determined by such an absolute, infinite and creative princi-
ple, which is incapable of being given to us through know-
ledge. In a nutshell, philosophy aims at explaining the rela-
tion of the finite to the Infinite.

The relation of the finite to the Infinite has nothing
to do directly with the relation of the particular to the
universal with which knowledge 1s concerned. The parti-
cular and the universal are only the two aspects of the
world of experience. Hence, the entire cognitive function
works only within the sphere of the fimte. When, there-
fore, there comes in the question of discovering the relation
of the finte to the Infinite, knowledge can give us no
guidance. It follows from this that, the standpoint of
knowledge must be kept strictly apart from that of philo-
sophy. Any overlapping of these standpoints is fraught
with dangerous consequences. In the course of this work
we shall have several occasions to point out that those, who
believed that the aim of philosophy i1s to know, were res-
ponsible in putting formidable obstacles in the path of
philosophical speculation by diverting it into undesirable
channels and more frequently creating the grossest confu-
sion throughout the history of philosophy.

A proper study of the history of philosophy will be
immensely helpful in revealing the major implications of the
standpoint of philosophy as they are worked out by the
great thinkers in different ages. It will also save us from
those pitfalls to which philosophy was led on account of
not keeping a firm hold on its own point of view and thus

surreptitiously allowing extra-philosophical interests to hold
sway on its domain.



ANCIENT PHILOSOPHY

Ionic Philosophy

pHILOSOPHICAL speculation in the West of which we.
have an authentic account began with Thales who flourished
in the sixth century B.C. Thales hailed from lonia in Greece.
Anaximander and Anaximenes, who succeeded him, were
also Ionians. Ionic philosophy, of which Thales, Anaxi-
mander and Anaximenes are the main representatives, 1s the
first school of philosophy.

Thales : His Doctrine — According to Aristotle,
Thales is said to have maintained that every thing is made
out of water. No information is available with regard
to the way in which Thales himself interpreted his own
doctrine.

Criticism :— Thales’ doctrine admits of two different
interpretations. Firstly, we may regard water as the
material substratum underlying the world of physical exis-
tence. T'his interpretation might have possibly suggested
itself to Thales who lived on an island where he might have
observed sea-water assuming different forms of solid ice,
fluid liquid and gaseous vapour under different circums-
tances.

‘T'here 1s also another interpretation which can be put
on Thales’ doctrine.  This does not do away with the
former interpretation. It takes for granted that Thales
was quite aware of the different forms assumed by water.
But he might be more interested in discovering the source
of change in the finite forms of water. Due to the immature
stage of philosophical speculation of his time, he might not
have been able to express adequately what he had desired
to suggest. He, therefore, put the whole thing crudely in
terms of his knowledge of the supreme force of the physical
universe, which, according to him, was water. Such an
anternretation, however, does not have any strong support
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History of Western Philosophy

for itself. But there are certain reasons which compel us
to accept it as the only correct interpretation of Thales’
doctrine.

To begin with, the first interpretation, which reduces
the various forms assumed by sea-water to some material
substratum, is not philosophical, but scientific. 1f water 1s
conceived in this way, then it may at least give us the umver-
sal form or the regulative concept of the physical world.
But in this capacity it cannot lead us beyond the world of
finite objects. It cannot throw any light on the nature of
the relation of the finite to the Infinite with which philo-
sophy is directly concerned. In order to explain 1t, the
ultimate principle will have to be conceived as creative and
infinite. Does Thales’ doctrine satisfy such a condition ?
Many historians of philosophy, such as Gomperz, Zeller,
Windelband, Burnet and others, have inclined the wecight
of their opinions in favour of the first interpretation. They
agree in believing that Thales has mainly supported the
naturalistic view of the world through his doctrine. It
this be the only right interpretation of Thales’ doctrine,
then Thales cannot be considered a philosopher at all.

But looking to the general trend of philosophical
thought of his successors, we do get an indirect confirmation
of the thesis that Thales must have believed 1n the second
interpretation. If Thales had totally lacked the standpoint
of philosophy, none of these successors would have contri-
buted anything to philosophy by expressly claiming their
adherence to Thales’ doctrine. As we shall see presently,
a close study of the doctrines of Thales’ successors will con-
vince us that while Thales’ own doctrine does admit of both
the interpretations, it i1s really the second interpretation
which has exerted a powerful and decisive influence on the
minds of his successors.

Anaximander : His Doctrine :— According to Anaxi-
mander, the ultimate philosophical principle is ‘ a2 boundless
something ” from which all things arise and to which all
return again. Anaximander prefers a negative mode of
characterizing the Absolute, because he wants us to believe
that 1t 1s infinite. That i1s to say, Anaximander wants to
suggest that the Absolute cannot be understood in terms
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lonic Philosophy

of anything that forms part of the world of finite and
concrete experience. Anaximander is said to have argued
that if the Absolute had been any kind of matter or sub-
stance, such as air, water or fire, it would exhaust itself in
the process of incessant productions. The negative-characte-
rization of the original ground of things should not be taken
to mean that Anaximander had nothing positive in his mind
to refer to. The case is just the reverse. In order to bring
home to our mind the absolute and self-subsistent character
of the philosophical principle in direct contrast with the
evanescent and fleeting nature of everything that forms
part of the world of finite existence, what other method,
except the negative one, would have been more appropriate ¢

Besides the abstractness of the Absclute, Anaximander
has also tried to emphasize its creativity. According to
him, the world of experience is capable of being explained
in terms of a series of opposites, such as hot and cold, wet
and dry. The world of experience gives us evidence of the
fact that some things are hot and some are cold, while the
others stand in between these opposites. The same can be
said with regard to the other opposites. This is so because
things give ‘‘satisfaction and reparation to one another
for their injustice, as 1t i1s appointed according to the
ordering of time.” '

Leaving aside all the adjuncts of the physical analogy
through which the notion of justice 1s sought to be expressed,
the important idea that it suggests is that the entire world
of experience 1s the manifestation of a principle which in
itself 1s intensive or one that realizes itself in various
degrees. While in some cases the manifestation of such a
principle may be less intense, in other cases it may be more
and in between these two poles there is a possibility of
having several intermediate degrees of intensive gradation.
If such 1s the case, then it would not do for us to say that
the world 1s cither hot or cold. On the contrary, such
distinctions of hot and cold necessarily lead us beyond them:.
sclves and make us postulate something intensive from which
the opposites are * separated out ;" or whose inward
potency 1s manifested by them in various degrees. This
1s possible only when the two opposites are not allowed
to assume exclusive importance for themselves. Such a
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situation leads to injustice, because it prevents a harmonious
working of the various things of the finite experience. That
is why, according to Anaximander, all things must have
their basis in that notion of justice which gives ‘‘satisfaction”
and “‘reparation’’ to them. _

This conception of justice is extremely important in
understanding the relation between the finite and the In-
finite. The Infinite is abstract, but it i1s also intensive and
dynamic. Justice is what keeps the creativity of the Abso-
lute ever active, negatively by preventing all disorder and
positively by establishing conditions of harmony in them.
The conception of justice as thus understood has been
suggested by Anaximander as constituting the only wvia
media between the finite and the Infinite. It 1s this concep-
tion, which immediately leads us to find in the Infinite not
simply the negation of all that is finite, but to conseive the
Absolute as the creative principle of the world.

Criticism :— Anaximander has given a correct lead in
so far as the solution of the problem of reality is concerned.
His conception of the Absolute as infinite, abstract, creative
and tending towards justice and harmony yields the frst
blue-print, which includes all that 1s essertial for the solution
of the philosophical problem." '

Anaximenes : His Doctrine :— Anaximenes, who suc-
ceeded Anaximander, maintained that air is the ultimate
ground of existence. This view, although it shows a rever-
sion to the position of Thales, nevertheless bears the stamp
of the influence of Anaximander’s thought. The substitu-
tion of air for water by Anaximenes has been motivated by
the desire to find such a symbolic expression for the Absolute,
which would be suggestive of its abstract and infinite
character. Anaximenes found such a symbol in air which
is certainly more subtle and pervasive than water. As such
it 1s able to represent the Infinite better than any other
element within the world of experience.

Moreover, Anaximenes might have been prompted to
choose air in order to suggest also the creativity of the
Absolute. For air has the power of rarefaction and conden-
sation. It is through such a power that it is believed to
engender “all that was, that is, and that shall be.”

b)



Ionic Philosophy

General Remarks :—A review of the Ionic philosophy
as a whole shows that its main aim was to work out the impli-
cations of the philosophical point of view. Of the three
thinkers, who represented this school, Anaximander was the
boldest. It was he, who through his sure philosophical in-
sight, divined the true nature of the Infinite. Considering
the earliest stage of philosophical speculation in which these
thinkers thought, this was no mean achievement. Anaxi-
mander’s thoughts were echoed faintly by Thales and Anaxi--
menes. But this is no reason to minimize their importance.
As representatives of the same school of philosophy, their
thoughts must have paved the way for their best expression
in Anaximander’s philosophy. Their contributions are the
product of the same climate of philosophical speculation.
Hence, they must either stand or fall together. The general
trend of philosophical thought after the Ionic school gives
clear indication of the fact that it has sprung forth from
the very seed which was sown by the Ionic philosophers.
Pythagorean philosophy deserves to be mentioned first in
this connection.



Pythagoras

Hic Personality :— As far as the eminence of perso-
nality is concerned, Pythagoras was highly honoured and
respected in the ancient Greece. His attainments in the
fields of science, philosophy and religion have been remark-

.able and his contributions to them have been quite significant.
Pythagoras, however, did not leave behind him any writirgs
of his own. Whatever is known to us about this great man
is through the traditions and beliefs, which were cherished
by his followers and which were later on referred to by the
notable Greek thinkers in their writings.

The Theory of Numbers :— The theory of numbers
holds an important place in the Pythagorean philosophy. It
is put forward by Pythagoras with a view to explaining the
world of finite experience.  Pythagoras is said to have
believed that.the world of objects, although it might appear
chaotic to our perception, is nevertheless perfectly systematic
and orderly, if looked at from the standpoint of mathe-
matics. For example, musical notes derive their harmony
entirely from the mathematical relations subsisting in them.
The Pythagoreans knew these relations and could demon-
strate them with the help of “ a string stretched over a
resounding board with a moveable bridge, by means of
which it was possible to divide the string into different
lengths, and thus to produce the various high and low notes
on one and the same string. ’* Similarly, the Pythagoreans
also believed that the movements of the astronomical bodies
could be known precisely through the mathematical calcula-
tions. This view generally goes under the name of * the
harmony of the spheres.” In the sphere of medicine the
Pythagoreans maintained that what i1s called normal health
1s the result of the proper ‘“blend” of the two opposites
of hot and cold, wet and dry.

“In a well-known passage of Plato’s Phaedo (36 B) we
are told by Simmias that the Pythagoreans held the body to

1 Quoted from Gomperz, Greek Thinkers, Vol. I, p. 102
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be strung like an instrument to a certain pitch, hot and cold, wet
and dry taking the place of high and low in music. According
to this view, health is just being in tune, and disease arises from
undue tension or relaxation of the strings. We still speak of
the “tonics” in medicine as well as in music.”?

~ Thus, the medical theory was completely assimilated
to the musical theory and through it ultimately to the theory
of numbers.

» Indeed, the Pythagoreans look upon the numbers as
the original * forms” or patterns, of which all things are
copies or imitations. If we desire to understand anything
which forms part of our experience, then it 1s necessary to
analyse its dual aspects, namely, particulagity and universa-
lity, or matter and form. According to the Pythagoreans,
numbers constitute the intelligible forms. Through them
the whole world of experience can be reduced to a perfect
system. Numbers, thus, represent the supreme regulative
principle of our knowledge.

" The “ Unlimited” :— According to some thinkers, the
theory of numbers forms the fundamental basis of Pytha-
gorean philosophy. ,Numbers are supposed to constitute the
“stuft ’ out of which things are made. This, however, is.
not true. For, according to one of the most profound
utterances of Pythagoras, numbers, which are the forms
of all things, have themselves developed out of the * Un-
limited ” by setting a limit to it. We have found it to be
so In music, astronomy, medicine and mathematics. - The
phenomena falling within these domains require us to move
within certain limitations as set by the opposites or extremes.
Now, although the Pythagoreans do not subscribe to the
view that the whole universe is the result of * separating
out ’ or of rarefaction and condensation, they nevertheless
speak of the Absolute as the Unlimited. They also believe
that the world of finite objects, which is capable of being
explained in terms of numbers, has developed out of it. But
how ?

! Philosophy i.s_the highest Music” :— We are given
a clue to find a solution to the problem as to how a limit is

2 Burnet, Greek Philosophy, p. 50
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set to the Unlimited through the Pythagorean maxim of
great significance, namely, “‘Philosophy is the highest music.”
Here * music ” should not be taken to mean the harmony
of sounds. But it symbolizes that feeling of harmony itself
which is the source of perfect system and order in the world
of experience, We are reminded here of Anaximander’s
conception of Justice, to which the Pythagorean conception
of the *‘ highest music’ bears close afinity. We have al-
ready seen that the notion of Justice is closely bound up
with the conception of the Absolute as the infinite, creative,
abstract and intensive principle. The * Unlimited ” of the
Pythagoreans is definitely conceived after the manner of the
‘““ boundless something ’ of Anaxagoras. It is infinite and
creative source from which all things are developed out.
In order to have an access to this infinite and creative
Absolute, we.are required to. take recourse to the feeling
of harmony. The Unlimited cannot be known, but it can
be felt by us., Indeed, the entire religious practice, as advo-
cated by the Pythagoreans, is founded on this belief. Religi-
ous devotion, according to the Pythagoreans, requires the
devotee to mould his personality in such a way that he might
actually feel the music of the Unlimited within himself. It
1s through such a feeling of harmony that one is capable of
attaining the highest beatitude. _
\ In the light of these remarks, it 1s easy to understand
how a limit 1s set to the Unlimited. In fact, if the Un-
limited 1s regarded as identical with the feeling of harmony,
then it can set a limit to 1tself in the very act of self-manifes-
tation. Feeling admits of gradations. Hence, in accor-
dance with the intensity of feeling we can pass from the
lowest to the highest scale of being. According to Pytha-
goras, such a feeling of reality reaches its zenith in the reli-
gious experience. That i1s why, such an experience is
attended with eternal bliss. To the extent in which we fall
short of such an experience our being gets degraded. In
this way, the world dominated by the opposites, with which
the theory of numbers is directly concerned, has its ultimate
basis in the nature of that Absolute which sets a limit to
itself through the degree of intensity which which it realizes

itself.
‘This will also help us to understand the right meaning

12



Pythagoras

of the word * philosophy.” According to Burnet, it was
P thagoras who used the word for the first time. If ¢ philo-
sophy means love of wisdom, then wisdom 1s not the same
as scientific or even rational knowledge. For, both Science
and Reason, as we have already seen, in spite of «the fact
that they seek to introduce system and order in our expe-
rience are directly concerned with the world of finite things
only. As such, by themselves they cannot lead us to the
Infinite. In order to grasp the Infinite, we have to takes
reourse to wisdom, which, according to Pythagoras, is the
same as the feeling of the inward rhythm, music and har-
mony in the phenomenal world realized by bringing oneself
in direct attunement with the ultimate ground of existence.
It 1s this which seems to have led Pythagoras to say that
‘“ Philosophy 1s the highest music.”” Through such a charac-
terization Pythagoras has given to philosophy a place of
honour and distinction in such a way that as compared to
it Science and Reason are degraded to a subordinate rank.

Science and Reason are simply a means to prepare our mind
to feel or realize within us that perennial spring of bliss,

which philosophy alone can reveal to us.

13



Heraclitus

His Relation to Parmenides :—Among the earlier Greek
thinkers, Heraclitus and Parmenides are much misunder-
stood. They are introduced to us by the historians of philo-
sophy as philosophers holding antithetical views. If, how-
ever, we try to understand them carefully, such an impres-
sion will soon vanish and we shall begin to feel that their
views, instead of being antithetical, are complementary to
each other. The reason why these two thinkers apparently
look so radically different is to be found in the fact that al-
though they refer to one and the same philosophical
principle, they have nevertheless sought to emphasize difter-
ent aspects of it. While Heraclitus sets much store by the
dynamic and creative character of the Absolute, Parmenides
concentratzas his attention mainly on the abstractness of the
same. In the Absolute creativity and abstractness are not at
all opposed to each other. The Absolute can be best charac-
terized as the dynamism of the abstract. If so, then from
the standpoint of philosophy the emphuasis on the one aspect
of the Absolute does not mean the negation of the other,
but by implication it naturally leads to the other. Heraclitus
and Parmenides will be found to reflect the same truth from
different aspects of 1it.

Polarity gnd Gradation in the World of Experience :—
With regard to the world of experience Heraclitus believes
that it i1s dominated throughout by the opposites. Indeed,
Heraclitus presents the opposites in a graded scale, such as
Earth—>Water—Fire. Earth constitutes the lower rung,
while Fire 1s the highest. This immediately leads us to the
Heraclitian distinction between the way up and the way
down. The way up leads us from Earth right up to Fire
through Water. The reverse movement, that is, from Fire
down to Earth is the way down. There is a perpetual and in-
cessant movement from the one pole to its opposite.

. “Fire changes to water, and as water half of it returns
directly to heaven as ‘“fire-stream”, half of it changes to earth,

14
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which becomes water again, and thus is finally -changed back
to fire. Evaporation, melting and freezing may be regarded as
the processes which operate in this circular system.” 1

Macrocosm and Microcosm :— Fire, Water and Earth
constitute the elements of the wider universe. But inside
each one of the finite beings, there is a reflection of a similar
cosmic polarity and incessant movement.  According to
Heraclitus, Life, Sleep and Death correspond to Fire, Watere
and Earth, This also leads him naturally to look upon
Fire as the expression of the Real at its hlghest degree of
manifestation. Heraclitus regarded Fire “as the source of
the world’s intelligence, as the conscious regulative principle
of all existence.””? In the light of this, te meaning of the
following aphorisms becomes sufficiently clear :—

“The dry soul is the wisest and the best.”
“It is death to souls to become water.”

Again, according to Heraclitus, Fire 1s also the symbol
of universal justice.

“The process of combustion is the key both to human life
and to that of the world. It 1s a process that never rests ;
for a flame has always to be fed by fresh exhalations as fuel,
and it is always tuming into vapour or smoke. The steadiness
of the flame depends on the “measures™ of fuel kindled and
the “measures” of fire extinguished in smoke remaining constant.
Now the world 1s an “an everliving fire” (fr. 20), and there
will be unceasing process of ‘“‘flux’. That will apply to the
world at large and also to the soul of man. “You cannot
step twice into the same river (fr. 41), and it is just as true
that “we are and are not” at any moment. “The way up and
the way down,”” which are ‘‘one and the same” (fr. 69) are
also the same for the microcosm and the macrocosm. Fire,
water, earth is the way down, and earth, water, fire is the way
up. And these two ways are forever being traversed in opposite
directions at once, so that everything really consists of two
parts, one part travelling up and the other travelling down.” 3

1! Gomperz, Greek Thinkers, Vol. I, p. 64.
2 Ibid.
3 B.urnet, Greek Philosophy, p. 61.
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The Doctrine of Flux and Its Proper Meaning :—
The doctrine of flux or becoming, which 1s frequently
ascribed to Heraclitus, has been grossly misunderstood.
The flux is taken to mean usually physical movement or
displacement. Heraclitus could not have understood uni-
versal flux or becoming in this sense. Physical movement
or displacement is due to the action and reaction of the
material bodies on each other.  Such a movement has
nothing to do with, the incessant movement through which
we are carried from Earth to Fire and back from Fire to
Earth. That such an mterpretatlon was put on the Hera-
clitian doctrine of ‘‘flux” by his contemporaries 1s quite
evident from ths vigorous polemic that was levelled by
Parmenides and Zeno against them. Indeed, their whole
logical dialectic was aimed at discarding the ascription of
any movement or changefulness to the Real. But this
should not be taken to mean the rejection of the dynamic
character of ‘the Absolute. What is sought to be suggested
by them—and here there 1s a perfect agreement between
Heraclitus and Parmenides—is that the fluxional or dynamic
character of the Real has absolutely nothing to do with
the physical movement which 1s the result of the impact
of one material body on the other. 'T'he entire philosophical
thought of Heraclitus really suggests an intensive view of
the Absolute to which we have already drawn pointed atten-
tion in trying to explain Anaximander’s doctrine of ‘‘sepa-
rating out” of the opposites from the Infinite. Heraclitus
seems to follow exactly the same line of thinking as is given
by Anaximander. This becomes quite evident from the
way in which the “everliving fire’’ is regarded as the symbol
of an unceasing process of flux, inasmuch as it represents
in the best possible manner the notion of justice by establish-
ing an exact equivalence in the “measures’ of fuel kindled
and the “‘measures” of fire extinguished in smoke. Does
this not remind us strongly of what Anaximander had said
concerning the cosmic process of justice, according to which
things “give satisfaction and reparation to one another for
their injustice, as 1s appointed according to the ordering

of time?” Windelband also supports such a view :—
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“But when Heraclitus declared the world to be everliving
fire, and Fire, therefore, to be the essence of all things, he under-
stood by this essence not a material or substance which survived
all its transformations, but just the transforming process itself
in its everdarting, vibrating activity (Ziingelnde), the sparing up
and vanishing which correspond to the Becoming and passing

away. 4

It is thus clear that Heraclitus through his doctrine of
flux strongly emphasizes the creative and dynamic character®
of the Absolute.

Heraclitus not oblivious to the Abstractness of the
Absolute .— It should, however, not be thought that Hera-
clitus was totally oblivious to the other, character of the
Real, namely, its abstractness. Heraclltus has drawn our
pomted attention to it particularly in twa ways. In the
first place, he does so by maintaining the identity of the
opposites. Read the following aphorisms :(—

“The way up and the way down are one and the same.”

“The Real is ‘beyond good and bad’.”

“The dissonant is in harmony with itself.”

“The invisible, harmony which springs from contraries is
better than the visible.”

What is meant by these expressions ? Do they not
imply that the opposites always keep us within the realm
of the finite ? What is infinite cannot be explained in terms
of them, because the opposites are ultimately the result of
the manifestation of the Infinite at the different degrees of
intensity or tension. Indeed, this has led Heraclitus to give
a subordinate importance to Fire which constitutes one of
the poles of the opposites. Fire is only the best form of
reality and not the reality itself.

“If Herakleitos has merely substituted fire for the ‘air’
of Anaximenes, that would only have been a further advance
on the lines of Anaximenes himself, who had substituted ‘air’
for the water of Thales.”s

4+ History of Philosophy, p. 36.
& Burnet, Greek Philosophy, pp. 58-59.
[
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This leads us to another point through which Heraclitus
tried to suggest the abstractness of the Absolute. This
attracts our attention when Heraclitus seeks to explain the
nature of wisdom with which philosophy is directly con-
cerned. in one of his Fragments Heraclitus declares : “Wis-
dom is not a knowledge of many things.” It i1s the clear
knowledge of one thing only, namely, Logos which 1s “true
evermore,”’ though men cannot understand 1t even when
‘it is told to them. In this connection the following dicta
of Heraclitus deserve careful attention :

“The sun will not transgress his measures ; were he to do
so, the Erinyes, abettors of Justice, would overtake him.”

“He who speaks with understanding must take his foothold
on what is common to all, even more firmly than the  city
stands on the foothold of law ; for all human laws are nourished
by divine law.”

“Though this Logos—this fundamental law—existeth from
all time, yet mankind are unaware of it, both ere they hear it
and in the moment that they hear it.”s

The main purpose of wisdom is to make us feel the
operation of Logos, the fundamental lax’, which is the source
of justice and harmony. Does not Heraclitus put us in
mind of the Pythagorean view that ‘“Philosophy 1s the highest
music ?°  Logos cannot be known, but 1t 1s accessible to
our wisdom. In other words, it refers to that feeling of
harmony which puts us at the very heart of inhnite and
creative Reality. It 1s this which makes Burnet say with
conhdence that “ the Word (1.e. Logos) must be something
more than the doctrine of Fire as the primary substance, or
even the theory of Flux.””

8 Quoted from Gomperz, Greek Thinkers, Vol. I, pp. 15-14.
7 Greek Philosophy, p. 58.
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Parmenides opposed to the Ascription of Reality 1o
Change :— There 1s reason why Parmenides 1s regarded as
an opponent of Heraclitus. In fact, it 1s through his attack
on the Heraclitian doctrine of flux that the main tenets of.
Parmenidean philosophy find their proper justification.

“For it was the doctrine of flux, first formulated by the
sage of Ephesus, which made the deepest impression on the
mind of Parmenides. It sounded the bottom of his scepticism,
and impelled him, as it impelled his successors, to adopt conclu-
sions of the kind in which the characteristic speculation of the
Eleatics found its most powerful expression.”™

Here it is necessary to ask the question : What are
the grounds on which Parmenides assailed the doctrine of
fux ? All the available evidence in this connection seems
to point out to the conclusion that, according to Parmenides,
Heraclitus is said to have believed that changefulness of
the world of sensible objects constitutes the very essence of
their reality. But the concept of change, in the opinion of
Parmenides, immediately involves us into contradictions.
When we say that something s changing, does it not imply
the two contradictory predic&tcs namely, lt sy and 1t is not ?
This is simply absurd. This is more particularly truc of
the conception of mechanical motion, that 1s to say, the
movement of things in space and time. When a thing
moves, it cannot remain where 1t 1s. Moreover, any two
moments of such a change cannot be the same. Hence, if
we ascribe rcality to motion which operates through space
and time, there will be nothing stable. We shall be led to
say that somcthing comes out of nothing. But ex wnihilo
nthil fit. It 1s considerations of this kind that might have
weighed on the mind of Parmenides in directing his polemi-
cal attack on Heraclitus. Gomperz has nicely visualized
the circumstances in  which Parmenides might have
thought :—

1 Comperz, Greek Thinkers, Vol. I, p. 167.
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“It was unsatisfactory enough to have to acquiesce in the
view that ‘the things of the sensible world are involved in In-
cessant transformations,” but sound reason rose in revolt against
the further principle that-‘things are and they are not, and
the spirit of rebellion was strongest among men of most dis-
ciplined minds. No wonder, then, that those who had enjoyed
the benefits of a Pythagorean or mathematical training were most
strongly affected by this reaction, and it 1s not surprising that
Parmenides, with his Pythagorean traditions, should have stig-
matized as ‘the twin roads of error the common philosophy

that basked in the reality of the sensible world, and, secondly,
the doctrine of Heraclitus. He assailed that doctrine with most
poisoned shafts of his invective. Those ‘to whom being and
non-being are af once the same and not the same’ he denounces
as ‘deaf and blind, helplessly staring, a confused herd,” ‘double-
headed’ he calls them on account of the double aspect of their
Janus-like theory of things ; and the fate which his satire reserves
for them 1s to fall into their own stream of flux and be carried
away on ts flood ; ‘know-nothings’ he calls them, and retro-
grade 1s their path, ‘like the metamorphoses of their primary

matter’.”’2

Parmenides’ Positive Contribution implied in his Nega-
tions :— It changefulness 1s the essential feature of the
world of finite things, then Parmenides 1s perfectly justified
in denying it of the Infinite, which 1s the ultimate ground of
existence. We are already familiar with the negative
approach to the Infinite. According to Parmenides, the
nature ot the Absolute 1s grossly misunderstood and dis-
torted by those, who ascribe reality to motion. In order
to discredit such men, Parmenides has put particular stress
on the negative approach. Whatever is positive in his
philosophy can be best understood in direct contrast with
his negative arguments. The chief negations of Parmenides
are as follows :—

“How should the thing that is ever be unmade ; how should

it ever have come into being? If it came into being, there
must have been a time when it was not, and the same holds good

if its beginning is still in the future.

2 Greek Thinkers, Vol. I, p. 169.
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“When wilt thou seek for the origin of the thing that 1is;
how and whence did it grow? I shall not permit thee to say
or think that it came forth from the thing that is not, for the
not-being is unspeakable and unthinkable. And what need,
moreover, would have driven it to existence at one time rather

than another?....
“Furthermore, the power of insight will prevent thee from

believing that out of the thing that is another can become by
its side.”’s

Put next to these negations, the following afhrmative
utterances. The thing that is 1s not merely ‘“not-become
and 1mperishable,” and accordingly “without beginning and
end ’’; not merely are ‘‘changes of place and shiftings of
hue unknown to it,”’ but it 1s an ‘“‘indivisibte whole, uniform,
continuous, similar in all its parts, not being less here and
greater there, but resembling the bulk of a well-rounded
and equally weighted ball.”*

‘These considerations go to show that the whole concern
of Parmenides was to dissociate the Infinite ffom the finite.
Parmenides never questioned the reality of the Absolute.
On the contrary, he wanted to save it from being degraded
to the level of the finite, particularly at the hands of those
(among whom he included even Heraclitus, though
wrongly) who believed that the quintessence of reality is
change or motion.

Zeno’s dialectic again bears ample testimony to this.
It 1s quite well-known that Zeno had directed his famous
paradoxes against those who believed that motion is real.
All that Zeno wanted to prove was that motion belongs to
the world of finite existence and as such to raise it to the
rank of the Infinite would lead to insoluble contradictions.

We thus find that in rejecting the doctrine of flux,
Parmenides was not thinking of substituting a static notion
of reality. What he might have desired to suggest is that
the Absolute cannot be changeful, because it is infinite and
abstract. The moment we ascribe the predicate of change-
fulness to it, it at once loses its infinite and abstract character.

Parmenides and Heraclitus are not Antagonists — If

8 Quoted from Gomperz, Greek Thinkers, Vol. I, p. 170.
4 Ibid.
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this be the main trend of Parmenidean thought, then does
it really come in clash with the fundamental tenets of Hera-
clitus ? It is true that the doctrine of flux as propounded
by Heraclitus admits of being interpreted in the sense that
whatever is real is changeful. But, as we have already
seen, Heraclitus himself does not lend support to this view.
Through his doctrine of flux, he does not desire to maintain
that change is real. But Reality, on account of its creative
character, is the source of that change which is the all-perva-
sive character of finite existence. = Without the dynamic
Absolute the change of finite existence is totally inexplicable.

If this is accepted, then Heraclitus could not have been
the main target of Parmenidean attack. On the contrary,
both of them approach”nearer each other. The Being of
Parmenides is abstract, inasmuch as it 1s the “eternal”’ One,
has never come into being, is imperishable. It 1s *‘through
and through one 1n kind, one with itself, without any distinc-
tion or differences, i.e. completely homogeneous and abso-
lutely unchangeable.”®

These conclusions of Parmenides are quite valid as far
as they go. They do have a direct bearing on the nature
of the Absolute. But there remains something more to be
saild without which the characterization of the Absolute
1s never complete. It may be quite true that the Absolute in
itself may be one and without any difterences. But it is also at
the same time the creative source of the world of maniness.
Indeed, the conception of the Infinite has no other justifi-
cation unless 1t serves as the ground of the world of finite
existence. Such a character it can have only when the
Absolute 1s looked upon as creative as well as abstract. The
entire philosophical speculation of the earlier Greeks has
always held these two characteristics of the Absolute to-
gether. Ior the one without the other empties the concep-
tion of the Absolute of all significance. If this is so, then .
both Heraclitus and Parmemdes, in spite of their difference
in accentuating the characters of the Absolute, cannot be
regarded as antagonists at all. For, it is only by synthe-
sizing their substantial contributions that a genuine philoso-
phical system can be evolved.

5 Windelband, History of Philosophy, p. 38.
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The Four Elements :— It is quite certain thgt Empe-
docles, in analysing the nature of objective experience, came
to the conclusion that it could be reduced to the four basic
“elements’’ or ‘‘roots,”’” namely, earth, water, air and fire.
Each of these elements is without beginning, imperishable,
hemogeneous and unchangeable. But it is divisible into
parts. Finite things with all their multifarious qualities
arise in consequence of the mixture of these elements. They
are destroyed when the elements are separated out from
the mixture.

Love as the Cause of Motion :— Empedocles, how-
ever, is not satisfied only with this. He raises the question
with regard to the cause of motion. Here he completely
sets aside the four elements and expressly imentions that
the creative principle of the entire world of experience 1s
Love and Hate. Love and hate are not independent pro-
perties or relations of the elements. Love and hate together
are believed to be the creative and sustaining principle of
the world of perishable things. Empedocles suggests this
by taking recourse to certain analogies.

“We start with something like the sphere of Parmenides,
in which the four elements are mingled in a sort of solution
by Love, while Strife surrounds the sphere on the outside. When
Strife begins to enter the Sphere, Love 1s driven towards its
centre, and the four elements are gradually separated from one
another. That i1s clearly an adaptation of the old idea of the
world breathing. Empedocles also held, however, that respira-
tion depended on the systole and diastole of the heart, and there-
fore we find that as soon as Strife has penetrated to the lowest
(or most central) part of the sphere, and love is confined to
the very middle of it, the reverse process begins. Love expands
and Strife 1s driven outwards, passing out of the Sphere once

in proportion as Love occupies more and more of it,....In fact,
Love and Strife are to the world that blood and air are to

the body.™?

1 Burnet, Greek Philosophy, pp. 72-73.
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Criticism :— The physical and physiological analogies
through which Empedocles has sought to convey the notion
of his central philosophical principle of love and hate has
led some to believe that it is akin to some kind of physical
force. We know that analogies are not to be taken lite-

rally. They are simply a means of suggesting what cannot
be directly experienced. The analogy of microcosm
and macrocosm has been frequently used by the Greek
philosophers to subserve this very purpose. How
else can that which is abstract, infinite and creative principle
of the world be ever suggested ? In using the various
analogies, Empedocles has only followed the tradition of
his predecessors and there is every reason to believe that
his purpose in employing them could not have been different.
| By Love Empedocles means that sense of harmony
which we feel within ourselves when we enter into profound
sympathy with our fellow beings—a force, which forges
unity among the most heterogeneous elements. As thus
interpreted, the meaning of “love” appears to be quite
natural. Moreover, such an interpretation is fully justified
by the cumulative eftect of the entire philosophical specula-
tion prior to Empedocles. Anaximander had already spoken
of justice as the cosmic principle of ‘“satisfaction and repara-
tion.””  Similarly, Pythagoras had maintained that ‘“Philo-
sophy 1s the highest music.” By “love’” Empedocles suggests
the same principle through which one’s finite existence is
completely assimilated and attuned to the Infinite. In the
philosophy of Anaxagoras, this point is brought into more
prominence.
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The “Seeds’” —Like Empedocles, Anaxagoras believed
that the objective world is capable of being analysed into
a plurality of independent elements called “seeds”. Seeds
are not the same as the ‘‘four roots’” of Empedocles.
According to Anaxagoras, fire, air, earth and water are note
elelents, but compounds. Everything has the portions of
every other thing in itself. But the varying proportions
in which these portions are blended give rise to the difte-
rences of the world of experience. ‘“Everything 1s called
that of which it has most in it.” Snow; for example, 1s
both’ white and black. But it is called white, because the
white is more prominent than the black.

The Nous :— After having analysed the objective ex-
perience into its basic constituents called “seeds,” Anaxa-
goras raises the fundamental issue : What is the source of
motion in the ‘“seeds” ? To this his answer is : the Nous.
This principle is described by him as ‘“boundless and self-
governing.” It is ‘sthe finest and purest of all things.”
It possesses “‘all knowledge about everything past, present
and future.” It is endowed with “supreme power.” The
Nous can have “more or less” of itself in things. It is
spoken of as “inhabiting some things” by which living beings
alone are meant. '

Criticism — The description of the Nous leaves us in
no doubt with regard to its status as the Absolute. Anaxa-
goras ascribed to it all those characteristics which the
Absolute must have, namely dynamism and abstractness.

There, however, emerges one point of great im-
portance in the philosophy of Anaxagoras. The Nous is
an intensive principle which can have more or less of itself.
Moreover, it manifests itself better in the livings beings
than in the inanimate world. Again, in the living beings
its best manifestation can be found in the knowledge or
intelligence of man. This has led some thinkers to identify
the NVous with the Mind, Reason or Thought. Following
this clue, they have given to Anaxagoras the credit of furni-
shing for the first time in the history of Greek philosophy
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the teleological explanation of nature. This accords fully
with what Aristotle has said concerning Anaxagoras. Accor-
ding to him, it was Anaxagoras who recognized for the hrst
time the final cause.

But Aristotle also maintains that in the philosophy of
Anaxagoras, besides the final cause, the material and efhcient
causes have also been recognized. With regard to the
material cause, Burnet has made it quite clear that Anaxa-
goras did believe in the mechanical interpretation of nature.
“Like a true Ionian he tried to give a mechanical explanation
of everything he could and when once he had got the
rotary motion started, he could leave that to order the rest
of the world.”

What is perhaps more important 1s that the doctrine
of Nous, according to Aristotle, at once represents a
synthesis of all the three causes. This requires an explana-
tion. Anaxagoras, through his conception of Nous, steers
clear at once of the idealistic as well as of the materialistic
explanation. This is so, not because he denies the validity
of such interpretations. We have already seen that he has
tried to explain things in terms of both whenever he found
it necessary. Now, according to Anaxagoras, both the mecha-
nical and teleological explanations are defective from the
standpoint of philosophy. They labour under certain obvious
limitations of their own. While the mechanical explanation
is valid within the sphere of the inanimate objects, the teleo-
logical explanation can have significance only within the
domain of living beings. Anaxagoras, nevertheless, believes
that both the explanations do not stand on the same level.
There 1s a hierarchical gradation in them. The teleological
explanation i1s higher than the mechanical. This is quite
clear from the statement of Anaxagoras, according to which
the Nous i1s described as ‘“‘inhabiting some things’ by which
all living beings are understood. Along with this, we must
also consider another statement that there can be “more or
less” of the Nowus. The world of inanimate things does
not give us the manifestation of Nous so well as we can
ind it in the world of living beings, more particularly in
their intellectual and spiritual faculties.

-

1 Greek Philosophy, p. 80.
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The hierarchical gradation of the mechanical and teleo-
logical principles prevents them from assuming the place
of the Absolute. Both of them presuppose a principle which
would be the common source of both of them. It i1s exactly
with a view to solving this problem that Anaxagosas puts
forward the conception of Nous. Besides being the abstract
and creative principle of the universe, the Nous 1s the source
of the order and harmony in the entire world of experience.
The Nous, therefore, can be grasped adequately through
that feeling which gives us a sense of harmony 1h the
universe. And since such a harmony is more clearly intelli-
gible in the spiritual life than in the mechanical world,
Anaxagoras is quite right in giving to Reason, Thought or
Mind a higher place in the hierarchical seale of the mani-
festations of the Absolute. One can feel protound joy and
happiness, provided one can bring one’s rational self in
direct attunement with the Infinite.

We thus find that Anaxagoras through his doctrine of
Nous has given a better expression to those philosophical
truths which were slowly and steadily maturing in the minds
of his predecessors. The Nous is neither a mechanical
principle nor is it a  teleological principle. But it is that
absolute principle which at once creates both mechanism and
teleology according as it manifests itself in the world of
experience in a more or less degree of intensity. As a
matter of fact, the philosophy of Anaxagoras makes more
explicit the implications of that speculative activity of the
earlier Greeks, which reflected the genuine standpoint of
philosophy. '

Leucippus

Atomism, :— Leucippus undertook a thoroughgoing
mechanical explanation of the objective experience. Accor-
ding to him, everything is capable of being reduced to atoms.
Atoms are imperceptibly small particles of matter. They
are also “eternal and unchangeable, without beginning, in-
destructible, homogeneous, limited and indivisible."?

1 Windelband, Hisstory of Philosophy, p. 43.
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Atoms differ from one another in quantity, size, form
and situation.  The qualitative distinctions of things are
reduced to quantitative. They are due to combinations of
atoms of various sizes and forms in a certain arrangement
and situation. Atoms are also in constant motion.

‘“As the atoms are indefinitely varied in size and form, and
completely independent of one another, so their original motions
are infinite in variety. They fly confusedly about in infinite
space, which knows no above and below, ne within and without,
each for itself, until their accidental meeting leads to the forma-
tion of things and world. The separation between the concep-
tions of matter and moving force which Empedocles and Anaxa-
goras, each in his way, had attempted was thus in turn abolished
by the Atomists. They ascribed to the particles of mattér the
capacity, not indeed of qualitative change, but of independent
motion. ...”2

Criticism :— The explanation of the world furnished
by Leucippus 1n terms of atoms and their motion is purely
mechanical. Atoms are the particles of matter. Their
motion i1s due to the constant impact.of the atoms on one
another. The 1dea of movement is definitely finite, inas-
much as it 1s the result of the action and reaction of physical
bodies on one another. Such a movement, therefore, has
nothing to do with that dynamism of the Absolute as sugges-
ted particularly by Empedocles and Anaxagoras.

Zeno

Arguments of Zeno directed against the Atomists —
Zeno was the first to lead an attack aganist the Atomists.
His famous paradoxes are meant to confute the pluralistic
view of the universe as well as the conception of motion
as held by them. As a follower of Parmenides, Zeno finds
the mechanical explanation singularly inadequate in giving
us an access to the Absolute, which is incapable of being

2 Ibid., pp. 43-44.
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explained in terms of anything that is concrete and fnite.
The “unlimited” or, as the Eleatics call it, the continuous,
according to Zeno, cannot be composed of units “howsoever
small or however many’’.

“The celebrated arguments of Zeno concerning motion In-
troduce the element of time, and are directed to showing that
it is just as little a sum of moments as a line is a sum of
points. (1) If a thing moves from one point to another, it
must first traverse half the distance. Before it can do that, it
must traverse a half of the half, and so on ad mfinitum. It
must, therefore, pass through an infinite number of points, and
that is impossible in a finite time. (2) Achilles can never over-
take the tortoise. Before he comes up to.the point at which
the tortoise started, the tortoise will have got a little way on.
The same thing repeats itself with regard to this little way, and
so on ad infinitum. (3) The flying arrow is at rest. At any
given moment it is in a space equal to its own length, and
therefore at rest. The sum of an infinite number of positions
or rest is not a motion. (4) If we suppose three lines, one
(A) at rest, znd the other two (B, C) moving in opposite
directions, B will pass in the same time twice the number of
points in C that it,passes in A."?

All that these arguments of Zeno prove is that the
conception of mechanical motion involves contradictions.
Either the movement of atoms in space leads to relativism,
which 1s the purport of argument (4) or it leads to complete
negation of movement, which is the purport of arguments
(1), (2), and (3). This does not mean that Zeno was
confuting the validity of mechanical explanation itself. What
he was aiming at was to show the defective character of
such an explanation, when it is put forward as the philoso-
phical explanation of the world. The mechanical motion
is finite and is not self-explanatory. That is why, it is prima
facie absurd to seek to apprehend the Infinite with its help.

%‘his 1s the primary motive underlying the paradoxes of
eno.

1 Burnet, Greek Philosophy, p. 84.
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Hamanism :— Zeno’s arguments would have been
sufficient to discredit the mechanical explanation of the world
put forward by the Atomists. But this time such an expla-
nation evoked a serious opposition against itself from
another quarter as well. The standard of revolt was raised
against Science and its mechanical explanation by those
whose attention was attracted by’ the growing necds of
human civilization and its values. Greece was passing
through a political ferment and was fast making headway
towards one of the most glorious periods of her history.
At such a time it was but natural that people should think
more of the fundamental demands of human life in all 1ts
various aspects, such as social, political, moral, religious and
aesthetic. Human aspirations are necessarily purposive. As
such they presuppose a teleological explanation of them-
selves. Science, which 1s wedded to the mechanical explana-
tion, is bound to cause annoyance to the supporters of human
values. Hence, the Sophists, who ushered in the huma-
nistic trend in the philosophical speculation, had first of
all to challenge Science.

Secondly, the emphasis on human life also led them to
ask questions concerning the foundations of knowledge and
experience itself.  Truth, Goodness and Beauty are the
ultimate forms of human aspirations. But none of these
forms 1s presented to us in the objective experience. For
all of them require the objects to be brought directly in rela-
tion to our self. An object is neither good nor bad 1n itselt.
It becomes so, when it is held in relation to that human
consciousness which judges it to be either good or bad.
In every experience of value our attitudes of approval or
disapproval are brought to bear upon the object. Now,
to discover the basic conditions underlying these attitudes is
the main task of the theory of knowledge or epistemology.
The logic of humanism inevitably led the Sophists to get
themselves engrossed with epistemology. '

- Disparagement of scientific naturalism and preoccupa-
tion with epistemological considerations with a view to
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furnishing the teleological explanation of the universe consti-
tute the distinctive features of the predominantly humanistic

trend of thought of the Sophists

Protagoras

Homo Mensura :— In his famous doctrine of Homo
mensura, Protagoras gave a powerful expression to the
humanistic outlook of the Sophists. The doctrine 1s enun-
ciated thus : “Man is the measure of all things, of things
that are that they are, and of things that are not that they
are not.”” This statement clearly indicates how Protagoras
discredited the Science of his time by pushing the interests
of man to the forefront. Usually, science determines the
nature of things without taking into consideration the atti-
tudes of man towards them. According to Protagoras,
such a procedure is basically wrong. When, for example,
it is said that a thing is good or bad, beautiful or ugly, we
are required to hold the thing directly in relation to the
sentience of such a person who approves or disapproves
of it. Apart from such a relation a thing in and by itself
cannot be said to exist at all. The consciousness of man
thus is the sole determinant of the nature of things.
If this 1s so, then the procedure of science to investigate
the nature of things as they exist in and by themselves
cannot but be faulty.

Criticism :— Now, the attitudes of man with regard.
to the nature of things are generally reflected in his opinions.
But all know that opinions differ so that no two men need
completely agree. Not only this, but we are also aware
of the fact that the same man may find a radical change in
his opinions according to his age, mood or the country
he inhabits. For example, to the normal eye certain thing
looks white, but if a person suffers from jaundice, the same
thing might look yellow. In social life also the customs and
traditions, which represent the opinions of a social group
differ from place to place and from time to time.

The volatility of opinions has a serious and adverse
cftect opn their objective validity. If opinions differ radically,
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which of them is to be regarded as true ? Even 1f we accept
man as the measure of all things, the problem still remains :
Who 1s the man to serve as the reliable measure of truth ?

Protagoras himself has given no clear answer to this
questiol. If we are to be guided by Plato’s explanation,
then we are told that the doctrine simply means that things
are to me as they appear to me, and to you as they appear
to you. But in the Theaetetus, Plato suggests that such
a sensationalist theory is not propounded by Protagoras
himself. Some persons interpret the Protagorean dictum
by saying that the ‘‘man’’, who is to serve as the measure,
1s not a particular person, but he is to be taken in the
sense of “‘man as such” meaning thereby the average man.
As Burnet rightly points out, such a view attributes to Prota-
goras ‘‘a distinction he would not have understood, and
would not have accepted if he had.”* Protagoras himself
afirms that he kept back the true interpretation of his
doctrine from the common men and revealed it to his disci-
ples “in a mystery.”

Gorgias

The mysterious character of Protagorean dictum sub-
jected it to serious misunderstandings at the hands of
thinkers of later generations. Gorgias particularly drew
sceptical conclusions from this doctrine, which, on account
of their logical rigour, seriously damaged it. In his treatise
On Nature or the non-existent, Gorgias maintained that if,
according to Protagoras, everything is true, then it definitely
implies three things. Firstly, nothing exists. Secondly, we
cannot know it. Thirdly, even if it 1s known, it 1s not pos-
sible for us to communicate our knowledge to anyone else.

These conclusions are undoubtedly sceptical. But they
are inevitable as long as the subjectivistic interpretation of
the Protagorean dictum is not disallowed. It is quite obvious
that the logical implications drawn by Gorgias from the
Protagorean dictum would have spelt ruin to the humanism
of the Sophists and would have nipped epistemology in the
bud, had not Socrates run to their rescue.

! Greek Philosophy, p. 115.
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Socrates as a Historical Personage :—7The supreme
charm of intellect and integrity of character of Socrates have
been a matter of great admiration throughout the future
generations after him. This wisest of men of his time hass
not left any writings of his own. Whatever is knoWwn to
us about him is through his distinguished pupil, Plato, who,
in his dialogues, has given us what was, according to him,
the correct interpretation of his master’s teaching. Modern
scholarship, however, is sceptical with regard to the authenti-
city of the Platonic account of Socratic doctrine. It
strongly suspects that the original Socratic doctrine has been
strongly tinctured by Plato’s personal prejudices. We do
not enter here into this controversy. For the historical role
played by Socrates is quite independent of the specific narra-
tions of Socratic teaching in the Platonic dialogues. The
greatness of Socrates rests entirely on the famous maxim
attributed to him by tradition beyond any dispute,—the
doctrine, namely, that Virtue is knowledge. It is also quite
certain that Socrates put forward this doctrine with a view
to placing epistemology on a secure foundation by over-
coming the sceptical conclusions of Gorgias, which affected
it adversely. The greatness of Socrates requires no other
proot, 1f so much is understood and fully appreciated by us.

The Doctrine of Forms :— Socrates was in perfect
agreement with Sophists in so far as the humanistic trend
of their thinking was concerned. His teaching preserved
the important contribution made by Protagoras to Epistemo-
logy through his doctrine of Homo Mensura.  Unless
things are brought in relation to the consciousness of man,
there can be no possibility of any value whatever, whether
such a value is logical, moral, religious or aesthetic. Prota-
goras and Socrates fully agree with each other in recog-
nizing this important presupposition of all humanism.

The partmg of their ways lies in the interpretation of
the word “man” in the Protagorean doctrine. The doctrine
of Homo Mensura leads to sensationalism and extreme sub-
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jectivism on account of the fact that, according to Socrates,
it does not clearly recognize the distinction between opinion
and knowledge.

Opinions depend on our sense impressions, while know-
ledge depends on the intellect. As applied to moral value,
docrates sharply distinguishes between the ‘“‘popular good-
ness”’ and the ‘“philosophic goodness.” Popular goodness
1s “‘mainly an affair of temperament and happy chance.”
This 1s quite obvious from the way in which we pass jucge-
ment on persons and their conduct as good or bad, when
we are guided mostly by the customs and traditions of a
certain group. The influence of these customs and tradi-

tions on the mind of an average man is powerful enough.
For a major part of his life he unconsciously conforms to

them.

But in spite of this, the popular morality sufters from
a serious drawback. It is not based on any ‘“‘rational
ground.” It is shifting and wavering. Socrates exposed
its weakness thoroughly through the religious beliefs
cherished by the various States of Greece. These beliefs
differed radically from people to people. Hence, Socrates
condemned such religions and their moral codes outright
by saying that they are baseless and irrational.

In contradistinction from this there 1s ** philosophic
goodness.” This is not subject to any vagaries of fleeting
opinions. For, such a kind of goodness arises in conse-
quence of true knowledge, which consists in our participa-
tion 1n an ‘“‘intelligible form.”

The origin of the doctrine of “intelligible form™ can
be traced to the Pythagorean philosophy. In trying to ex-
plain the mathematical conceptions, such as *‘just equal,”
the Pythagoreans were led to distinguish between equal
things as they are found in our sensible experience, such
as equal sticks, equal lines, etc. and the mathematical con-
ception of equality with reference to which we are able to
judge whether certain things in sensible experience are equal.
Now, the equal things as they are presented to us in our
sensible experience are not absolutely equal. We may find
examples of things which might be more or less satisfying
in so far as their equality is concerned. But none of them
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will be found to be ‘““just equal” or perfectly equal. What
can be said at the most with regard to them i1s that they
are “‘striving” or ‘“‘tending” to be such as the equal, although
they fall far short of it. In other words, the sensiblg equali-
ties are only the copies or imitations, as it were, of the
perfect form of equality, which we intellectually comprehend.
The mathematical conception of equality thus is the “‘intelli-
gible form” which serves as the standard or pattern with
reference to which we judge whether the sensible things are

more or less equal.

The Pythagoreans further maintained that the sensible
objects are becoming ; that is to say, they are particular
‘and contingent. The “intelligible forms,” on the contrary,
are alone said to be, because they are universal and neces-
sary. This distinction has an important bearing on the
protess of knowledge. *If we are guided by the senses
only, then our knowledge is bound to be chaotic and dis-
orderly as are the changeful and fleeting objects of the
sensible world. If the same sensible objects are known by
participating in the intelligible forms or the ldeas, our
knowledge becomes ozderly and rational. Such a knowledge
1s true, because now 1t 1s based on the universal and necessary
“forms’” or Ideas of Reason.

From such an account of knowledge, it 1s possible to
expose the weakness of Protagorean theory of the empirical
knowledge. Protagoras not only failed to make a distinc-
tion between opinions and rational knowledge, but he, for
all practical purposes, identified knowledge with opinions.
That 1s why, his doctrine fell an easy prey to scepticism and
extreme subjectivity, which denied any objective validity to
knowledge. Socrates tried to correct the Protagorean theory
of knowledge in the light of Pythagorean theory of rational
knowledge. True knowledge is possible, only when such a
knowledge i1s obtanied through the participation in the in-
tellignble forms.

Socrates followed the Pythagoreans in so far as the
theory of rational knowledge was concerned. But he also

went beyond them. The Pythagoreans restricted their epis-
temology to the mathematical forms. Socrates, however,
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brought all the values, especially the moral value, within
its sphere. In his famous maxim : Virtue 1s knowledge,
Socrates aims precisely at this. From what has been said
so far, »t 1s easy to understand the meaning of this maxim.
When Socrates made a distinction between ‘“‘popular good-
ness’’ and ‘“‘philosophic goodness,”” he definitely wanted to
suggest that moral experience gives evidence of the existence
of two difterent levels. One is the experience purely at the
level of sensation in so far as we are guided by the plea-
surable or painful effects of the objects. Such experiences.
are unreliable, inasmuch as they depend on the tempera-
mental and emotional habits of different men who differ
radically in these respects. But there is another morality
which 1s based exclusively on the rational self. Reason i1s
based on the principle of contradiction. Whatever is iden-
tical and is free from contradictions alone forms part of
the rational experience. If so, then such a morality will
take us beyoud the subjective vagaries of personal opmlons
and will make us conform to such “‘intelligible forms,”
which will be the common aspirations of all humanity. Virtue
thus is knowledge, because goodness can be attained only
when we show an insight into the nature of rational self
and seek to conform to its aspirations.

The Socratic Method :—The true greatness of Socrates
does not lie in having discovered the “‘intelligible forms™ or
the Ideas, which, as we have already seen, Socrates took
ready-made from the Pythagoreans. Through his maxim :
Virtue is knowledge, Socrates only carried its extension fur-
ther so as to include all the forms of human values within
its scope. The Pythagoreans, however, lacked the method
through which it was possible to demonstrate the weakness of
knowledge based on opinions. It goes to the immortal cre-
dit of Socrates to have discovered such a method, which is
-usually called the inductive or the dialectical method

‘This method had its origin in the discussions which
Socrates used to have with his interlocutors. He usually
caught them unawares whenever they tried to express their
opinions on certain questions of human values. Mostly such
expressions of opinion were quite superficial and frequently
involved contradictions when subjected to the procsss of
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rational analysis. Such a process implies a certain method
or procedure by following which Socrates was able to expose
the ignorance of his interlocutors. .

The procedure is as follows : In the beginnin_g we
start with a certain proposition or “‘hypothesis” which 1s
assumed to be true. We then deduce the consequences ot
such an assumption in the form of new propositions. 1t the
propositions so deduced are known to be true, then the
hypothesis stands. If, however, we come to a proposition
which 1s absurd or false the hypothesw 1s “‘destroyed.”
Zeno systematized this procedure through his famous dialec-
tical method. Socrates made 1t the very basis of his philo-
sophical querles

The inductive or the dialectical method, as applied by
‘Socrates, is subject to strict rules. We start with a state-
ment which is supposed to be true. Those propositions,
which agree with it, are true, while those, which do not
agree with it, are false. This process goes on until it 1s
found that the consequences of the hypothesisrlead to some-
thing absurd. The interlocutor is not allowed to raise any
question about the truth of the original hypothesis with
which the discussion starts. The deduction of the conse-
.quences 1s quite independent of the question concerning the
truth of the hypothesis itself. The truth of the h pothe-
sns, 1f dlsputed may be regarded as involved in the truth
0f some higher hypothesis. The question with regard to
the truth of a certain hypothesis depends entirely on the

agreement of the two parties to the discussion.
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The Principal Aim of Platonic Philosophy :— The
Sophists had departed radically from the earlier philosophi-
cal traditions in two ways. Firstly, they had turned their
-back against the main philosophical problem of the relation
of the finite to the Infinite. Secondly, in so far as the analy-
sis of the world of experience i1s concerned, the Sophists are
reluctant to follow the methods of the earlier Greeks who
do not seem to comprehend the values of human life. The
earlier Greek thinkers confined themselves to the sphere
of physical nature alone, although their approach to the
physical nature has been definitely from the standpoint of
philosophy. ' _

Protagoras, through his doctrine of Homo Mensura,
had already shifted the centre of gravity of the philosophi-
cal outlook from the objective to the subjective side ; that is
to say, from the mechanical to the teleological explanation of
the universe. Protagoras, however, had only set the ball roll-
ing 1n this direction. It was left to Socrates to complete and
perfect this process by laying down the foundations of the
theory of rational knowledge. The Protagorean theory of
knowledge was incomplete, because to find the basis of true
knowledge in the evidence of senses involves us into contra-
dictions. Such contradictions can be removed only when we
refer all our cognitive processes to that rational self of
which they are only the outward manifestations. Indeed,
the rational self forms the central core, the nucleus of the
entire concrete experience. Lhe objects known by us are
only the parts of the systematic whole of experience repre-
sented by the rational self. Apart from the rational self,
the objects are deprived of all their significance. If they
are given their proper place in the total system of rational
experience, they are found to have an tmmense wealth of
meaning. Such a treasure of meaning 1s never revealed to
us as long as we keep ourselves to that plane of knowledge,
which is represented by the natural sciences. Reason re-
quires us to go beyond the scientific or intellectual categories.
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which are positive and actual, inasmuch as they can be
‘verified through the empirical experience. The ldeas of
Reason, on the contrary, are the ultimate regulative prin-
ciples of our knowledge. Intellectual or scientific knowledge
does introduce some system and order In our experience.
But it is never all-comprehensive. It affects only a part
of our total experience. Such a partial or fragmentary
character is absolutely missing in the rational experience.
For it is conditioned by that rational self which compre,
hends and co-ordinates all the sciences within itself.  What
is science after all ? Is it not a systematic body of know-
ledge? But what is it that constitutes a system? The only
answer to this is that every piece of systematic knowledge
must ultimately conform to that principle of Reason, which
does not admit of any kind of contradiction. And in so far
as the rational self is a perfect embodiment of such a know-
ledge which is absolutely free from contradictions, it forms
the supreme regulative principle, the highest ideal of our
experience.,

There 1s, however, one difhiculty with which we are
confronted when we deal with the Ideas of Reason. The
ordinary lIdeas of intelligence are ideographic* That is
to say, they can be verified and understood directly by tak-
g recourse to the particular experiences with which they
are concerned. For example, the idea of ‘“‘tree” can be
immediately understood the moment one sees a particular
object denoted by that name. Such a direct verification is
not possible in the case of the Ideas of Reason. This is so,
because these Ideas represent the norms or the ideals. Their
power 1s felt in synthesizing the ideas of intellect. Such a
synthesis 1s never given to us in a ready-made form. It
passes from unrealized or potential stage to the more and
more realized and actual forms of experience. Such concrete
forms of experience are met with in the sphere of human
values of moral, religious and aesthetic experience. That
1s why, these values, such as Truth, Goodness, Beauty, etc.
are regarded as constituting the supreme ideal conditions
of the totality of experience. The teleological explanation
finds tts raison d’étre in these i1deals of human life. In

[ e

1 Read Stewart's Plato’s Theory Of Ideas in this connection.
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direct contradistinction from the mechanical explanation
which admits of no purposiveness, the telecological explana-
tion is fully purposive. It consists in the emphatic athrma-
tion of the moral, religious and aesthetic character of the

universe.

Indeed, the mechanical and teleological explanations
represent the two opposite poles of our experience. While
the former is closely attached to the objective aspect of 1t, the
fatter takes us to the innermost recesses of the subjective
pole of our experience, which is represented by our rational
self. This is also the reason why the teleological explana-
tion is also sometimes called the idealistic explanation. In
his famous dialogues, Plato has fully worked out these
implications of the Socratic theory of rational knowledge.
In the Theaetetus, Plato shows the weakness of the Prota-
gorean theory of empirical knowledge and points out
the desirability of taking recourse to the Socratic theory of
rational knowledge. Morcover, in the Republic, the
Phaedrus and the Symposium, the teleological explanation
has found its classical expression.

Platonic Philosophy :—Side by side with the teleologi-
cal explanation of the universe, there 1s found a clear
evidence of the operation of another tendency in PPlato’s
mind. IHe makes a deliberate attempt to solve the philoso-
phical problem of the relation of the fnite to the Infinite
in terms of the idealistic explanation. This 1s absolutely a
new trend in the philosophical thought having no wider
currency in the carlier Greek philosophy. The Socratic
theory of rational knowledge had already paved the way
for it. Plato had nothing but to convert this theory of
knowledge into philosophy. This attempt has given rise
to philosophical 1dealism. Plato 1s the first main protagonist
of such an outlook. We shall do well to tollow the logical
steps through which such a conversion of the thcory of
rational knowledge is eftected into philosophical Idealism.

Sharp Distinction between the World of I1deas and the
World of Sensible objects .—It has already been pointed
out that Socrates is indebted to the Pythagoreans for the
logical analysis of our experience into two aspects : (1) the
particular ; and (i1) the universal. The particular is given
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through the senses. But it cannot be fully understood until
it is made to participate in the universal Ideas or the intel-
ligible forms. From the standpoint of the theory ot know-
ledge, the distinction between the particular and the umver-
sal is of great importance. For, the sole purpose of
knowledge is to lead us from the particular experiences to
their universal form. Again, in so far as the cognitive
process is concerned, there is no unbridgeable gulf yawning
between these two aspects. If we go on drawing the logical,
implications of our particular experiences, it 1s quite pos-
sible to bring them to assume their proper place in the total
system of rational experience. Plato has virtually accepted
this in the theory of education propounded by him in the

Republic.

‘When, however, Plato thinks in terms of philosophy,
the particular and the universal are cut oft from each other.
For, according to Plato, the world of particular or sensible
objects is radically opposed to the world of intelligible forms
or the Ideas. The world of sensible objects is constantly
changing or becoming. Such objects are many, perishable,
insubstantial, transitory and contingent, like the shadows.
On the contrary, the ‘‘intelligible forms” or the Ideas are
totally different in nature. Let us mark the chief charac-
teristics of the world of Ideas :—

- (1) The fundamental characteristic of Ideas, from
which all the others can be deduced is that they are subs-
tances. Substance is what is self-subsistent and self-con-
tained. The sensible objects are not substances, because
they depend on the Ideas in order to be known ; while the
Ideas, which are the exemplars or models, do not have to
depend on anything else. The Ideas, therefore, are subs-

tances, while the sensible objects are only their shadowy
imitations.

Plato has tried to explain this point through his famous
allegory of cave occurring in Book VII of the Republic.
In this allegory, Plato imagines a number of persons chain-
ed from their birth in a subterranean cavern. Their backs
are turned to its entrance. A fire burns behind them.
Between the fire and the prisoners runs a road flanked by a
wall. The persons, who pass along the road, throw their
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shadows upon the wall of the cavern facing the prisoners.
'To the prisoners these shadows themselves appear to be
real.

But suppose that one of the prisoners has been releas-
ed. Looking back, such a prisoner will immediately know
the difference between the substance and its shadows. “What
answer should you expect him to make, if some one were
to tell him that in those days he was watching foolish phan-
‘toms, but that now he 1s somewhat nearer to reality, and
is turned towards things more real, and sees more correctiy ;
above all, if he were to point out to him the several objects
that are passing by, and question him, and compel him to.
answer what they are 7 Should you not expect him to be
puzzled, and to regard his old visions as truer than the
object now forced upon his notice ?” -

(2) 'T'he ldeas alone are real. This follows directly

from the first point. The sensible objects, on account of
their shadowy character, are only superficial appearances.
of the intelligible forms which alone are substances. Hence
they are illusory and unreal. The Ideas alone are truly
real, while the sensible objects are phenomenal.

(3) The Ideas are universal cand not particular.
We come across several ‘tables’ in the world of sensible
experience. The idea of table is not any one particular table:
among such tables. But it represents the general or common
attributes found in the whole class of tables. This i1dea of
table is not this or that table, but it is the table-in-general.
In other words, the idea of table is not a specific thing but
a universal concept.

(4) The Ideas are unitary. The sensible objects are
many, as, for example, the objects belonging to a certain
class, such as tree, table, etc. But the ideas, which represent
these classes, are not many. For a whole set of objects,
one idea is sufhcient.

(5) The Ideas are essential, while the sensible objects
are accidental. When we know things, we have to refer
them to their idea which represents their essential attributes
by excluding their many accidental differences or particulari-
ties. For example, the idea of man 1s what is common
and essential to all men. Now, although every man is
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different from the other, such a particularity will, neverthe-
less, nat affect the idea of man at all. Such an.idea Vi:’iu
only represent those attributes like rational animality, which
every particular man must essentially possess, in spite of his
differences from the other men.

(6) The Ideas are perfect, while the sensible objects
are partial and imperfect. The ideas are the models or
archetypes. Hence, they contain everything that is essen-
tial. This makes them perfect. The sensible objects being®
only the imitations or copies of these models are only partial
views of them and hence they are bound to be impertect.

(7) The Ideas are eternal and immutable, while the
sensible objects are fleeting and changeable. The Ideas
are the universal concepts through which the particular
sensible objects are known.  Now, although the sensible
objects change from place to place and from time to time,
their concepts, nevertheless, must not be subject to such a
vagary of circumstances. As forms of intelligibility they
must remain the same throughout without beiig aftected in
the least by the conditions of space and time. Otherwise,
true knowledge will be impossible. That 1s why, the Ideas
are immutable and egernal. |

- The Dialectic or the Science of Ideas — The sharp
distinction made by Plato between the world of Ideas and
the world of sensible objects is only the first step towards.
philosophical 1dealism. We have already pointed out that
originally the distinction between the sensible object and
the intelligible forms or the Ideas is meant to subserve the
need of epistemology. But gradually the same distinction
1s made the basis of his philosophy by Plato. The world
of sensible objects is condemned and relegated to the region
of illusion and unreality ; the world of Ideas alone is con-
ceded reality or true existence.

Plato’s next step i1s to show how the world of Ideas
excludes the plurality absolutely. If the Ideas are many,
then there will be many realities and the difficulties of plu-
ralism will frustrate all the attempts to solve the philosphical
problem of the One and the Many. In order to avoid
these difficulties, Plato proceeds to show that the world of
Ideas is essentially unitary. Plato undertakes to prove this
through his doctrine of the dialectic of Ideas.
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It has already been remarked that, according to Plato,
the Ideas are the synthetic and regulatlve principles of
knowledge. Being umniversal essences, they are able to in-
troduce order and unity in the multiplicity of finite experi-
ences. Lhe Ideas are the models or archetypes, of which
the sensible objects are nothing but faint imitations.

But such a view does not dispense with the fact that in
order to synthesize the many kinds of things, we need many
Ideas. In this connection Plato says that the plurality of
Ideas is due to our ignorance. If we carefully understand
their logical inter-relations, such a plurality in the Ideas
will completely disappear. In the Sophist, Plato points out
that all the Ideas are not co-ordinate ; that 1s to say, they
do not stand on the same level. Itis possible to find in them
a certain order of subordination and superordination. For
example, the idea of “table” can be subordinated to the
idea of ‘“‘piecg of furniture’; this idea can be brought
under the conception of ‘‘material things’’; while, again,
this i1dea itself can be subordinated to the idea of “being-
in-general.” Similarly, the 1dea of “‘man’ is comprehended
by that of ‘*‘animal”; which 1s subordinated to “living
beings’’; but this idea can be brought under that of “bemg-
in-general ”

Indeed, according to Plato, by means of the logical
processes of division and cla331ﬁcat10n it 1s possible to esta-
blish a’ perfect inter-relation as well as a hierarchical grada-
tion of all Ideas. The basic principles underlying the art of
Dialectic are set forth in the following passage of the
Sophists . —

“In particular, he will be able to distinguish (1) a single
form pervading many single and separate things, (2) many
forms distinct from one another but comprehended from with-
out by one, (3) a single form pervading in turn many such
wholes and binding them together in one, while many other
forms are quite separate and a part from i1t.”’?

By following such a procedure we are led to arrange
the Ideas in a pyramidical form.®* Its base consists of the

Tz (253 d).
3 Vide the Republic, Bk. VII 535.

44




Plato

Ideas of those things, which are common-place and ordinary,.
such as tree, table, house, etc. Right above them are placed
the sc1ent1ﬁc, categories such: as the Ideas of Rest.,and
Motion, Being and Identity.* These are higher than the
ordlnary Ideas because they are more comprehensive. There
are ideas, which are still higher than these, such as the
Ideas of Truth Beauty, Love. These Ideas, as we have
already seen, are accessible through our Reason. They
are the main regulative principles of our knowledge, the”
norms or the ideals, in and through which 1t 1s possible to
have perfect system and order in our experience.

The Idea of the Good as the Supreme Form :—The
highest of all Ideas, which stands at the apex of the pyra-
mid, is that of the Good. By the Good 1s meant that which
constitutes the very excellence of a thing. Now, cvery ldea,
in so far as it embodies the essence of the sensible objects,
brings out that which is of deeper and abiding interest in
it or that which it 1s good for. For example, looking at an
object if I say that it is a table, then the concept of table,
or at least the definition of this concept, will give us all
that i1s universal and essential in the particular objects be-
longing to that class. 'The proposition ‘It 1s a table,”
therefore, may be taken to mean that ‘“This object 1s good
for table.”

Whatever 1s true with regard to one Idea can be
applied to all of them. The Good admits of degrees accord-
ing as one Idea is more comprehensive than the other. As
we ascend higher and higher up the scale of Ideas, we are
left with the Idea of the Good, which constitutes the quint-
essence of all Ideas. It is the crowning Idea, inasmuch as
all the other Ideas are only the different mamfestatlons of
it. Plato compares the Idea of the Good with the sun,
which 1s the source of light and illumines each and every-
thing in the world.” Similarly, the mind illuminated by the
Idea of the Good is the repository of the highest wisdom.
To attain such a frame of mind should be the highest and
noblest aspiration of man as a rational animal. In the fol-

4 The Sophist, 255 a-d.
8 The Republic, Bk. VII, 532.
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lowing passage of the Republic, Plato, following the alle-
gory ot cave, expresses this point nicely :—

“On the other hand, the release of the prisoners from their
chains and their transition from the shadows of the images to
the images themselves and to light, and their ascent from the
cavern to the sunshine; and, when there, the fact of their being
able to look, not at the animals and vegetables and the sun’s
light, but still only at their reflections in water, which are indeed
divine and shadows of things real instead of being shadows of
images thrown by a light which may itself be called an image,
when compared with the sun;—these points, I say, find their
counterpart 1n all this pursuit of the above-mentioned arts,
which possesses this power of elevating the noblest part of the
soul, and advancing it towards the contemplation of that which
1s most excellent 1n the things that really exist, just as in other
case the clearest organ of the body was furthered to the con-
templation of that which is brightest in the corporal and visible
region.”’s

Plato’s theory of the Dialectic of the Ideas is the ans-
wer to the philosophical problem of the One and the Many.
The Idea of the Good is the one supreme Form mn and
through which 1t is possible to explain the multipliaity of
sensible objects in this world. It forms their essential ground
and the ultimate presupposition. The Ideca of the Good,
therefore, 1s the Absolute.

The ldea of the Good and God :—In order to form
a clear conception of the Idea of the Good, 1t i1s necessary
to distinguish it from God. Plato himself 1s not very clear
about the relation between them. Sometimes he says that
the two are identical while in other places he maintains that
the Idea of the Good and God are totally different in their
naturc. Sometimes he even speaks of not one God, but of
many Gods.

- But if we take into account those passages in which
Plato speaks of the relation between the Good and God, we
arc driven to the conclusion that the logical character of the
Idea of the Good is the uppermost in Plato’s mind, while
the other conceptions are duc to his yielding occasionally

6 The Republic, 532.
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to the influence of popular theology. Let us make this
point more clear.

All of us know that God i1s the supremnie ideal of reli-
~ gious experience. Now, religious experience is the>highest
expression of Reason. It is free from all contradictions and
hence perfectly systematic and orderly. From such a stand-
point the divine experience is the repository of the highest

truth.

* But the chief characteristic of religious experience is
that it is concrete, inasmuch as it is the result of the actual
realization of the supreme logical principle through the spi-
ritual efforts of our mind. God 1s the soul itself in its stage
of ‘highest perfection. In so far as the attainment of such
a perfection is concerned, souls might differ from one
another. Hence, it is possible to speak of a plurality of

Gods. |
Now, if we look to the essential character of divine
experiences, we find that their perfection is modelled after
the pattern of the highest Idea, namely, the Good. All of
them strive more or less to make an approximation to this
ideal type. This imrhediately makes it clear that the rela-
tion of divine experiences to the Idea of the Good 1s exactly
similar to the relation, which subsists between the objective
expertences and their Ideas. Since the Idea of the Good
1s the supreme form, the experience which i1s modelled after
its pattern must also be one which has the highest value.
To the extent and proportion in which the Good 1s realized
by our mind, the intensity and strength of such a value 1is
enhanced. There is, therefore, a possibility of having one
God as well as many Gods according to the difference in the
degree of such a realization. -
The Idea of the Good, on the contrary, does not admit
of such gradations. It is only a form and as such it 1s the
supreme logical condition of the possibility of divine experi-
ences. Hence, it is nothing concrete, but purely formal
logical condition. The Good is not confined to the religious
experience alone. It is all-pervasive throughout the sphere
of experience as the implicit condition of discovering the
essential character of the objects of sensible experience.
Plato eften reverts to this logical conception of the Idea
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of the Good as the highest form. .Once we grasp this
thoroughly, the ambiguities of Plato, where he has identified
this Idea with God, might be found to be due to his occa-
sional concessions to popular theology.

Criticism —Plato’s philosophy 1s the result of exalting
the Socratic theory of rational knowledge to the rank of
philosophy. The Idea of the Good is the supreme regula-
tive prmmple of knowledge. It is the highest Form by
virtue of which it is possible to furnish a perfect teleolog:cal
explanation of the world. IHuman aspiraticns and Values,
which were totally neglected and completely excluded from
its purview by the mechanical explanation, find their full
justification in the idealistic interpretation of Plato.

We can as well grant that the teleological explanation
is higher than the mechanical explanation. For, it com-
prehends within itself the essential principles involved in
understanding the physical existence. In the hierarchical

oradation ot the Ideas, Plato does include those ldeas,
which are 1deographic, inasmuch as they have a direct bear-
ing on the world of sensible objects. DBut such Ideas are
placed by Plato at the lower rung of the scale of Ideas.
Higher than these come the Ideas of Reason, because such
Ideas are not directly concerned with the particulars of our
experience. They make themselves felt rather in co-ordi-
nating and synthesizing the lower Ideas by bringing them n
direct unity with the supreme Idea of the Good. All the
normative sciences, such as social philosophy, ethics, philoso-
phy of religion, aesthetics, etc. are determined throughout
by this rational function of our mind. In this way, Plato
may be said to have perfected the Socratic theory of rational
knowledge and to have worked out its inward logical impl:-
cations. He has fully proved the validity of the teleological
view of the world.

Indeed, there is basically no opposition between mecha-
nism and teleology Both of them have their legitimate
place in our total experience. For, while the objective sphere
of our experience can have no other explanation except
through the principles of mechanism, it 1s equally true to
say that the subjective aspect of the same experience, which
15 dominated by the human purposive interests and aspira-
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tions can have no other explanation than the one which 1is
given by teleology. Hence, just as the objective and sub-
jective aspects are mutually complementary, mechanism and
teleology are both correlative and quite indispensable in
the analytic understanding of our total finite experience.

1f this be true, then it stands to reason that any ten-
dency to exalt the principles of each one of them to the
rank of the Absolute is bound to involve us into contradic-
tions. For, if we regard mechanism alone as real, then it
will immediately rule the fundamental values of spiritual
life out of court. Similarly, if the principle of teleology
is transformed into philosophy, it 1s bound to lead us to
similar one-sidedness of excluding the considerations of
mechanical necessity and relegating the world governed by
it to the region of unreality and illusion. Thus, mecha-
nistic Materialism and rational Idealism are both equally
vicious and one sided. The earlier Greek thinkers have
already pointed out to such a conclusion. That is why, they
never gave any quarter to either machanism or teleology.
Especially, in the philosophy of Anaxagoras, both of them
have been given their legitimate place in the world of finite
experience, while philosophy, which deals with the Infinite,
is kept quite independent of them.

Leucippus identified philosophy with mechanism and
gave us Materialism. In reacting against this, Plato sought
to 1dentify philosophy with teleology and gave birth to ldea-
lism. Now, in so far as Idealism deprives philosophy ot
its independence by subordinating it to teleology, it cannot
but be internally disrupted. Its contradictions make them-
selves felt most prominently in two ways. First, it leads
to dualism by creating a sharp cleavage between the two
aspects of our experience, namely, the subjective and the
objective. Secondly, when such a rift is artificially created,
Idealism, according to which the real is rational, must lead
us to condemn the objective world as unreal. The logical
result of such a situation would be that all attempts to
establish a via media between the two worlds would be for-
ever frustrated.

If, now, we look at the Platonic philosophy, we shall
find our' remarks to be fully justified. The first point of
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contradiction has appeared in Plato when he conceives the
world of sensible objects standing in sharp opposition to
the world of Ideas. The second contradiction has also
appeared in Plato in his frequent condemnation of the
world of objective experience as unreal and illusory, as transi-
tory and insubstantial in direct contrast with the world of
Ideas, which alone is truly real.

It is surprising to note that Plato himselt has fore-
stalled these criticisms. It redounds to the intellectual
honesty and candour 'of Plato that he should have indulged
himself into an absolutely damaging self-criticism of his own
philosophy. In the Parmenides, Plato has marshalled all
such arguments with a remarkable logical rigour and skill.
In order to appreciate this, we shall do well to take note of
some of the important arguments of Plato’s self-criticism.

In this dialogue, Parmenides of Elea is the chief fgure.
VVhll(, Parmenides 1s the old veteran philosopher, Socrates
is still young, although his fame has spread far and wide,
so much so that even Parmenides is aware of it. In the
dialogue, Parmenides subjects the Socratic theory of ldeas
to scathing criticism with a view to exposing its inherent
weakness.

~ In the first place, Parmenides attacks the hierarchical
oradation of the Ideas by asking Socrates whether along
wnth the mathematical forms, he also believed in forms of
the Just, the Beautiful and the Good. To this Socrates
answered in the afhirmative. The next question was whether
he believed in the forms of Man, Fire and Water. Socrates
confessed that he was in a dificulty about them. Not leav-
ing Socrates at that Parmenides asked him whether things
like mud, hair and dirt had forms too. Socrates answered this
question in the negative. Parmenides could only say that
Socrates, being still young, was too much influenced by the
popular opinion. Philosophy had not laid hold of him com-
pletely as 1t would do some day. Then he would despise
none of these things howsoever trifling it might have bcen.

Parmenides then exposes the weakness of the Socratic
doctrine of “‘participation.”  We know that through it
Socrates tried to explain the relation between the many sen-
sible objects to their Form. The problem is : What is
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meant when 1t is said that the many sensibles ‘‘partake in”
the one form, or that one form is “present to’’ or “in’’ the
many sensibles. This means either that the many sensibles
contained the whole of the form or only a part ofeit. If
the many sensibles contained the whole of the form, then
it will be in more places than one. This will create distinc-
tions and division in the form itself. If we take up the
other alternative, namely, that each of the sensibles occupiess
only a part of the form, the form will not be in a position
to explain anything. Socrates, however, suggests that the
forms are really thoughts and not things and hence to think
that they are divisible or separable would be absurd. To
this Parmenides replies that if the forms are thoughts,
then' the things that partake in them must be thoughts too.
This leads to the absurd conclusion that all things think or

there are unthought thoughts.

Another suggestion offered by Socrates in this connec-
tion is that the forms are the “patterns’ of which the sen-
sible objects are only imitations. When, therefore, the sen-
sible objects are said to partake in the forms, we mean
thereby nothing butsthat they are ‘likenesses” of them.
According to Parmenides, this leads to infinite regress,
because if things are like the forms, the forms will be like
the things and we shall require another pattern to explain
their likeness and so on ad infinitum.

A further difhiculty comes in when we direct our atten-
tion to the relations between the Ideas themselves by follow-
ing the “likenesses’ of the relations of the sensible objects
to each other. For example, we know that a slave is actu-
ally subject to his master. But will it be true to say that
the 1dea of “‘slavery itself” is subject to the 1dea of ““master-
ship itself” in the same way ? We know that the ideas may
be relative to each other, but there is no possibility of any
relation of master and slave in the 1deas themselves. But
for want of any such relation, how can the relations
of the sensible world be known at all ?

There is, again the argument of “third man.”
If a man is so by virtue of participation in the form
of man, there must be a man, who will have his being
relatively to the form. This man will neither be the form
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of Man nor will he be the particular man who 1s a sensible
object. There must, therefore, be a “third man,” who 1s
nelther the Man-m—general nor the particular man. The
argument of the “'third man” virtually denies the possibility

of ever bringing the forms dirgctly in relation to the sensible
objects themselves.

The Parmenides later on gives us the contradictions,
which arise if the relation between the One and the Many
are treated in accordance with the conditions of the doctyine
of participation. We know that the One represents the
Infinite, while the Many belong to the world of the finite.
But the doctrine of participation requires us to put both of
them on the same finite level. How otherwise can the
copy be conceived to partake in or resemble its pattern ?
Both of them must exist in the world of concrete experience
in order to bear the relation of likeness to each other. But
if the One and the Many are both finite, how can the phllo-
sophical problem be ever solved ?

This is the final result of Plato’s Parmenides. It is
a frank admission of the fact that the problem of the One

and the Many i1s incapable of being solved through the
idealistic philosophy at all.
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Aristotle’s Relation to Plato :— Being a direct pupil
of Plato, Aristotle himself was a Keen student of his philo-
sophy. But he was not a blind follower of his master. He
was a person of independent mind and critical judgment.®
Thrat is why, he was fully aware of the greatness as well
as the short-comings of his master. Aristotle retained what-
ever was significant in Plato’s philosophy and rejected what
seemed to him to be not worthy of serious consideration.

Aristotle’s Polemic against Plato :— The right way to
understand Aristotle is to begin with his general criticism of
the Platonic philosophy which i1s comprehended by the
following arguments :—

(1) The first objection is that Plato’s world of Ideas
is nothing but a reduplication of the world of sefisible objects.
“But as for those who posit Ideas as causes, firstly, 1n
seeking to grasp the causes of the things around us, they
introduced others eqyal in number to these, as if a man who
wanted to count things thought he would not be able to do
it while they were few, but tried to count them when he
had added to their number.”*

(2) The conception of the Idea as the pattern upon
which things are modelled defeats the very purpose of ex-
plaining the world of objects. The Ideas are meant to
reduce the multiplicity of the world to unity. But when
there 1s multiplicity in the world of Ideas itself how can we
think of finding system and unity by means of it ? “For the
Forms are practically equal to—or not fewer than—the
things, in trying to explain which these thinkers proceeded
from them to the Forms. For to each thing there answers
an entity which has the same name and exists apart from
the substances. ...’

(3) Thirdly, the doctrine of Ideas cannot properly
explain the relation of the Idea to the sensible objects with

1 Metaphysics, 990 b.
2 Jbid,
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which it is directly concerned. This is best illustrated by,
what has been called by Aristotle, the argument of the
“third man.” The purport of this argument can be given
thus. Consider, for example the Idea of Man and its
relation to the various particular men. When the Idea
of Man is brought in relation to the particular men, there
1s a common element in such a relation too. In order to
explain such a relation we require a further Idea, which 1s

¢ neither the Idea of Man nor 1s it the man 1n particular, but
a ‘‘third man.”

(4) Plato’s doctrine of Ideas gives no explanation of
the cause of change or movement of the world of sensible
objects. '‘Above all one might discuss the question what
on earth the Forms contribute to sensible things, either to
those that are eternal or to those that come into being and
cease to be. For they cause neither movement nor any
change in them.”?

(5) Again, in order to explain one thing, one Idea
does not suffice. For example, we can look at a man from
many points of view, such as that of an “animal,” of a
“two-footed,” of a ““man himself.” This 1s bound to stultify
the function of an Idea as the principle of explanation.
Indeed, according to Aristotle, Plato’s doctrine of Ideas is
“empty talk and mere poetic metaphor ;...."

(6) According to Aristotle, the sharp cleavage bet-
ween the world of Ideas and the world of sensible things
as visualized by Plato is totally unjustihed. If the Idea
constitutes the essence of the sensible objects, how can 1t
exist apart from them ? The essence must be found “in
the things and never outside them.”*  This objection to
‘“‘separation’’ or transcendence of Ideas is regarded as the
vital link between the critical and constructive parts of the
Aristotelian doctrine, which leads to the immanence of
Ideas.

Individual as the Starting-point of Philosophy — We
cannot fully appreciate the positive contribution made by
Aristotle unless we follow him in believing that the real
starting-point of philosophy or ontology is netther the sensi-

-

8 Metaphysics, 991 a.
4 Ibid.
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ble objects nor the Ideas ; that is to say, neither the aspect
of particularity nor that of universality. QOur experience
never gives them separately but they are always found
synthesized in the various individuals.  “But there 1s a
brazen sphere, this we make. For we make it out of brass
and the sphere ; we bring the form into this panticular
matter, and the result is a brazen sphere.”® Or, if we
take another example, then what we really experience is
the man as an individual, such as Socrates, Plato, etc. -and
never a particular man or a universal Man. The particular
and’the universal are the two aspects of one and the 'same
individual being when it is subjected to logical analysis.

In order to distinguish the individual from the ldea,
Aristotle calls it the “first substance,” which 1s in and by
itself indefinable. Secrates, Plato, etc. as individuals are
such ~indefinable first substances. Such individuals are
directly perceived by us. But when we try to know them,
we simply take several individual men together and then fx
our attention on their common and general characteristics by
avoiding their particularities or differences. Such a process
gives us the Idea of Man, which comprises the essential
attributes of such particular men. Aristotle calls the..
ldea the ‘*‘second substance.” Such an Idea of Man is
capable of being defined as “‘a rational animal.” But, accor-
ding to Aristotle, the Man, who is the subject of such
predicates as rationality and amimality, has lost his character
as .an existent individual. Now, he is to be looked upon
as a member of a class or a part of an intelligible whole or

Idea.

“But when we come to the concrete thing, e.g. this circle,
whether perceptible or intelligible (I mean by intelligible circles
the mathematical, and by perceptible circles those of bronze and
of wood) of these there is no definition, but they are known
by the aid of intuitive thinking or of perception ; but when they
are out of this complete realization it is not clear whether they
exist or not ; but they are always stated and recognized by means
of the universal formula.”®

8 Metaphysics, Z, 1033 b.
¢ Metaphysics_, Z, 1036 a-
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The distinction between the frst and second substances
s verily a distinction between two different standpoints,
namely, the standpoint of philosophy and that of knowledge.
While both of them are valid, from the standpoint of philo-
sophy the first alone 1s the most important. As students
of phnlosophy, we are interested 1n the individual alone and
never in the particular and universal aspects of it.

The Doctrine of Four Causes :— 1t 1s with a view to
explaining the nature of the individual that Aristotle has
propounded the doctrine of four causes. It has already
been pointed out that it 1s possible to look at the individual
from the standpoint of knowledge, which requires us to
distinguish the two main aspects of it, namely, the particular
and the unmiversal. But Aristotle 1s particularly-anxious to
point out that the individual is not {fully apprehended even
if it 1s known. For example, Socrates as an individual may
be known to be a man or a philosopher. But that does
not exhaust his being, which is a creative synthesis of infinite
number of attributes. Some of them may be manifest and
as such they may be known. DBut there are many other
attributes which the individual manifests, when he 1s sub-
jected to different conditions. Such attributes depend on
the inner potency of individual to maintain and preserve
itself as a substance. 'T'his inner inhnite potency or capa-
bility of the individual through which i1t assumed various
fimite forms cannot be grasped through knowledge. IHence,
according to Aristotle, in order to explain the individual,
we have to postulate two more causes, namely, the final
and efhcient causes, besides those two with which knowledge
invariably operates. In all, we have four causes, which,
according to Aristotle’s nomenclature, are : (1) material ;

(2) tormal ; (3) final ; and (4) efhcient causes.

Some explanation of these four causes 1s necessary here.
In the first place, the word ‘cause’ has a specnal meaning In
the Aristotehhan philosophy. For Aristotle, *“‘cause” has
no such meaning associated with it as we, following Mill,
ascribe to it, namely, the invariable and unconditional ante-
cedent of the effect. Indeed, cause 1s used by Aristotle in
a wider sense to connote the constitutive conditions of exis-
tence or all those aspects through which the being of an
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individual can be explained. In order to drive home such
a meaning of cause to our mind, Aristotle constantly warns
us against the tendency to hold them separately. According
to him, all of them operate simultaneously in the explanation

of any existent entity.

(1) Material Cause :— It is necessary here to guard
ourselves against a possible misunderstanding. By “matter”
Aristotle does not mean what the text-books on Physics
inform us. Physics, as we know, deals with matter, Buf}
according to Aristotle, the physical world 1s an existence
and as such it requires for its explanation all the four causes.
It cannot be fully explained only through the materal cause.

What, then, is the special meaning ascribed by Aristotle
to the material cause 7 This can be best understood by
contrasting ‘“matter’” with “form’”. As thus understood,
matter and form are correlative concepts and can never be
understood independently. Indeed, they represent the two
poles of the knowable world, namely, the particular and the
universal. ‘The material cause, according to Aristotle, is
always particular, while the formal cause is always universal.
Now, from such a point of view, anything is material which
1s capable of becoming a part of an intelligible form.
Looking at a particular thing, I might say ‘““This is a table.”
Here “this” represents the particular or material aspect
to be understood by subsuming it under the intelligible form
“table.” 'The matter of a thing or its particularity is never
completely determined, unless we refer it to its proper uni-
versal form. This can be illustrated thus. Looking at
one and the same object, I may make several statements,
such as, ““This 1s a table,” ‘““This is a piece of wood,” “This
1s a piece of furniture,” and so on. Now in each of these pro-
positions the subject ‘““this,” which represents the aspect of
particularity, gets a hew signification according to the differ-
ent point of view from which it is looked at, such as, “table”,
“piece of wood,” “piece of furniture.” It is this which leads
Aristotle to say that matter is nothing definite. Matter is
only an indeterminate possibility of becoming anything. Aris-
totle illustrates this point through various examples. We
shall take one such instance. A sculptor may think of car-
ving a statue of Hermes, say from out of a block of marble.
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Before he starts his work, the block of marble is only matter,
namely, a vague or indeterminate possibility of the statue.
As the sculptor proceeds with his work, the block of marble
gradually begins to assume the form of Hermes. The vague
and indeterminate possibility now bears the impress of the
sculptor’s point of view. Hence, it is completely determined
as the statue of Hermes. The same block of marble would
have assumed a different form, had there been a difterent
noint of view from which it would have been looked at.

(2) Formal Cause :—Form can be defined as that
which gives a determinate meaning to the indeterminate
matter. Form 1s the principle of unity and organization.
Every organization presupposes a unity in difference. When
we apply these considerations to our knowledge, we find
that the matter supplied by our senses gets meaning enly
when 1t 1s properly synthesized by the conceptual system
of our thought. Taking Aristotle’s example, we shall be
able to find a justification for this. The block of marble
when properly chiselled by the sculptor in accordance with
the conditions of his i1deal form of Hermes gets properly
organized. Those parts of it, which are irrelevant are
rejected and the other parts of it are brought in proper
relation to each other so as to impress on our mind the
idea of Hermes. In the same way, when the sensible objects
are preperly organized through the conceptual system of
ideas as represented by the various sciences, the chaotic
material of our senses is reduced to system and order. The
defterence i1s reduced to a unity; the particulars are made
to take their proper place in the intelligible whole ; the
matter 1s made to bear the impress of form.

(3) Final Cause :—We have tried to explain so far
the nature of the material and formal causes. We have
seen that they represent the two opposite poles of the
knowable world. Again, it has been pointed out that both
of them are inseparable, inasmuch as knowledge requires
a synthesis of both of them all at once. They are treated
separately only when we begin to analyse the cognitive
function with a view to understanding 1ts nature. But in a
concrete process of knowledge both of them are operative
simultaneously.
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Matter and Form are essentially correlative. But does
this mean that both of them stand on the same level ?
According to Aristotle, such is not the case. In the process
of knowing the world of objects, the material cause or par-
ticularity stands at a lower level than the formal cause or
universality. Let us explain this. _

In the first place, the relation of the particular to the
universal admits of various degrees. This i1s quite evident
from the way in which we establish a hierarchical gradations
in the various ideas or concepts through the logical pro-
cesses of classifications and division. One concept is higher
than the other, inasmuch as it i1s more comprehen-
sive and general than the other. Indeed, throughout the
process of knowledge the particular and the universal are
related to each other as means and end. For example, a
piece of wood may serve as a means to manufacture a table;
a table may be brought under the class of the pieces of fur-
niture; the latter may subserve the purpose of being useful
to man; and again that which 1s useful to man may be sub-
servient to the ultimate ends of rational humanity. We can
thus have a chain of means and ends. Both of them again
are relative. For, that which is an end in one case may
become a means to another end and so on. There is,
however, a possibility of having such a means which can-
not be an end at all and also there can be some end which
can never be a means to any other end at all. These con-
stitute the two poles of our experience which have been
called by Aristotle pure matter and pure form. In between
these two extremes it i1s possible to have several gradations
where means and ends change their places.

This leads us to the famous doctrine of evolution in
the philosophy of Aristotle. Evolution is a dynamic pro-
cess which passes from the lowest matter or bare potentia-
lity to the highest form or actuality. To illustrate, an
acorn, when it is sown and fertilized gradually develops
into a full-grown oak tree. Now the stage of acorn with
which we start is the lowest, while the full-grown oak tree
is the highest, inasmuch as all the other stages are simply a
means to this end in the process of the growth of an indi-
vidual oak tree. Now, the first stage contains the last stage,
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but only potentially. The final stage is so called not because
it comes last in the process of time. It is the final stage
from the standpoint of logical evolution, since it compre-
hends all the previous stages to the extent in which 1t actua-
lizes or realizes whatever was dormant or potential in the
previous stages.

We thus find that the process of evolution shows a
sense of direction. It tends towards the highest form, which
'ts also called by Aristotle the final cause. There are various
implications contained in the notion of final cause. In‘the
fhirst place, it requires us to hold matter and form together
as inseparable and necessary aspects of one and the same
process of knowledge. Secondly, matter and form admit of
hierarchical gradation. Pure matter is the lowest stage,
while pure form 1s the highest. We have already seen
that the lowest stage 1s that which serves only as a means
and never as an end. Hence, it has the least significance in
and by itself. 'This 1s suggested by Aristotle by characte-
rizing pure fnatter as something unknowable. But as the
means are organised into their respective intelligible wholes,
they come to possess more and more meaning and signifi-
cance. T'his means that the higher the stage of knowledge,
it comprehends all the previous stages within itself as the
several elements of an organic and systematic experience.
We reach the final stage in such a process only when our
experience is so organized that it comprehends all parts
consistently, that is to say, without involving any contradic-
tion among themselves. Such an experience is an ideal.
It 1s, 1n Aristotle’s terminology, the final cause of our ex-
perience. He characterizes it sometimes as the “form of
forms” or the ‘‘thought of thoughts” to suggest that the
final cause represents the supreme stage of our experience.

(4) Efficient Cause :— So far we considered the three
causes of our experience, namely, the material, formal and
final causes. By means of these causes, 1t 1s possible to
introduce a perfect system and order in our experience.
We can also determine and assess through them the proper
value of the various stages of our experience, until we
come to such an experience which is perfectly rational. But
all these three causes keep us within the sphere of logical
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relations. In and by themselves they are not sufhicient to
explain completely the nature of being. This can be seen
from the fact that none of these causes 1s in a position to
show what exactly 1s that which 1s responsible in ¢reating
the gradations in our experience from the lowest to the
highest. No doubt, the final cause 1s the highest stage of.
our experience. But it i1s only one of the evolutes and it
can be conceived in direct relation to the lower stages. It®
18, ¢herefore, relative and finite. Hence, it cannot be the
creative principle of the world. Moreover, the final cause,
being the product of synthesis of matter and form although
at the highest level, cannot be infinite and absolute. For
unless we answer the fundamental question : How 1s the
synthesis of matter and form effected at all ?, even the exis-
tence of .the final cause will forever remain a mystery. It
1s with a view to answering such a fundamental question
that Aristotle is required to posit another cause, namely,
the efhicient cause. By efficient cause Aristotle means the
source of movement. The movement here does not mean
the mechanical motion, which is produced by the action
and reaction of one physical entity on the other.  The
movement here refers to that creative force without which
nothing can come into being. Such a creative force has
been called by Aristotle the “Unmoved mover.” In such
a characterization of the efhicient cause, Aristotle harks
back to the earlier Greek philosophers, who maintained that
the real is abstract and creative. The efhcient cause 1s
creative, inasmuch as it is the source of movement. But
it 1s also “unmoved’’, because the source of movement is
nothing actually or concretely existing. In fact, it is abstract.
For it cannot be known. It is accessible through immediate
experience or love. For example, in the process of carving
a statue from out of a block of marble, the block of marble
itself is the material cause, the idea of Hermes 1s the formal
cause, the process tending from the block of marble to the
completed statue gives us the final cause. But the question
still remains : Who is to start and sustain the process ? To
this Aristotle replies : The Sculptor himself. In other
words, it is the intuitive and immediate feeling (perception)
of the sculptor himself, which moulds the matter and form
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or the particular and universal into an organic synthesis
of experience and creates from out of itself the individual
being, namely, the statue itself. Without the efhcient cause,
neither the matter nor the form nor the final form of the
statue can be said to be at all. 'The efhcient cause 1s thus
the creative source of all being. It is also infinite and
abstract, because it is unmoved, having nothing in common
with those finite things which are concrete and hence are
subject to change. -
With regard to efficient cause, Aristotle 1s further of
opinion that it is the very “principle of individuation.” The
various individual existences of the finite world are nothing
‘but the creations of the efficient cause in its various degrees
of intensity. This is quite evident from the Aristotelian
conception of evolution, which 1s not a cosmic process, as
it is understood by the naturalists today. Evolution, accor-
ding to Aristotle, is a process which operates within an indi-
vidual. For example, in the case of man, when he grows
from the embryonic stage, infancy, childhood, adolescence,
youth to old age, he is said to be evolving. Underlying
all these stages, there runs the unity of one and the same
force of individuality, which manifests itself at various
degrees of intensity. The entire sub-human creation in the
inorganic and organic world is nothing but the result of the
retardation of the force of individuality at the wvarious
degrees of its intensity. In man, the same force reaches a
higher level. There 1s, however, another level beyond the
human experience, which is the highest of all. This is
found given to us in the Divine Experience. God is the
realization of the highest form of experience through the
inward force of individualtion. In other words, unless the
highest form is actually realized, God’s existence 1s purely
imaginary. He is brought into being only when the highest
form is actually evolved or realized through the process

of individuation.

God as the Meeing-Ground of the Formal, Final and
Efficient Causes :—In the explanation of existence, material
cause has the least significance. It represents the lowest
degree of experience, which as yet has not attained any
degree of self-consciousness. In order to have any value,
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it 1s required to be synthesized with the formal cause which
fully actualizes the inward potentiality of matter. But a
mere conjunction of matter with form does not give a com-
plete understanding of the world of objects. In erder to
attain a perfectly systematic and orderly view of the universe,
the entire material of our experience will have to be sub-
jected to the supreme organic synthesis of the final cause
or the form of forms. The formal cause in so far as i®
1s lso the final cause represents, in contradistinction'from
the material cause, the highest stage in the hierarchical
scale of experience.

It i1s, however, necessary to note that according to
Aristotle, the formal cause, even if it is exalted to the rank
of the final cause, is not the constitutive condition of our
experience. It represents only the ideal of experience, which
serves only as the supreme regulative principle with reference
to which 1t is possible to judge and assign proper value to
anything. Such a process is purely logical. It may ex-
plain the system and order of the universe. But it is not
in a position to explzin the cause of the universe, the raison
d’étre of the finite world. In order to explain this, the
eficient cause or the unmoved mover 1s what 1s needed.
This cause is so fundamental that no other cause can comec
into operation without it. The creative and abstract real must
first of all individuate itself so as to bring into existence
the world of finite objects by passing through the various
degrees of its intensity from the material to the final causc.
The entire created world, including the inorganic, organic,
human and divine existence, ultimately owes its being to the
efhcient cause. As we pass from the lower to the highest
stages, we come across experiences representing the syn-
thesis of matter and form in higher and higher degrees of
individualities. When, however, we come to the human
and divine existences, the individuality becomes more and
more inwardly conscious and rational. This finds its culmi-
nation in the personality of God, where the experience
becomes perfectly rational and systematic. All pain and
misery are due to the operation of contradictions in our
experience. But when once our experience is completely
freed from them, as it is at the leyel of Divine Experience,
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it goes beyond all touch of misery and pain and becomes
positively the source of eternal bliss and happiness.

‘The personality of God thus 1s the meeting-ground
of the formal, final and efhicient causes. 1t is because of
this that God has been called by Aristotle at once the Form
of forms as well as the Person enjoying eternal blessedness.
Such a characterization has given rise to several controver-
sial interpretations of the Aristotelian doctrine of God.
According to some thinkers, it involves contradictions. Fer,
Form is a logical condition. It cannot exist as a Person.

But really speaking, from the standpoint of Aristotle,
there is no contradiction involved in characterizing God 1n
the way he does. For, God as a concrete being 1s brought
into existence when the supreme Form 1s realized through
the efhcient cause. _

Aristotelian Philosophy is not Diluted Platonism :—
The interpretation of the doctrine of God, as given above,
has another merit as well. It shields Aristotle from the
criticism that his philosophy is nothing but a diluted form
of Platonism. Gomperz is one of those thinkers, who hold

such an opinion.

“The more deeply we study the ‘Metaphysics, the more
surely we recognize that the author retains the premisses out
of which Plato’s doctrine of Ideas grew, and his struggles against
accepting the conclusions which flow from those premisses are
vain though violent.”?

~ The main reason why such a misunderstanding has
arisen is to be traced to the so-called inconsistent characteri-
zation of God by Aristotle. As we have already scen,
Aristotle started by criticizing Plato. He accused Plato
of having created an incurable dualism between matter and
form by conceding reality to the form alone and depriving
the sensible world of any substantiality at all. When, there-
fore, Aristotle maintains that God who is the Form of
forms, is also the most real being, it 1s felt that Aristotle has:
lapsed into Platonic dualism.

Such, however, 1s not the case. In fact, Aristotle wants
us to look at the Divine existence from two different points

7 Greek Thinkers, Vol. 1V. R: 78.
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of view. T'he one is the point of view of logical understan-
ding, which 1s interested in finding the proper relation of
one form of experience to another. And here God is found
to represent the highest form of experience.

But, besides the logical point of view, there 1s also the
standpoint of philosophy, which seeks to explain the being
of the various forms of experiences. When Aristotle
approaches God from such a point of view, he finds in
Hun the supreme realization of the highest form 'as a
perfectly rational and concretely existing individual. And
since God represents the highest form, the realization of
such a form is bound to impress us as the best embodiment
of the infinite and abstract Reality. In the lower expe-
riences, the feeling of reality is not so clearly and consciously
operative as it is in the religious experience. That is why,
the mystic, when he finds himself in the intimate communion
with God, feels his heart filled with eternal joy and bliss.
This does not mean that Aristotle denies ardy reality to
matter. What Aristotle wants us to understand is that in
so far as they are the conditions of logical understanding,
neither matter nor form has any claim to reality at all
They come to have reality through the efhicient cause. But
this efficient cause individuates itself at a lower degree of
intensity in matter. \When the same realizes itself at the
level of Form of forms or final cause, it attains the highest
significance and value.

In the light of these remarks, it would be wrong to
say that the Aristotelian philosophy 1s Platonism in another
garb. Although Aristotle opposed form to matter, he did
not create an absolute cleavage in them. They are the
two opposite poles in the intensive evolution of the real.
As such both of them are real, but in diterent degrees.

Aristotle’s Philosophy as the Cumulative Synthesis of
the entire Greek Philosophy prior to Him :— The claim
made by Aristotle that he has improved upon Platonism is
further justified by the opening book of his Metaphysics,
where he has critically passed in review the entire develop-
ment of Greck philosophy from Thales right up to his own

time.  He claims to have eftected an all comprchensive
synthesis of all those views, which have been put forward
05
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by his predecessors. The philosophical thinkers prior to
him have taken one-sided and partial views of reality. In
his own philosophy, Aristotle has preserved all that 1s Valu-
able 1n them and has constructed such a system of thought
that may be regarded as the cumulative synthesis of all
that was the best in the thoughts of his predecessors.

Aristotle’s main thesis in the first book of Metaphysics
1s that all the four causes, of which he has spoken, have
been wrongly understood by his predecessors. None. of
them has ever felt that in the explanation of being, all of
them are necessarily involved.  For example, the lonic
philosophers, according to Aristotle, have recognized one
causc only, namely, the material cause. There 1s not ruch
evidence of their having taken into account the other causes.
Empedocles and Anaxagoras went beyond them. Besides
the material cause, they have introduced the notion of efh-
cient cause. In his conceptlon of Nous, Anaxagoras has
recognized the final cause as well. The ‘formal cause was
vaguely recognized by the Pythagoreans. DBut it assumed
more importance in the philosophy of Plato. According
to Aristotle, Plato recognized only two causes explicitly,
namely, the material and the formal. * He does not believe
in the efficient cause at all. As for the final cause, Plato
had only an indistinct 1dea of it. This is prec:lsely the
reason why, according to Aristotle, Plato’s philosophy is
threatened by the dualism between the world of sensible
objects and the world of Ideas.

Aristotle believes that he alone was able to assign
proper importance and value to all the four causes for the
first time in his philosophical system. He has ignored none
of them. For, everyone of them contributes to our under-
standing of some aspect of the Real. Matter 1s essential
to explain the world of mechanism. Similarly, the formal
and hnal causes are necessary to explain the teleological
aspect of the world and to show that teleology is higher
than mechanism. But neither mechanism nor teleology can
ever come into operation unless the source of movement,
of which mechanism and teleology are simply the expressions
at difterent degrees of intensity, is posited in the form of
efhicient cause. Thus, in the explanation of reality, none of
four causes mentioned by Aristotle can be dispensed with.
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Aristotle thus leaves no room for any accusation that
he has lapsed into Platonism. In our opinion, Aristotle’s
claim that his philosophy 1s the culminating phase of the
entire philosophical speculation of the Greeks 1s fully justi-
hed by a dispassionate understanding of his doctrine of four
causes and their synthesis as eftected by him.
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MODERN PHILOSOPHY

The Rationalistic School

RIGHT from Aristotle we shall come down to Descartes.
This means that we are going to skip over a period of
more than twelve centuries. Let us briefly note the reasons
for this.

To begin with, Greek philosophy after Aristotle was
dominated primarily by moral and religious interests. We
know that in order to vindicate the claims of morality and
religion, the only alternative is to take recourse to the teleo-
logical explanation of the universe or the idealistic philo-
sophy. In pursuance of this the post-Aristotelian schools
of philosophy believed that Nature, which was the funda-
mental ground of the universe, was 1dentical with the divine
and Creative Reason or God. It was not only Stoicism
that accepted such an interpretation, but, strange as it may
seem, the Epicureans, who were wedded to the mechanistic
materialism, also had fundamentally to accept it on account
of their predominant interest in the moral value. Stoics,
who believed completely in teleology, were thoroughgoing
idealists. They drew their main inspiration from the Socra-
tic theory of rational knowledge. They implicitly believed
also in its transformation into philosophy by Plato. The
predominantly moral and religious character of the later
Greek' philosophy led it to de-philosophize even Aristote-
lianism. The efficient cause, through which Aristotle could
bestow upon Philosophy her independence of both mecha-
nism -and teleology, was completely neutralized and was
absorbed into the formal and final causes. Instead of the
efficient cause, which was creative and infnite principle, it
was God, who was conceived as the Creator of the universe.
This paved the way for a complete identity of philosophy
with the theory of rational knowledge.

Stoicism exerted a powerful influence for several gene-
rations. LEven after the inception of Christianity, 1t went
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on attracting several devout Christians of exceptional
character and integrity of mind. But to the popular mind,
the ritualistic and dogmatic aspect of Christianity had a
wider appeal. To justify this, the Christian theologians
harked back to Plato and Aristotle and rallied support
from them to rationalize the Christian dogmas. This gave
birth to the so-called Mediaeval Philosophy, which is nothing
but a regular effort to press all the resources of the idea-
listic + philosophy as developed by  Plato and the later
folJowers of Aristotle into the service of Christian theology.
This naturally deprived it of its logical rigour. Like a
tamed lion, it had no purpose other than to humour the
wishes of its mistress, viz. Christology.

Descartes

His Rationalism :— Such was the miserable plight in-
to which the idealistic philosophy found itself when Des-
cartes took the field. It was really disgusting and awtul
to witness the Scholastic philosophers spending all the inge-
nuity of their mind in the endless controversies concerning
such idle and unmeaning questions as the number and hierar-
chical gradation of angels, etc. Descartes was much moved
by such an abject degradation of philosophy and ran to its
rescue. He believed that the main cause of such a mise-
rable condition of philosophy was its subordination to theo-
logy. He, therefore, raised a standard of revolt against
mediaeval Scholasticism. He directly attacked the principle
of Authority, which had been consecrated by it. Scholasti-
cism tended to cling to the biblical dogmas without taking
into consideration whether they were in conformity with
truth or not. In fact, it was already known 1n Descartes’
time that several dogmas of Christianity were absolutely
false. In spite of this, the scholastic thinkers not only did
not pay any heed to them, but they also tried to suppress
the truth by a systematic persecution of its votaries. This
was the weakest point of the mediaeval Scholasticism. Des-
cartes hit precisely very hard on it. According to him,
none had the right to suppress the truth. And if the truth
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is to be realized, it is not the faith, but the spirit of frec
inquiry that must ultimately prevail. Taking his stand on
this ground, Descartes threw a challenge to the prevailing

dogmatism of Christian theology and laid the foundations
of modern philosophy.

When, in order to checkmate the evils of Scholasticism,
Descartes took recourse to Rationalism, it 1s believed by
some that he was breaking an absolutely new ground. Such,
however, is not the case. In fact, Descartes was cham-
pioning the cause of the old idealistic philosophy. The
idealism of the ancient Greeks lacked any definite method.
But it cannot be doubted that it was based on that Reason,
which 1s the supreme principle of logical understanding.
This Reason was waylaid into religious dogmatism, because
it was not sufhciently conscious of its method. Descartes
could immediately perceive this.  Mathematician that he
was, Descartes found in the geometrical method the best
model of the rationalistic philosophy in so far as it showed
the organization of our concepts into a perfect system. In
order to keep dogmatism away from philosophy, it was
necessary to follow the basic implications of such a method.
This had the eftect of sharpening the logical rigour of the

old 1dealistic philosophy and inspiring into it more self-
confidence and self-consciousness.

The Geometrical Method in Philosophy :— In order
to save philosophy from falling' into the clutches of religious
dogmatism, Descartes thought it necessary to follow such
a method as would lead us to absolutely rational conclusions.
Descartes knew fully well the way in which the mathematical
sciences obtained such conclusions. Particularly geometry
followed such a method very rigorously. Starting from
certain self-evident axioms, it goes on deducing theorems
and propositions from them in a necessary and logical
manner. Why not apply such a geometrical method,

thought Descartes, to philosophy In orde1 to purge it off
of all the traces of unsound reasoning °?

“The long chains of simple and easy reasonings by means
of which geometers are accustomed to reach the conclusions of
their most difficult demonstrations had led me to imagine that
all things, to the knowledge of which man is competent, are
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mutually connected in the same way, and that there is nothing
so far removed from us as to be beyond our reach, or so hidden
that we cannot discover it, provided only we abstain from
accepting the false for the true, and always in our thoughts
the order necessary for the deduction of one truth from another.?

In order to apply such a method accurately, Descartes
advises us to follow mainly the four following precepts :—

“The first was never to accept anything for true which I
did not clearly know to be such ; that i1s to say, carefully to
avoid precipitancy and prejudice, and to comprise nothing more
in my judgment than what was presented to my mind so
clearly and distinctly as to exclude all ground of doubt.

“The second, to divide each of the difficulties under exami-
nation into as many as possible, and as might be necessary
for its adequate solution.

“The third, to conduct my: thoughts in such order that, by
commencing with objects the simplest and the easiest to know,
I might ascend by little and little, and, as it were, step by
step, to the knowledge of the more complex ; assigning in the
thought a certain order even to those objects which in their
own nature do not stand In a relation of antecedence and
sequence. _

“And the last, in every case to make enumeration so com-
plete, and reviews sq general, that I might be assured that
nothing was omitted.”?2

The Doctrine of Innate ldeas :— Having laid down
the basic requirements of the geometrical method, Descartes
was confronted with the problem of finding out such ideas,
which could be presented to our mind “so clearly and dis-
tinctly as to exclude all ground of doubt.” Unless such
ideas are found, how can we make any beginning at all ?
According to Descartes, such a possibility can be realized
only when we come across ideas, which are perfectly rational.
Such 1deas are called by Descartes the innate ideas. These
ideas are opposed to the ideas, which are adventitious and
factitious. The class of adventitious i1deas is obtained from
the affection of our senses through the external objects.

A i l—

1 Discourse on Method, Pt. 11.
2 Ibid.
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For example, when we hear a noise, or see the sun, or feel
the heat, our ideas are adventitious. The class of factitious
ideas comprises the inventions of our mind, such as Sirens,
hieroglyphs, and the like. Now, both these classes of ideas
cannot ‘attain the character of rational ideas, because they
are mostly accidental. They are not logical and necessary
or, as Descartes puts it, they do not satisfy the test of
,clearness and distinctness. Such a test can be fully satis-
fied only when such i1deas leave no trace of doubt with
regard to the existence of those objects which they refer
to. The adventitious ideas or factitious ideas are not com-
_ pletely free from such a doubt. With regard to the feeling
" of heat, for example, there may be differences of opinion.
Slmnlarly, with regard to the existence of the factitious ideas,
simply because they are the inventions of our mind, their
objective existence is not always certain. It is only the
innate 1deas, which are embedded in our power of reasoning,
that can be beyond all touch of doubt. Their certitude: is

self-evident.

Cogito Ergo Sum :— The question now is : How are
we to find such innate ideas, which<might be clear and
distinct and which might serve as the firm and abiding
basis for philosophy to start with ?  With a view to dis-
covering such fundamental 1deas, Descartes found it neces-
sary to doubt the existence of each and everything in the
world unless we are convinced that it is absolutely clear
and distinct. While applying this test rigorously, Descartes
found that the evidence of senses is not at all reliable. Our
senses often deceive and mislead us and “it 1s the part of
prudence not to place absolute confidence in that by which
we have even once been deceived.” Descartes cites the
following examples of self-deception through senses.

“How often have 1 dreamt that I was in these familiar
circumstances, that I was dressed, and occupied this place by
the fire, when I was lying undressed in bed? At the present
moment, however, I certainly look upon this paper with eyes
wide awake; the head which I now move is not asleep; I
extend this hand consciously and with express purpose, and I

/2



Descartes

perceive it ; the occurrences in sleep are not so distinct as all
this.”’8

If it is not possible to trust our senses, this also nreans
definitely that sciences like physics, astronomy, medicine,
which are directly occupied with the sensible objects, are
indeed of ‘‘a doubtful character.” Can we say the same
thing with regard to the truths of mathematical sciences ?
For, these sciences ‘‘regard merely the simplest and most
gengral objects, and scarcely inquire whether or not, these
are really existent, contain.somewhat that 1s certain and
indubitable : for whether I am aware or dreaming, it re-
mains true that two and three make five, and that a square
has but four sides ; nor does it seem possible that truths
so apparent can ever fall under a suspicion of falsity.”™
But even concerning the certainty of the truths of mathe-
matics, Descartes i1s not sure. For, it may be that *‘some
malignant demon, who 1s at once potent and deceitful, has
employed all his artifice to deceive me ;”’ so that “how do
I know that I am not also deceived each time I add together
two and three, or form some judgment still more simple,
1f more simple indeed can be imagined ?°

Everything seems to be engulfed in the universal doubt
with which Descartes had started. But just at this
moment, Descartes found something to save himself from
the impasse.

“I supposed that all the objects (presentations) that had
ever entered into any mind when awake, had in them no more
truth than the 1llusions of my dreams. But immediately upon
this I observed that, whilst I thus wished to think that all was
false, it was absolutely necessary that I, who thus thought,
should be somewhat ; and I observed that this truth, I think,
hence I am, was so certain and of such evidence, that no ground
of doubt, however extravagant, could be alleged by the Sceptics
capable of shaking 1it, I concluded that I might, without scruple,
accept it as the first principle of the philosophy of which I was
in search.”’®

8 Meditation, 1.

4 Ibid.

5 Ibid,

6 Discouwrse on Method, Pt. 1V.
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The truth that I think, therefore I am (Cogito ergo
sum) is the one which resolves all doubt. It fully satishes
the test of being clear and distinct. For, in the very act
of doubting is not the existence of the doubter necessarily
presupnosed ?  The existence of my self in the act of
doubting is absolutely certain and indubitable. Hence, it can
be safely relied upon to serve as the firm foundation on
which the entire superstructure of philosophy can be reared.

But what is the nature of such a self ? One thing
about it is quite certain, namely, that it is a thing which
doubts, affirms, denies, wills, imagines, feels. This means
that these are the various attributes of the self and the
self underlies them as a spiritual substance or a soul. Of
all the attributes of the self, thought is the principal and
essentital one. A thinker without thought can have no
meaning. ;

Another characteristic of the self is that, it 1s finite and
imperfect. This definitely follows from the fact that it is
obsessed with doubt. But, according to Descartes, 1t is “a
greater perfection to know than to doubt.” There are
obvious limitations to the powers of my self. Hence, it
cannot be regarded as wholly perfect.

God :—This naturally leads Descartes to the concep-
tion of God. The idea of Perfect Being is logically involved
in the very conception of the finite substance. When I know
myself to be imperfect, does it not imply that I must “think .
of something more perfect than myself ?” The idea of
Infinite Substance is one which necessarily follows clearly
and distinctly from the conception of a finite substance. The
conception of God is, thus, another innate idea, which 1s self-
evident and indubitable. In contradistinction from the finite
substance, God 1s ‘‘a substance infinite, eternal, immutable,
independent, all-knowing, all-powerful and by which I my-
self, and every other thing that exists, if any such there were
created.”’””

Descartes advances three principal arguments for the
existence of God. Firstly, I am finite and imperfect and
still I can conceive the idea of a Perfect Being. How is
this possible ? Every eftect must have its cause. The idea

7 Meditation, 111,
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of a Perfect Being could not have been caused by me. For
“not only that what is cannot be produced by what is not,
but likewise that the more perfect—in other words, that
which contains itself more reality,—cannot be the effect of
the less perfect ; and this not only evidently true of those
effects, whose reality is actual and formal, but likewise of
ideas, whose reality is only considered as objective.”’®

Secondly, I am finite and imperfect. As such, I can-
not be the author of my being. In order, therefore, to
explain my existence, the existence of a Perfect Being must be
necessarily implied. ‘“‘And thus it 1s absolutely necessary
to conclude, from all that I have before said, that God
exists ; for though the idea of substance be in my mind owing
to this, that I myself am a substance, I should not, however,
have the idea of an infinite substance, seeing I am a fnite
being, unless it were given me by some substance in reality
inifinite.”’® _

Thirdly, Descartes advances what 1s usually known
as the ontological argument, although Descartes gives it in
a slightly modified form. The argument is this. As a
finite and imperfect being, it ts not possible for me to com-
prehend the existence of the Perfect Being. DBut this 1s
no reason to deny His existence. For, an idea which is
clear and distinct or logically necessary must also necessarily
exist. For example, in geometry when we argue that the
idea of a triangle necessarily implies its three angles to be
equal to two right angles, we are never in doubt with regard
to its existence, even if it i1s not directly verified by us. In
the same way, the idea of God, which has been found to be

innate, clear and distinct, must have an existence correspond-
Ing to 1t. |

“While, on the contrary, recurring to the examination of the
idea of a Perfect Being, I found that the existence of the Being
was comprised in the idea in the same way that the equality of
its three angles to two right angles is comprised in the idea of
a triangle, or as in the idea of a sphere, the equidistance of all
points on its surface from the centre, or even still more clearly;
and that consequently it is at least as certain that God, who is

e

8 Ibid.
° Ibid.
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this Perfect Being, is, or exists, as my demonstration of Geo-
metry can be.”’30

The Material Substance :— From the conception of
God as a Perfect Being certain consequences necessarily
follow. When I feel confident of the existence of my own
body and of external objects, such a feeling must have its
origin in the Perfect Being. As a Perfect Being, God
could not have any motive of deceiving me, when He
endowed me with such a feeling. ‘I'rue that my senses,are
frequently the source of error and illusions, but these are
due to my imperfect understanding. If I look at the world
from the standpoint of Reason, all these contradictions in
my knowledge will totally disappear. Instead of the chaotic
material of the senses, Reason will reveal to us the perma-
nent qualities of the world of objects, such as extension,
movement and flexibility. This is 1llustrated by Descartes
through the famous example of a piece of wax. When
it 1s taken from the beehive, the piece of wax is quite fresh
and retains the sweetness of the honey it contains and the
odour of the flowers from which it 1s gathered. It 1s hard,
cold, easnl handled and when struck emits sound. But
when it is placed near fire, what remains of it ? The taste
exhales, the smell evaporates, the colour changes, its figure
1s destroyed, its size increases, it becomes liquid, it grows
hot, 1t can hardly be handled and, although struck upon,
it emits no sound. Does the same wax still remain after
this change ? It must be admitted that it does. In the
same way, instead of the various qualities of the bodies,
there remains only extension.

But the attribute of extension cannot stand by itself.
It requlres a substance to hold it. Such a substance, as
we know, 1s nothing but the material substance, of which
extension is the essential attribute. Now, the quality of
extenston can be understood through Reason and not through
our senses. Hence, the 1dea of material substance is rooted
in our Reason. It is the third innate 1dea, which 1s clear
and distinct and which necessarily follows from the i1dea of

God.
10 Discourse on Method, Pt. 1V.
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The Relation between the Three Substances :—Of the
three substances, the Infinite Substance i1s sharply distin-
guished from the other two substances, namely, the spiritual
and material, which are fimite. The latter depend *on the
former, which alone can be self-subsistent and hence can
be called ‘substance’ in the real sense of the word. Des-
cartes, however, has not discussed the question with regard
to the way in which the Infinite Substance gives rise to the
two finite substances. Even if the Infinite Substance has
been conceived as having the power of creating the finite
existence, will not such an act of creation lead God to lose
His concrete existence ? We know this to be the old difh-
culty, which is closely associated with idealism as such. As
far as the teleological or idealistic explanation is concerned,
God’s existence 1s necessarily implied as one of its essential
presuppositions. But to think that such a Divine Being
can also serve the purpose of the Absolute of philosophy
immediately involves us into contradictions. For teleology
1s based on the theory of rational knowledge. And ali
knowledge works only within the province of finite expe-
rience. Hence, to expect that teleology can yield a princi-
ple which 1s infinite is to deprive philosophy of its indepen-
dence and autonomy and to make it again subservient to
Religion. But this is exactly what Descartes wanted to
avoid. Hence, in investing the character of infinity into
the Divine Bemg, Descartes seems to be guilty of self-
contradiction.

Coming now to the relation between the two fnite
substances namely, the mind and the body, we find Des-
cartes to be equally misleading. According to him, the
mind and the body are independent existences. In our
concrete experience, we find them constantly interacting.
The body affects the mind and creates various sensations,
feelings and emotions. Similarly, the mind can also di'rect
the body by bringing about through it the changes in the
disposition of the external objects in accordance with its
own desires. Descartes frankly accepts such a relation of
Interaction between the two finite substances.

But the theory of interaction between mind and body
creates additional complications. JHow and where does the
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interaction between mind and body take place ¢ Descartes
in the Passions of the Soul suggests that both these sub-
stances come together in the pineal gland, which is located
somewliere at the back of the brain. But such an hypothesis
is absurd. Firstly, it destroys the substantial character and
independence of mind and body. When both of them can
mteract they can no more be regarded as substances, when
‘“substance” is taken to mean that which exists in and by
itself. Secondly, the same hypothesis leads to the degrada-
tion of the mind by making it stand on the same level as
that of the body. The mind and body are never co-ordi-
nate, but they stand in a hierarchical gradation. The mind
represents a higher level of existence, inasmuch as it can
make the body subservient to itself.  This was totally
ignored by Descartes most probably on account of hlS
yielding to the growing claims of scientific mechanism of
his own time. Whatever be the reason, the contradiction 1s
quite obvious and it disrupts the entire philosophy of Des-
cartes by creating the two-fold dualism, the one between

the Infinite and the finite substances and the other between
the material and the spiritual substances.
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The Geometrical Method .— Spinoza overtly accepts
Descartes’ geometrical method in order to prevent dogma-
tism from entering into the realm of philosophy. In fact,
Spinoza applied the geometrical method to philosophy more
rigorously than Descartes. According to Spinoza, the prin-
cipal task of philosophy is to grasp ‘‘that idea which re-
presents the origin and sum of nature, and so to develop
all our ideas from it that it shall appear as the source of
all other ideas.” If this be so, then the fulhilment of such
a plan can be quite possible by taking recourse to the model
of geometry. In his metaphysical work, Ethics, Spinoza
follows the geometrical method in all strictness both in
external form and in its main spirit. The entire book has been
cast by Spinoza after the manner of Euclid. . He starts
from definitions, axioms and postulates and deduces certain
propositions and coerollaries by working out their logical

implications. N _
The Infinite Substance — Turning to the constructive

aspect of Spinoza’s philosophy, we find that Spinoza
straightway rejects the Cartesian notion of the plurality of
substances. A plurality of substances 1s a contradiction 1n
terms. For, what 1s meant by ‘“‘substance” 7 Etymologi-
cally, it means that which stands under. 'That i1s to say,
it 1s something on which everything else depends, while 1t
is 1n and by itself quite independent, self-contained and self-
existent. Such a characterization of substance 1s fulfilled
when we have only one substance. Again, this one substance
must not be finite. For a finite substance is bound to be
limited by something besides itself. But the moment it is
so limited, it loses its character of independence and self-
existence.

In pursuance of such a line of thinking. Spinoza makes
the 1dea of Infinite Substance the starting-point of his philo-
sophical system. The Infinite Substance is defined as “‘that
which 1s in itself and is conceived through itself 1.e. that
the conception of which does not need the conception of
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another thing in order to its formation.”” The Infinite Sub-
stance 1s also called God or Nature. It is eternal and per-
fect. Spinoza also regards it as the cause of itself (causa
sut) and the cause of everything in the world (causa omnium
rerum).

Spinoza advances four arguments for the existence of
God. The first i1s the ontological argument. The con-
ception of God as infinite substance is a clear and distinct
idea. Hence, 1t must necessarily have an existence corres-
ponding to itself. Secondly, the conception of God is abso-
lutely free from any contradictions. Hence, His existence
is not impossible and whatever 1s not impossible must exist.
Thirdly, as finite beings, we cannot produce ourselves nor i1s
it possible for any other finite being to produce us, because
this would lead to infinite regress. This necessarily leads
us to an Infinite Being, who is the cause of our existence
as well as that of its own. Fourthly, it is only Infinite
Being that would have an infinite power required to produce
and maintain its own existence.

The Doctrine of Attributes :— Having assured himself
of his starting-point, Spinoza next proceeds to show how the
multiplicity of the world of objects has its main source
in the notion of infinite substance. As the first step in this
direction, Spinoza propounds his doctrine of Attributes.
Every substance must have attributes. Hence, it 1s quite
natural that the Infinite Substance must have infinite attri-
butes. Again, the number of such infinite attributes must
not be finite. Hence, Spinoza believes that the Infinite Sub-
stance possesses infinite number of infinite attributes.

“By attribute,” says Spinoza, ‘I understand that which
the intellect perceives of substance as constituting its
essence.””  Out of the Infinite number of the infinite attri-
butes possessed by the Infinite Substance, our intellect is
capable of knowing only the two, namely, the mind and
body. Each one of these attributes exists independently.
For, it reflects the essence of the Infinite Substance in its
own way. According to Spinoza, each attribute is “infinite
in its own kind,” but not ‘‘absolutely infinite” like God.

We have now to see whether in the doctrine of attri-
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butes, Spinoza has in any way succeeded in effecting a transi-
tion from the One to the Many.

(1) The most obvious criticism of the doctrine of
attributes is that it involves the fallacy of petitio principu.
[t takes for granted what is required to be proved. Spinoza’s
starting-point is the Infinite Substance. Now, Spinoza is
required to show how from this ultimate principle the multi-
plicity of the world is produced. The theory of Spinoza 1n
this connection is that the Infinite Substance never gets it:
self differentiated. There is no impulse in it to go forth
out of itself. The multiplicity of attributes 1s brought to
it from without through the agency of our intellect. But
our intellect 1s only a finite mode. Hence, 1n assigning to
our intellect the cause of producing the multiplicity, Spinoza
is taking for granted what is really required to be proved.

(2) Secondly, when Spinoza maintains that the In-
finite Substance has infinite number of infinite attributes, he
is only creating a semblance of the multiplicity having been
derived from the One. For, the word “infinite” 1s used
in a double sense. When the ultimate Substance 1s spoken
of as infinite, what Spinoza thad in mind is that it is
self-contained and inependent. But when he speaks of the
inAinite number of attributes, he is using the same word
in a totally difterent sense. Here it means that the sub-
stance has so many attributes that they cannot be counted.
This 1s the mathematical infinity, which means endlessness.
But such an infinity is spurious and false. Hence, in quali-
fying the attributes with the word “infinite,” Spinoza is
playing fast and loose with the meaning of the same word.

These points are enough to expose the inherent defec-
tiveness of the doctrine of attributes. It is, nevertheless,
necessary to examine yet another device through which
Spinoza sought to eftect a transition from the One to the
Many. This device consists of the doctrine of modes. It
1S necessary to examine it here.

The Doctrine of Finite Modes .— "By mode,” says
Spinoza, “I understand aftection of substance, or that which
is in another, through which also it ts conceived.” The finite
modes are identified with particular things (res particulares),
of which it 1s said that ““they are nothing but the affections
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of the attributes of God, or modes by which the attributes
of God are expressed in a certain definite manner.” What
this means is that in contradistinction from the Infinite
Substance that alone is self-existent, modes have an existence
which 1s absolutely dependent on, and derived from, it.

Their being 1s not in themselves, but in another that is,
“in God.”

, This view finds support through those passages in
Spinoza where he speaks of the relation between God 2nd
the modes as 1dentical with that of cause and eftect. The
modes are supposed to be ‘‘following from God” or
“caused by God.” But, as Caird points out, the causal
relation can subsist in one of the two ways. Either the
cause 1s co-existent with the effect, just as one billiard ball
in sctting the other in motion exists along with it. Or the
cause in producing the eftect gets completely transtormed
as 1n the case of a seed, which, 1n giving rise to the sprout,
completely disappears and is replaced by another mode of
existence. Now, it is not possible to conceive the relation
between the Infinite Substance and the modes in either of
these ways. For, if the first alternative i1s accepted, then
the effect lies outside the cause, which means that the modes
cannot be said to be produced by God at all. If the other
alternative 1s accepted, then in giving rise to the eftect
the cause is completely annihilated. Such a situation wll
jeopardize the very existence of God. From this it 1s quite
evident that the expressions such as “‘God 1s the cause of
everything in the world,” ‘“Whatever is, 1s in God,” should
be taken with great caution. Sometimes such expressions
have been rallied in support of a pantheistic interpretation
of the universe. Causality itself is a category of fnite
experience. Hence, to make it the basis of the relation
between the Absolute and the world and to say that it
can solve the philosophical problem of the One and the
Many is extremely misleading.

There are, however, strong reasons to believe that
Spinoza did not entirely favour pantheism. ‘“The finite,”
says Spinoza, ‘‘is in part negation (ex parte negatio).” For,
according to him, everyone of the modes shows a positive
tendency to preserve or maintain itself (conatus). If such
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is the case, then to say that the modes are absolutely tran-
sient forms or purely fictitious or fugitive semblances is
improper. As Caird says :

“For, even if the modes are regarded as having a negative
existence, then there must be a reason in the nature of Substance
for their existence as such. Though everything else in the finite
world is resolved into negation, the negation is not so resolved.

Evanescence itself does not vanish. In ascribing to intelligence
the function of rising above and abolishing the distinction from
substance of finite things, Spinoza virtually exempts intelligence
itself from the process of abolition. The criterion of the illusory
cannot be itself illusory.™@

A Critical Estimate of Spinoza’s Philosophy :— In so
far as his adherence to idealism is'concerned, Spinoza def-
nitely follows the lead of Descartes in accepting his rationa-
listic method as well as in agreeing to i1dentity the Absolute
of philosophy with the supreme principle of religion, namely,
God. The very title, Ethics, which he gives to his meta-
physical work, reveals Spinoza’s strong predilection in favour
of the teleological imterpretation of the universe. In the
beginning, Spinoza placed mind and body on an independent
footing. He looked upon both of them as of equal im-
portance, inasmuch as each of them reflects the infinite
essence of God in its own way. Without interacting they
run parallel to each other. But as Spinoza proceeds with
his work, he was more and more engrossed with the moral
and religious values. Consequently, he found it necessary
to subordinate mechanism to teleology. One of Spinoza’s
active correspondents, Tschirnhausen, had pointedly drawn
Spinoza’s attention to this fact. In one of his letters, he
raises the pertinent question whether ‘‘the attribute of
thought 1s not really of wider extent than any of the other
attributes.””  The fact 1s that in the Spinozistic system
while the body cannot have anything to do with the mind,
the mind, on the contrary, can overreach the gulf between
itsedf and the body in so far as it 1s able to know that
besides itself there is also another attribute of body

1 Spinoza, Blackwood’s Philosophical Classics Series.
!
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belonging to the infinite Substance. Moreover, in his theory
of knowledge, Spinoza has expressly placed the knowledge
of body (the idea of body) at a lower level than the self-
knowledge of mind (the idea of mind). Mechanism and
teleology are thus not co-ordinate, but the one is sub-
ordinate to the other.

The hierarchical gradation of mechanism and teleo-
logy, to which Spinoza was led in spite of himself in the
act of exalting God to the rank of the Absolute, i1s, in princi-
ple, not wrong. Indeed, it at least cures the dualistic
trend of Cartesian philosophy and saves us from those
absurd consequences which accrue from it. Moreover, In
so far as this point is concerned, Spinoza seems to have
reafirmed the fundamental belief of the ancient Greeks
that teleology stands at a higher level than mechanism.
Although Spinoza had sufficient regard for mathematics
and science, the subordination of their value to that of
morality and religion, nevertheless, does not in any way
amount to doing any injustice to them. For, in the logical
evolution of the individual’s experience, the body cannot but
be regarded only as a means for the realization of the
higher spiritual life.

But when we turn to Spinoza’s solution of the philo-
sophical problem, we find that his attempts are as futile as
those of his predecessor, Descartes. The Infinite Substance
is static and sterile. It has no impulse to go forth out of
itself, no power of self-differentiation into the multiplicity
of the world. What with the doctrine of attributes or
with that of modes, Spinoza has totally failed to show
that the multiplicity of the world is ever created by the
Absolute. Such a consequence'was but natural. For,
Spinoza invests into teleology the character of the Absolute.
But, as we have been repeatedly pointing out, teleology i1s
not self-explanatory. For, in the first place, its conception
is relative to that of mechanism. Secondly, the values in
which teleology is mainly interested fall definitely within
the range of finite experience. Hence, the moment teleology
usurps the place of philosophy, it 1s bound to create con-
tradictions. The supreme principle of teleology, namely
God can have nothing to do with the world of mechanism.
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Hence the ascription of reality to teleology inevitably leads
to the relegation of mechanism to the realm of illusions.
Spinoza’s philosophy dangerously comes on the verge of
such a conclusion. But the growing importance of science
in. Spinoza’s age along with his preoccupation with the
moral value prevents him to carry out such a conclusion
logically. In morality we have to start with such an expe-
rience which is still imperfect. Now, if such an experience,
which, on account of its imperfection is condemned as un®
real or illusory, we lose the very zest in putting forward
any moral eftort at all. This is one of the reasons why
Spinoza 1s required to say that the finite is in part negation
and that every mode has a conatus through which it seeks
to preserve itself. But the moment we concede a positive
and real element in the finite modes, the reality of the
Absolute either has no significance or, if it has, then the

Absolute loses its character as an Absolute.
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H is Starting-Point :—Spinoza started from the one
Infinite Substance and sought to effect a transition from it
to the world of finite objects. In this Spinoza could not
succeed. The Infinite Substance, being static, foiled the
possibility of establishing any via media between itself and
the world. Leibnitz, however, attributed Spinoza’s failure
to his belief in the gquantitative relation between the Infinite
Substance and the finite objects. The former was the whole
of which the latter formed parts. And if the Infinite Sub-
stance alone is real, it is but natural that the hmte modes,
which are dependent on it, must be deprived of any reality.
That 1s why, Spinoza condemned the finite world as some-
thing illusory or a hgment of our imagination. The whole
and its parts are exclusive of each other. Their relations are
external as are the relations of the things in a mechanical
aggregate or the relation of a geometrical whole to the
spatial units of which it is made. In such a whole the con-
tinuity of the whole can never be synthesized with the
indivisibility of its elements. That is why, the reality of the
whole 1s opposed to that of its parts. But in the preface to
his Théodicée, Leibnitz points out that the principal task of
a philosopher is just to reconcile the 1dea of continuity with
that of the individual points.

The Intensive View of the Relation between the /¥ hole

cmd Parts —How to solve this difhicult problem ¢ Accord-
ing to Leibnitz, the best way to do so would be to reject:
altogether the notion of quantitative or extensive relation
between the whole and its parts and to substitute 1t by the
conception of intensive relation between them. In such a
relation, it is not the whole which contains the parts, but,
paradoxical though it might seem, here even a part can
contain the whole. Such an intensive relation 1s best illus-
trated by the living organisms. In an organism, the whole
1s not a mechanical aggregate of parts, but it 1s of the naturc
of a principle which 1s realized by degrees in and through
the parts. The parts do not contain the whole actually, but

86.



Leibnitz

potentially. That is to say, in proportion to the capacity
of the parts to represent the whole within themselves the
organism will show a higher degree of individuality. This
leads Leibnitz to maintain that in such a whole, the parts
are active and never passive. They are the centres of dyna-
mic force. But this force is not blind or mechanical. It 1s
inwardly purposive, because it leads the part to represent
the whole within itself. That is to say, by means of such g
force the part is able to realize or actualize its inward poten-
tiality. The activity of the part, therefore, is spirtiual.
What Leibnitz means by ‘spiritual’ is that the inward force
of the parts is not,purely mechanical. Again, by spiritual
is not meant here anything which is fully conscious or intel-
ligent. For, consciousness constitutes only one of the stages
of spiritual evolution. According to Leibnitz, spirituality is
possible even in the state of unconsciousness.

Monads as the Centres of Spiritual Force .—It this
is properly understood, then it 1s possible to follow Leibnitz
when he says that the world of objects consists of Monads,
which are nothing but the centres of spiritual force. Such
a conception of Monad leads Leibnitz to call it a substance.
For in so far as a®’Monad 1s capable of representing the
whole universe within itself, it contains everything within
itself. And that which 1s self-contained 1s nothing but a
substance. But in so far as monads are substances, they are
absolutely independent. According to Leibnitz, they are
“windowless.”” No two monads can ever interact directly.

Perception and Appetition in a Monad :—I1f a Monad
is a centre of spiritual force, then 1t is bound to pass through
the various degrees of individuality according as it passes
from the stage of potentiahity to that of actuality. This
means that every Monad possesses two main faculties. The
hirst 1s perception, which 1s the same as the faculty of repre-
sentation by means of which a unity is established in the
multiplicity of relations. A Monad as perceptive is ‘‘a
universal within, rather than exclusive of, the particular.”
But the representation of the universal in the particular
admits of various degrees. That is to say, it is dynamic.
Such a faculty is called by Leibnitz appetition, which is *the

1 Latta’s Leibnitz, Introduction, p. 35.
»
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action of the internal principle which produces change or
passage from one perception to another.” Since, Monads
alone are real, every change must be a change within a
Monad. Such a change cannot be anything but ‘‘the un-
folding of the whole which the Monad potentially contains
or represents. That is to say, it must be passing from one
perception (or state of representation, whether conscious
Qr unconscious) to another. And, thus, wherever there is
change there is appetition. It is simply another name for
the spontaneity of the Monad, its power of unfolding its
whole nature and experience within itself.”?

Hierarchical Gradation of Monads : Laws of Identity
of Indiscernibles and Continuity —Although Monads are
the centres of spiritual force endowed with the faculties of
perception and appetition, they, nevertheless, difter from
each other in the degree with which they represent the uni-
verse. There are some Monads whose power of representa-
tion is not sufficiently intense. Hence, their perception and
appetition are much confused. Such Monads stand at the
lowgst grade. There are, however, such Monads whose
power of representation is more and more clear and distinct.
As such their perception and appetitioh also become more
and more clear and distinct. A Monad in which such a power
reaches the highest degree of intensity is the best of all the
Monads (Monas Monadum).

According to Leibnitz, there is a perfect continuity in
the world of Monads Every Monad differs from the other

in the degree of its representation, howsoever small or inf-
nitesimal the difference might be. In no case can any two
Monads be absolutely identical. For, such Monads would
then be indiscernible. They would in that case lose their
difterence. Hence, it 1s 1mp0531ble to find any such Monads
in reality. This is what is meant by Leibmitz through his
doctrine of the Identity of the Indiscernibles. ‘This doctrine
is only the law of Continuity in a negative form. Through
the law of Continuity Leibnitz wants to suggest that there
is no absolute break in between any two Monads. It is
possible to arrange them in such a way that they would form
a hierarchical scale, in which, while no two Monads will be

2 Ibid.
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absolutely identical, every Monad will differ from the other
in an infinitely small degree ; so that no other Monad can
be put in between any two Monads differing from each other
in an infinitesimal degree. This gives an infinity of IMonads,
which is necessary to represent the universe from all points
of view in order to save it from being imperfect. In one
of his letters Leibnitz explains his law of Continuity thus :

“I think, then, that I have good reasons for believing that
*all the different classes of beings, the totality of which forms
the universe, are, in the ideas of God, who knows distinctly
their essential gradations, merely like so many ordinates of one
and the same curve, the relations of which do not allow of
others being put between any two of them, because that would
indicate disorder and imperfection. Accordingly men are linked
with animals, these with plants, and these again with fossils,
which iIn their tum are connected with those bodies which sense
and imagination represent to us as completely dead and inorga-
nic. But the law of continuity requires that, when the essential
determinations of any being approximale to those of another,
all the properties of the former must gradually approximate to
those of the latter.’s

- We thus find that from the Monads, which are uncons-
<ilous and inorganic we pass on to those, which are organic,
such as plants and animals ; from the organic we come to
men, who are conscious. But even beyond men, we have
God, who is omniscient and all-powerful. As such, He is

zallegl the most perfect of all the Monads (Monas Mona-
wm).

The Doctrine of Pre-Established Harmony :—Monads
are substances. Hence, they exist absolutely independently
of each other. They cannot influence each other physically.
But, according to Leibnitz, one Monad can influence another
ideally.* Such an ideal influence proceeds ‘“‘through the
mediation of God, in so far as in the 1deas of God any
Monad rightly claims that God, in regulating the others
from the beginning of things, should have regard to it.”s
This requires an explanation.

e

3 Quoted from Latta’s Leibnitz, pp. 37-38.
¢ Monadology, sec. 51.
s Ibid.
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Monads differ from each other in their degrees of
representation. Hence, the relation between the Monads
can be resolved into the relation between the degrees of
represzntation. But representation 1s nothing but a kind
of spiritual activity. Hence, the entire world of Monads
1s the expression of the various degrees of intensity of such
a spiritual force. Now, the intensity of spiritual force 1s
determined through the inward logic, which operates through
the principles of Identity and Contradiction. An experience
which 1s perfectly systematic and free from contradictions i1s
the supreme. With reference to such an experience it is
possible to determine the validity of any other experience.
For, all such experiences are ultimately subordinate to and
under the governance of the most perfect experience, which,
according to Leibnitz, can be none but God. It is God,
who 1s regarded by Leibnitz as the Creator of the universe.
It i1s He, who has chosen to create the world of Monads
in such a way that when they are taken together, they form
the best of all possible worlds or, as Leibnitz puts it, the
world which alone is compossible. The reason is that the
relations between the various elements of such a world are
so determined by God that they do not create any discord,
but give rise to harmony. This is called by Leibnitz the
d};)ctrine of pre-established harmony. Leibnitz illustrates it
thus :

“In short, to use an illustration, I will say that this con-
comitance, which I compare to several different kinds of musi-
clans or choir, playing their parts separately and so placed that
they do not see or even hear one another, which can nevertheless
kcep perfectly together by each following their own notes, In
such a way that he who hears them all finds in them a harmony
that is wonderful and much more surprising than if there had

been any connection between them.”S

A Critical Estimate of Leibnitz’s Philosophy :—
Although Leibnitz follows Descartes in accepting the fun-
damental presuppositions of Rationalism, it must, neverthe-
less, be said to his credit that he has succeeded to a large
extent in overcoming the dualism of mind and body, which

"¢ Lettre @ Arnauld, 1687 Quoted in Latta’s Leibnitz, p. 47
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created insurmountable difficulties in the philosophies of his
predecessors. Through the law of Continuity, Leibnitz esta-
blished a hierarchical gradation in the physical and mental
worlds. Body and mind, according to Leibnitz, are the
expressions of one and the same spiritual force at different
degrees of its intensity. This way of looking at the problem
has completely toned down the opposition between mind
and body,—the opposition, which was regarded as almost
irreconcilable before Leibnitz. To say that matter s the
expression of spiritual force 1s in 1tself a bold step. But
this was not simply a freak of Leibnitz's imagination. On
the contrary, he was fully conversant with the mathematical
and scientific advances of his time. It is quite well-known
that he shared with Newton the honour cf discovering the
famous mathematical theory of infnitesimal calculus.
Whether the application of such a calculus i1s ever possible
beyond the realm of material world might still be disputed. .
But one thing i1s quite certain that it dealt a death-blow to
the old conception of matter as consisting of inert and solid .
lumps of atoms. Matter, to which the mathematical theory
of inhnitesimal calculus is applicable can no more be regar-
ded as static. For, that which admits of various degrees
in a hierarchical order cannot but be intensive. And it is
this which has led Leibnitz to find a via media to bridge up
the gulf between the mind and body. Once matter is regar-
ded as intensive, it will have to be conceived as dynamic.
In other words, it must contain the source of its motion
within itself. This is only another way of saying, as Leibnitz
does, that the material world is the expression of spiritual
force. The moment this i1s recognized the way i1s paved
for assimilating matter to mind and ultimately to God, who
is the supreme expression of such a spiritual force. There
is one continuity running in between the two poles of our
experience, namely matter and God. What the Greek
thinkers like Anaxagoras and Aristotle had anticipated as
an unproved assumption was brought within an ace of
theoretical justification by Leibnitz.

But does this necessarily warrant the idealistic inter-
pretation of the universe ¢ If the entire universe right from
the physical world to the Deity is the expression of spiritual
force, is not such a force 1tself to be vegarded as the ultimate
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philosophical principle ? This, in fact, 1s the only obvious
conclusion, which should definitely follow. The ancient
Greeks, particularly Anaxagoras and Aristotle, have led us
to it tkrough the doctrines of Nous and Efhcient Cause
respectively. Why then did L.eibnitz turn it down and sub-
scribe to the idealistic philosophy ? It is not the spiritual
force, but God, who, according to Leibnitz, 1s the Creator
of the universe. But on what grounds ? God, of course,
is the most perfect Being. But perfection has nothing to
do with creativity. Man 1s more perfect than the plants.
But that does not entitle him to create them in any way.
Indeed, perfection is only a state of existence. And hence,
it cannot be the source of existence. Leibnitz does not seem
to have appreciated this.

Instead of this when Leibnitz favoured the idealistic
philosophy, he got himself involved into difficulties. If the
starting point of Leibnitz is the reality of the parts or the
Monads, then the question 1s : How to save ourselves from
the difhculties of pluarlism? Leibnitz has advanced the doc-
trine of pre-established harmony in order to circumvent these
difficulties. But the harmony does not spring from within
the independent parts or the Monads themselves, but it is
brought to them from outside through the agency of God.
When a direct relation between the parts of the universe is
forbidden, their pre-established harmony is another name
for determinism. Instead of idealistic interpretation, which
remains only a lable, Leibnitz’s doctrine is a confusion worse
confounded than even the mechanical interpretation of the
universe.
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THE EMPIRICAL SCHOOL
John Locke

Descartes and Locke —John Locke laid the foundation
of the Empirical School of Philosophy in England. It is
generally believed that Locke was prompted to do so with
a view to reacting against the Cartesian Rationalism. His
attack on the doctrine of Innate Ideas seems to have con-
firmed this belief. But now it is fully recognized that
Locke’s criticism of Innate Ideas has no direct concern with
Descartes’ doctrine. In his FEssay concerning Human
Understanding, Locke directs his criticism against Herbert
of Cherbury and other unnamed British philosophers. These
thinkers were mostly responsible in reviving ‘““I'he old Stoic
conception of innate 1deas (koina: ’ennoiar) supposed to be
inborn in the human mind and universally accepted by ali
races.”* As a supporter of positive science and its method,
Locke was opposed tb such a tendency which smacked of
dogmatism. Locke was not hostile towards Descartes,
because Descartes was not in the least opposed to the En-
lightenment which followed in the wake of Renaissance. As
we know, Descartes openly disparaged the dogmatism of
mediaeval scholastic philosophy. In order to put an end to
it, he started doubting the truth of each and every idea
until it fulfilled the test of being clear and distinct. Des-
cartes called such ideas ‘innate’, meaning thereby that such
ideas form part and parcel of the faculty of human reason
itself. In contradistinction from the adventitious ideas, the

innate ideas of Descartes were perfectly universal and neces-
sary. Hence, Locke might not have found any reason to
ind fault with them.

There is also another point on which Descartes and
Locke seem to be in fundamental agreement. Commenting
on the importance of Locke’s work, Fraser writes :

‘1 Wright's A History of Modern Philosophy, p. 143.
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“The Essay was the first deliberate attempt, in modern
philosophy, to engage in what might now be called epistemologi-
cal 1nquiry, but mixed up by Locke with questions logical,
psychological, and ontological ; all subordinated in his design
to ‘what may be of use to us, in our present state,” and ‘to our
concerns as human beings.” Locke inaugurated the modern epis-
temological era, characteristic of philosophy iIn the eighteenth
century, which culminated in Kant—the reaction against media-
eval dogmatism of authority, and the abstract ontology of Spinoza
and physiological materialism of Hobbes, in the seventeenth
century, which last involve questions that Locke expressly'
avoids.” 2

It 1s quite obvious from this that the significance of
{.ocke’s work is far-reaching. Considering its bearing on
philosophy, it can be said definitely that the tendency initia-
ted by Locke gave a different turn to the philosophical
movement after him. The best way to characterize it would
be to say that Locke identified ontology with epistemology.
In other words, epistemology attained primacy over philoso-
phy. The question with regard to the various conditions
which make knowledge possible was regarded as more fun-
damental than that with regard to the nature of Being as
such. Not only this, but, as the course of philosophical
thought subsequent to Locke unmistakably shows, hencefor-
ward philosophy was made absolutely subservient to epis-
temology. It was belived there could be no being or reality
possible, which did not conform to the conditions which make
knowledge possible. This idea is so important that it will
help us 1n understanding that spirit which gave a conceptual
unity to the entire philosophical movement from Locke to
Hegel.

But what is generally not appreciated is that even in
this respect it was Descartes who had given a lead to Locke.
We have already pointed out that Descartes’ Rationalism
was in principle a revival of the old idealistic philosophy
of Plato. Those, who have carefully followed us, will
immediately understand that Platonism 1s nothing but a
philosophical superstructure reared on the Socratic theory

2 Locke’s Essay concerning Human Understanding, Edited by Fraser,
Introduction, Vol. I, lv.
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of rational knowledge. Thoroughout our examination of the
Rationalistic School we have maintained such a standpoint
and with reference to it we have been able to show how
all those, who had followed it, had ultimately succumbed
to the same drawbacks which are naturally inherentsin the
ontology made subservient to the rational epistemology.

Now, Locke in founding the new school of empirical
philosophy was in no way opening an absolutely fresh
ocround. In so far as their fundamental presupposition,
nanfely, the identification ontology with epistemology, is
concerned, both Descartes and Locke were in pertfect agree-
ment. Where they differed was simply in the circumstance
that while Descartes followed the old i1dealism founded on
the theory of rational knowledge, Locke was simply pressing
the claims of empirical epistemology as sponsored by the
advocates of those positive sciences, which were rapidly
flourishing after experiencing the terrible suffocation of over
twelve centuries of the middle ages. Bacon had already
warned the researchers in the field of positive sciences against
the several idols and prejudices, which create formidable
obstacles in the progress of scientific investigation and re-
quired them to restrist themselves to a careful and open-
minded observation of the objective phenoména in order to
wrest secrets out of Nature. Locke, as a staunch supporter
of such a tendency pushed forward the claims of this
method and wanted to see whether philosophical problems
could also be approached through it. In the Episile to the
Reader, Locke has given us an idea of such a motive under-
lying his attempt to write his Essay.

“Were it fit to trouble thee with the history of this Essay,
I should tell thee, that five or six friends meeting at my chamber,
and discoursing on a subject very remote from this, found
themselves quickly at a stand, by the difficulties that rose on
every side. After we had awhile puzzled ourselves without
coming any nearer a resolution of those doubts which perplexed
us, it came into my thoughts that we took a wrong course ; and
that before we set ourselves upon inquiries of that nature, it
was necessary to examine our own abilities, and see what objects
our understandings were, or were not, fitted to deal with.”’s

8 Ibid.,-p. 9, o

A—
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We thus find that Descartes and Locke, while being
animated by the same spirit, differed only on the issue
whether ontology 1s to be identified with rational episte-
mology or empirical epistemology. The first experiment
was already tried by Plato and was by the time of Descartes
suficiently outmoded. Locke’s experiment, on the other
hand, was a new one. Hence, he has to be given the
‘credit of having put forward a new suggestion and worked
1t out with some success.

But from the standpoint of philosophy, both Descartes
and Locke are equally hostile to its main spirit.  Descartes
claimed to have emancipated philosophy from the servility
of mediaeval dogmatism. But his idealism was only another
trap for her to pass on to the servility of rational epistemo-
logy. Locke may be said to have played the same trick with
philosophy. For, while this time he saved philosophy from
the subordination of rational epistemology, he had already
forged for her new shackles. Indeed, Locke’s empiricism
was as 1t were a bed of Procrustus, in which philosophy was
made to lie not in order to breathe a sigh of relief, but
in order to perform those fateful operations on her, In
which if her stature fell short of the dimensions of empirical
epistemology, she was to be stretched so as to fit its frame-
work. If the stature was already longer than that, 1t was
to be chopped oft for the same reason. Such was the
deadly plight to which philosophy was led by Locke. In
what follows, we propose to acquaint the readers with the
new series of harassment to which philosophy was subjected
from Locke onwards and how strenuous was her struggle
to emancipate herself from it.

The Origin of I1deas :— Concerning the origin of ideas,
Locke firmly believes that originally human mund is lke
an ‘‘empty cabinet,” a ‘“‘sheet of blank paper,” or a “waxen
tablet.”” There is nothing in it in the beginning. DBut 1t
comes to have its materials of thinking by degrees according
as it becomes more and more familiar with the object 1n
the environment.

“Let us then suppose the mind to be, as we say, void of
all characters, without any ideas :— How comes it to be fur-
nished ? Whence comes it by that vast store which the busy
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and boundless fancy of man has painted on it with an almost
endless variety ? Whence has it all the materials of reason
and knowledge? To this I answer, in one word, from EXPE-
RIENCE. In that all our knowledge is founded ; and from
 that it ultimately derives itself. ‘Our observation employed either,
about external sensible objects, or about the internal operations
of our minds perceived and reflected on by ourselves is that
which supplies our understandings with all the wmaterials of
thinking. @ These two are the fountains of knowledge, fram
whence all the ideas we have, or can naturally have, do spring.”’*

Thus, according to Locke, Experience is the only source
of knowledge. And knowledge consists of two things : (1)
Sensations, which ‘convey into the mind several distinct per-
ceptions of things, according to those various ways wherejn
those objects do aftect tnem. And thus we come by those
tdeas we have of yellow, white, heat, cold, soft, hard bitter,
sweet, and all those which we call sensible qualities.’ (2)
Reflection or internal sense, ‘the other fountain from which
experience furnisheth the understanding with 1deas 1s,—the
perception of the operation of our mind within us, as it
is employed about the 1deas 1t has got;. ... And such are
perception, thinking, doubtmg, belze'umg, reasomng, know-
ing, willing, and all ' the different actings of our own
minds;........""

The Doctrine of Innate Ideas and Its Criticism :— In
view of his general position as an empiricist, Locke found
it necessary to reject the doctrine of Innate Ideas as it
was sponsored in his time by some British philosophers.
We have already pointed out that Locke did not have
Descartes in view in this connection. For, by innate i1deas
Descartes meant those conceptions, which, being essentially
logical, were universal and necessary. Lod(e accepted such
concepts as forming the basis of scientific knowledge. There
was, thereforc, no point of serious disagreement in them.
Locke, however, was definitely opposed to the belief in such
mnate ideas as were regarded inherent in the human mind,
or, as Locke puts it, those innate principles “which the
soul receives in its very first being, and brings into the w orld

4+ Essay, Bk. II, ch. 1, 2.
5 JTbid, Bk. 11, ch. i, 3 and 4.
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with 1t,” and which “asserted their being imprinted on the
minds of men by the hand of God.”

The innate principles were believed to be both specula-
ttve and practical. The instances of speculative principles
could be found “in those magnified principles of demonstra-
tion, ‘Whatsoever 1s, i1s,” and ‘It i1s impossible for the same
thing to be and not to be.” The practical principles include
tiie most basic moral principles, conscience and God.

Locke rejects the notion of innate 1deas mainly on the
following grounds :—

(1) Firstly, children and 1diots are not in the least
aware of them. This destroys “that universal assent which
must needs be the necessary concomitant of all innate
truths;....”% As a matter of fact, the innate ideas would
have asserted themselves best in the mind of children,
idiots and savages, and illiterate people “being of all the
others the least corrupted by custom, or borrowed opinions ;
learning and education having not cast their native thoughts
into new moulds.”

“But alas, amongst children, 1diots, savages and the grossly
illiterate, what general maxims are to be'found ? What universal
principles of knowledge? Their notions are few and narrow,
borrowed only from those objects they have had most to do
with, and which have made upon their senses the frequentest
and strongest impression. A child knows his nurse and his
cradle, and by degrees the playthings of a littie more advanced
age ; and a young savage has, perhaps, his head filled with love
and hunting, according to the fashion of his tribe. But he that
from child untaught, or a wild inhabitant of the woods, will
expect these abstract maxims and reputed principles of science,
will, I fear, find himself mistaken.”?

Whatever is true of speculative principles is applicable
to the practical principles as well. Children, 1diots, savages,
do not commonly cherish the same notions concerning virtue,
or God. =

(2) Secondly,’Locke also rejects the argument that
although the innate 1deas may not be known to be actually

¢ Ibid., Bk. 1, ch, i, 5.
v Ibd., 27.
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existing in the mind, yet they are implicit and “‘that as soon
as children come to the use of reason, they come also to
know and assent to these maxims.”” In this sense, every
tdea would be innate. There remains, therefore, no point
of special distinction between the innate ideas, which are
supposed to have superior certainty and authority about
them and other 1deas.

(3) Even if the innate i1dias are known by us, they
neves come to us as general and abstract principles, but they
are apprehended as particular 1deas. ‘“l'he senses at first
let in particular ideas, and furnish the yet empty cabinet,
and the mind by degrees growing familiar with some of
them, they are lodged in the memory, and names got to
them. Afterwards, the mind proceeding further, abstracts
them, and by degrees learns the use of general names.”

(4) Again, if by innate ideas 1s taken to mean ‘‘an
implicit knowledge of these principles, but not an explicit,”
then it can be maintained that implicit knowledge can only
signify that the mind is capable of understanding them.
Hence, to say that they are innate would only be a con-
tradiction in terms. JFor an idea of which we are not
conscious 1s no more an idea.

The Classification of Ideas :— In this connection
Locke maintains that there are two main categories of
ideas, namely, simple ideas and complex 1deas. Locke re-
gards the simple ideas as the atoms out of which our
knowledge is composed. They can be obtained from sen-
sation, reflection or from both of them operating jointly.
Simple ideas of sensation differ according as they are obtain-
ed either from one sense, such as colours, sounds, tastes,
odours, touch, heat, cold, and solidity ; or as they are obtain-
ed from more than one sense, such as space, figure, motion
and rest. Simple ideas of reflection arise from our be-
coming aware of our mental operations, such as our ideas
of perceiving, thinking, doubting, knowing and willing.
Lastly, there are simple ideas received from both sensation
and reflection, such as pain, pleasure, existence, unity and
succession.

According to Locke, simple ideas of sensation resemble
the qualities of objects actually existing in the external
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world. These are called by him the primary qualities of
size, shape, figure, number, motion, solidity and extension.
But the i1deas produced in us by the secondary qualities
have no resemblance of them at all, because these qualities
are produced ‘“‘by the operation of insensible particles on
our senses.” Colours, tastes, odours, temperature, etc. are
secondary qualities. These qualltles exist in things only
as modes of the primary qualities. This can be illustrated
thus particularly in connection w1th temperature of heat
and cold. The same water may “‘produce the idea of cold
by one hand and heat by the other ; whereas it is im-
pOQSIb]e that the same water, 1f those i1deas were really

in 1t, should at the same time be both hot and cold.”

Coming now to the category of complex ideas, Locke
asserts that these ideas are produced by our mind from
out of its simple ideas by means of combining and putting
them together in various ways. ‘‘Ideas thus made up of
several simple ones put together, I call complex ; such as
are beauty, gratitude, a man, an army, the universe ; which,
though complicated of various simple ideas, or complex
ideas made up of simple ones, yet are, when the mind
pleases, considered each by itself, as one entire thing, and
signified by one name.’

The complex ideas are subdivided by Locke under
three heads :—

(1) Modes.

(2) Substances.

(3) Relations.

(1) Modes are such complex ideas “which, however
compounded contained not in them the supposition of sub-
sisting by themselves, but are considered as dependences
on, or affections of substances ;....” Modes are of two
types : (i) simple modes and (i1) mixed modes. Simple
modes are only ‘‘variations, or different combinations, of
the same simple idea,” such as a dozen or score,” which
are nothmg but the ideas of SO many distinct units added
together.”” Mixed modes are ‘“‘compounded of simple 1deas
of several kinds, put together to make one complex one :—
e.g. beauty, consisting of certain composmon of colour and

figure, causing delight to the beholder ;. ...”
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(2) In contradistinction from modes the complex ideas
of Substances are ‘“‘taken to represent distinct particular
things consisting by themselves ; in which the supposed or
confused 1dea of substance, such as 1t 1s, 1s always the first
and chief. Thus if two substances be joined the simple idea

of a certain dull whitish colour, with certain degrees of
weight, hardness, ductility, and fus1b111ty, we have the 1dea
of lead ; and a combination of the ideas of a certain sort of
figure, with the powers of motion, thought and reasomng,

joined to substance make the ordmary idea of a man.’
With regard to the way in which we come to have the

complex 1deas of Substance, Locke maintains that it is
obscure. The idea of Substance, in and by 1tself, is unknown
and unknowable. This point has evoked much controversy.
We shall do well to approach Locke with a view to knowing

what he has to say about it.

“So that if any one will examine himself concerning his
notion of pure substance in general, he will find he has no
other idea of it at all, but only a supposition of he knows not
what support of such qualities which are capable of producing
stimple ideas in us; which qualities are commonly called acci-
dents. If any one sﬁould be asked, what is the subject wherein
colour or weight inheres, he would have nothing to say, but
the solid extended parts ; and if he were demanded, what is it
that solidity and extension adhere in, he would not be in a much
better case than the Indian . ... who, saying that the world was
supported by a great elephant, was asked what the elephant
rested on ; to which his answer was—a'great tortoise ; but being
again pressed to know what gave support to the broad-backed
tortoise, replied—something, he knew not what. And thus here,
as in all other cases, where we use words without having clear
and distinct ideas, we talk like children : who being questioned
what such a thing is, which they know not, readily give this
satisfactory answer, that it is something ; which in truth signifies
no more, when so used, either by children or men, but that they
know not what ; and that the thing they pretend to know, and
talk of, is what they have no distinct idea of at all, and so are
perfectly ignorant of it, and in the dark. The idea then we
have, to which we give the general name substance, being nothing
but the supposed, but unknown, support of these qualities we
find existing, which we imagine cannot subsist sine re substante,
without something to support them, we call that support sub-
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stantia ; which, according to the true import of the word, 1s,
in plain English, standing under or upholding.”s

According to Locke, such substances are three : (1)
material ; (i1) spiritual and (i11) God. | |

(1) The idea of material or corporeal substance 1s in-
volved in the experience of anything which exists physically.
For example, a piece of lead consists of several sensible
qualities, such as a certain dull whitish colour with certain
degrees of weight, hardness, ductility, fusibility, etc. But
along with these sensible qualities, the complex i1dea of lead
also includes something which holds these qualities together.
According to Locke, such a physical support of these quali-
ties yields the 1dea of material or corporeal substance.

(11) Similarly, we can have the complex idea of spiri-
tual substance as the underlying substrate of our mengal
operations, such as thinking, understanding, willing, know-
ing, and power of beginning motion, etc.

- (m1) The complex idea of God is formed by us from
the simple ideas which we experience in ourselves and *‘which
it 1s better to have than to be without.”” These ideas are
those of existence, duration, knowledge, power, pleasure,
happiness, etc. Theses ideas are so enlarged as to yield
“our 1dea of infinity and so putting them together, make our
complex idea of God.”

(3) Complex ideas of Relation are obtained by com-
paring one thing with the other. ‘Thus, when the mind
considers Calus as such a positive being, it takes nothing
into that idea but what really exists in Caius ; e.g. when
I consider him as a man, I have nothing in my mind but
the complex idea of the species, man. So likewise, when
I say Caius i1s a white man, I have nothing but the bare
consideration of a man who hath that white colour. But
when I give Caius the name husband, I intimate some other
person ; and when I give him the name whiter, 1 intimate
some other thing ; in both cases my thought is led to some-
thing beyond Caius ; and there are two things brought into
consideration. ’According to Locke, more important of such
relations are those of cause and effect, identity and diversity.

8 Ibid. Bk IL ch. xxiii, 2.
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Adherence to the Empirical Formula :—Berkgley starts
by believing that it is possible for us to know objects, which
are either “(a) ideas actually imprinted on the senses ; or
else (b) ideas perceived by attending to the passions and
operations of the mind ; or lastly (c) ideas formed by help
df memory and imagination, either compounding, dividing,
or barely representing those originally perceived in the afore-
said ways.” In so far as-the classification of ideas is con-
cerned, Berkeley more or less agrees with Locke. Indeed,
in the three different classes of i1deas, which we are capable
of knowing, he has lent a strong support to Locke’s empiri-
cism, inasmuch as, according to Berkeley, all the objects
that we can know, must be given either through sensation
or reflection or through such ideas which are the result of
combining both of them.

Esse est Percipi .— Berkeley’s next step 1s to show
that anything whatever is capable of being resolved and

analysed in terms pf the three classes of ideas as mentioned
above.

“Thus, for example, a certain colour, taste, smell, figure
and consistence having been observed to go together, are accounted
one thing, signified by the name apple; other collections of
ideas constitute a stone, a tree, a book, and the like sensible
things—which as they are pleasing or disagreeable excite the
passions of love, hatred, joy, grief, and so forth.”?

When once the world of things is resolved into ideas
or the combination of various ideas, the next question is :
On what do the ideas depend ? To this Berkeley gives the
reply : On the mind of the percipient. For, no idea can
exist without the mind.

It is this mind “which knows or perceives them, and exer-
cises divers operations,—as willing, 1magining, remembering,—
about them.” This leads Berkeley to formulate his famous
doctrine esse is percipi, i.e. the existence of an idea consists in

1 Selections from Berkeley, By Fraser, pp. 32-33.
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being perceived. “I think an intuitive knowledge may be obtained
of this by any one that shall attend to what is meant by lhe
term EXIST iwhen applied to sensible things. The table I
write on 1 say exists, that is, I see and feel 1t ; and if 1 were
out of my study I should say it existed—meaning thereby that
if I was in my study I might perceive it, or that some other
spirit actually does perceive it. There was an odour, that is,
‘it was smelt : there was a sound, that is, it was heard ; a colour
or figure and, it was perceived by sight or touch. This is all
that I can understand by these and the like expressions. For
as to what is said of the absolute existence of unthinking things
without any relation to their being perceived, that 1s to me
perfectly unintelligible. Their esse is percipi; nor is it possible
they should have any existence out of the minds or thinking
things which perceive them.”?

Rejection of the Doctrine of Material Substance :—
The doctrine esse 1s percipi naturally leads Berkeley to afirm
that ‘‘there 1s not any other substance than SPIRIT, or
that which perceives.” This means that, according to
Berkeley, there is no such thing as material substance.
Berkeley adduces following arguments in support of this.

(1) Firstly, if all things can be resolved into ideas,
then to say that such 1deas ‘‘exist in an ‘unperceiving thing
1s a manifest contradiction.”

(2) Secondly, if it believed that although the ideas
do not exist without the mind, yet there may be things exis-
ting independently of the mind of which they might be
copies or resemblances, then to this Berkeley’s reply 1s this :

“I answer an idea can be nothing but an idea ; a colour
or figure can be like nothing but another colour or figure. If
- we look but never so little into our own thoughts, we shall find
it 1mpossible for us to conceive a likeness except only between
our ideas. Again, I ask whether those supposed originals or
external things, of which our ideas are the pictures or representa-
tions, be themselves perceivable or no? If they are, then they
are 1deas and we have gained our point, but if you say they
are not, I appeal to any one whether it be sense to assert a
colour 1s like something which is intangible; and so of the
rest.”’s

* Ibid., p. 34, ‘
3 Jbid., p. 38.
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Rejection of the Doctrine of Primary and Sccondary
Qualities :— Berkeley’s immaterialism leads him also to re-
ject the Lockean doctrine of the distinction between primary
and secondary qualities. We know that through this dogtrine
LLocke sought to support the belief in the independent -exis-
tencc of things. For, according to Locke, primary qualities
rescmbled something really existing in the external world,
while the secondary qualities, being their modes of existence
in ous mind, did not have anything to correspond to them
in the external world. According to Berkeley, however,
such a distinction 1s quite unwarrantable. For, in the first
place, no primary quality can be found to exist apart from
some one or the other secondary quality. For example,
extension 1s a primary quality. But 1s 1t cver possible to
concetve extension apart from some colour or other sensible
quality ? If not, then it necessarily follows that just as
secondary qualities are mind-dependent, the primary qualities
arc also of the same type.

Again, if it is believed that the primary qualities such
as solidity, figure, motion may exist without the mind and
correspond to the ideas® we have ot bodies, how are we to
know this ? Either we must know it by Sense or by Reason.

“As for our senses, by them we have the knowledge only
of our sensations, ideas, or those things that are immediately
perceived by sense, call them what you will : but they do not
inform us that things exist without the mind, or unperceived,
like to those which are perceived. This the Materialists them-
selves acknowledge.—It remains therefore that if we have any
knowledge at all of external things, it must be by Reason inferring
their existence from what i1s immediately perceived by sense.
But what reason can induce us to believe the existence of bodies
without the mind, from what we perceive, since the very patrons
of Matter themselves do not pretend there 1s any »necessary conne-
xion between them and our ideas? I say it i1s granted on all
hands—and what happens in dreams, frenzies, and the like, puts
it beyond dispute—that it 1s possible we might be affected with
all the ideas we have now, though there were no bodies existing
without resembling them. Hence, 1t 1s evident the supposition
of external bodies 1s not necessary for producing our ideas ;
since it 1s granted they are produced sometimes, and might
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possibly be produced always in the same order we see them
in at present, without their concurrence.”

Lastly, Berkeley’s argument against the independent
existence of primary qualities is this.  *““All our 1deas, sensa-
tions, notions, or the things which we perceive, by whatso-
cver names they may be distinguished, are visibly inactive—
there is nothing of Power or Agency included in them. So
that one idea or object of thought cannot produce or make
any alteration in another. ... Whence it plainly follows that
extension, figure, and motion cannot be the cause of our
sensations.’’

The Doctrine of Spiritual Substance .— Having re-
jected the Lockean doctrine of Material Substance and of
Primary and Secondary Qualities, Berkeley proceeds to
prove the existence of spiritual substance. In this connec-
tion he draws our attention to the fact that we perceive “'a
continual succession of.1deas ; some are anew excited, others
are changed or totally disappear.” There must be some
cause to produce such changes in our i1deas. It has already
been proved that such a cause cannot be any corporeal or
material substance. The cause of change in our ideas, there-
fore, cannot be anything but *‘an incorporeal active substance
or Spirit.”’ According to Berkeley, ‘a Spirit is one simple,
undivided, active being as it perceives ideas it is called the
Understanding, and as 1t produces or otherwise operates
about them it 1s called the #:ll’ It is not possible to
know this Spirit like any of the things. . Hence, there can
be no idea formed of a soul or spirit.  But, according to
Berkeley, we can have ‘“some notion of soul or spirit, and
the operations of the mind ; such as willing, loving, hating—
1nasmuch_ as we know or understand the meaning of these
words.”

The Doctrine of Infinite Substance or God :— Berkeley
proves the existence of God by drawing attention to the
distinction between the i1deas actually perceived by Sense and
those of the Imagination.

“The ideas of Sense are more strong, lively, and distinct

4 Ibid., p. 45.
5 Ibid., p. 50.
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than those of the Imagination ; they have likewise a steadiness,
order, and coherence, and are not excited at random as those
which are the effects of human wills often are, but in a regular
train or series—the admirable connexion whereof sufficiently
testifies the wisdom and benevolence of its Author. *Now the
set rules or established methods wherein the Mind we depend
on excites in us the ideas of senses are called the lews of nature
and these we learn by experience, which reaches us that such and
sich ideas are attended with such and such other ideas, in the
ordinary course of things.”¢

[f the 1deas of sense are more real, regular, vivid and
constant than those of Imagination, then does it mean that
they are caused by something existing outside our mind ? To
this Berkeley’s answer 1s emphatic No. ““The ideas of Sense
are allowed to have more reality in them, that is, to be more
strong, orderly, and coherent than the creatures of the mind ;
but this 1s no argument that they exist without the mind.
They are also less dependent on the spirit, or thinking sub-
stance which perceives them, in that they arc excited by
the will of another and more powerful Spirit ; yet still they
are ideas, and certainly no 1dea, whether faint or strong, can
exist otherwise than’in a mind perceiving it.”

T'he other and more powerful Spirit, who is the cause
of the ideas of Sense, is nothing but God. The only diffe-
rence between our mind and God is that the former is
finite, while the latter is infinite and almighty.

6 Ibid., p. 54.
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His Allegiance to Locke’s Empiricism :— In  his
Treatise of Human Nature Hume right at the outset swears
allegiance to Locke’s empiricism. Like Locke, Hume
helieves that our experience gets all its perceptions either
through impressions or ideas. There is no qualitative difte-
rence between these two sources of knowledge. They difter
only in degree. Those perceptions which come to us with
“most force and violence” are called impressions. Ideas
are only faint images of these and as such they do not lead
us to anything absolutely new. They cannot give us any-
thing, which is not already contained in our impressions.

“All the perceptions of the human mind resolve themselves
into two distinct kinds, which I shall call impressions and ideas.
The difference between these consists in the degrees of force
and liveliness, with which they strike upon the mind, and make
their way into our thought or consciousness. Those perceptions

" which enter with most force and violenc€, we may name impres-
sions ; and, under this name, I comprehend all our sensations,
passions, and emotions, as they make their first appearance in
the soul. By ideas, I mean the faint images of these in thinking
and reasoning ; such as, for instance, are all the perceptions
excited by the present discourse, excepting only those which arise
from the sight and touch, and excepting the immediate pleasure
Or uneasiness it may occasion.”’? ‘

Having laid down these two primary sources of our
knowledge, Hume proceeds to give us their various classifi-
cations into simple and complex and each of these again
1s subdivided into sensation and reflection. With these
detailed classifications, we are not directly concerned here.
It 1s enough to note that they do not involve any funda-
mental departure from the general empirical line of thinking.
~ Rejection of the Idea of Substance in General :— Hume
1s more rigorous in applying the test proposed by him in

1 A Treaﬁse of Human Nature, Pt. I, Bk. i, sec. 1.
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agreement with Locke to determine the validity of the philo-
sophical ideas. In this connection, Hume in the first place,
perfectly agrees with Berkeley in rejecting the idea of mate-
rial substance. For, it involves manifest contradiction from
the standpoint of empiricism. How can one athrm the exis-
tence of something which 1s declared to be unknown and
unknowable ? But Hume's attack on the 1dea of substance
is not specific like that of Berkeley. With the material sub;
stance 1s linked up the fate of other substances as well.
We know that Berkeley, even after the rejection of material
substance, persisted in maintaining the existence of spiritual
substance viz. the self and the Infimte Substance, viz, God.
According to Hume, if the i1dea of substance 1s itself found
to be defective, the rejection of both these substances 1s in-
cumbent on us logically. Hume’s clear verdict concerning
the valichty of the 1idea of substance is as folows :(—

“I would fain ask those philosophers, who found so much
of their reasonings on the distinction of substance and accident,
and imagine we have clear ideas of each, whether the idea of

substance be derived from the impressions of sensation or re-
flection ? If it be tonveyed to us by our senses, I ask, which of

them, and after what manner ? If 1t be perceived by the eyes,
it must be a colour ; if by the ears, a sound ; if by the palate,
a taste ; and so of the other senses. But I believe none will

~assert, that substance 1s either a colour, or sound, or a taste.
The idea of substance must, therefore, be derived from an im-
pression of reflection, if it really exist. But the impressions
of reflectiors resolve themselves into our passions and emotions ;
none of which can possibly represent a substance. We have,
therefore, no idea of substance, distinct from that of a collec-
tion of particular qualities, nor have we any other meaning
when we either talk or reason concerning it.”’2

Rejection of the ldea of Spiritual Substance .— With
the rejection of- the 1dea of substance mn general, 1t follows
that not only can there be no material substance, but the idea
of spiritual substance also can no more be entertained by us.
[n fact, IHume discards the notion of personal identity by

"z Ibid. sec. A.
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subjecting it to the inexorable test of the empirical formula.
Here 1s what Hume has to say about the 1dea of personal
identity.

“For my part, when I enter'most intimately into what I
call myself, I always stumble on some particular perception or
other, of heat or cold, light or shade, love or hatred, pain or
pleasure. I never can catch myself at any time without a
perception, and never can observe anything but the perception.
When my perceptions are removed for any time, as by sound
sleep, so long am I' insensible of myself, and may truly be said
not to exist. And were all my perceptions removed by death,
and could I neither think, nor feel, nor see, nor love, nor hate,
after the dissolution of my body, I should be entirely annihilated,
nor do I conceive what i1s further requisite to make me a perfect
non-entity. If any one, upon serious and unprejudiced reflection,
thinks he has a different notion of himself, I must confess I
can reason no longer with him. All I can allow him is, that he
may be in the right as well as I, and that we are essentially
different in this particular. He may, perhaps, perceive something
simple and continued, which he calls himself; though I am
certain there is no such principle in me.”’s

Rejection of the ldea of Infinite Substance :— With
the rejection of material and spiritual substances, the idea
of Infinite substance, for which both Locke and Berkeley
had a soft corner in their heart, is virtually disposed of.
When, however, we take into consideration Hume’s views
on the nature of religion, we find that he did not go to the
extent of rejecting the belief in the being of God altogether.
Such a conclusion 1s fully supported by referring to Hume's
Dialogues concerning Natural Religion. In this work,
Hume never attacks the belief of common man in the
existence of God ; on the contrary, he takes it for granted.
The speakers of the Dialogue only seem to be in the doubt
concerning the validity of the logical proofs for the existence
of God as advanced by the theists. Hume makes them
discuss the futility of almost all the traditional arguments,
such as the ontological, physico-theological and cosmological
arguments. In none of them could be found a convincing
proof for the existence of God. But, strange as it may

s Ibid., Bks I, Pt. iv, sec. §,
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seem, this does not lead Hume to reject the belief in the
being of God. For, according to Hume, human under-
standing is so narrow and limited that through it man cannot
be helped “in forming an inference concerning the goodness
of superior powers, since he must form that inference from
what he knows, not from what he i1s ignorant of.” And yet
in spite of this Hume has not completely undermined the
foundation of Natural Theology. What he wants to suggest
is that although no sure ground can be found to establish
the existence of God, we can at least be led to it in all
probability through our analogy of .human intelligence. In
the concluding words of Philo, who is one of the interlocutors
in the Dialogue : ““The whole of Natural Theology resolves
itself into one simple, though somewhat ambiguous, at least
undefined proposition : That the cause or causes of order
in the universe probably bear some remote analogy to
human intelligence.” _

. It is on account of such passages that Prof. Huxley
speaks of Hume’s ‘‘shadowy and inconsistent Theism.” In
our opinion, Hume cannot be accused of any inconsistency
in this respect. The reason is that Hume throughout his
works is guided by the motive to apply the empirical formula
with the utmost logical rigour. Of course, this has led him
to reject outright several of our settled convictions. But,
according to Hume, questions of theoretical importance are
required to be kept apart from the questions and problems
as they affect us in our practical life. Sometimes it may
happen that they may stand poles apart. But no serious
student of philosophy need recoil from such a situation.
In the Introduction to his Treatise Hume writes :

“When we see that we have arrived at the utmost extent of
human reason, we sit down contented ; though we be perfectly
satisfled in the main of our ignorance, and perceive that we
can give no reason for our most general and most refined
principles, beside our experience of their reality ; which is the
reason of the mere vulgar, and what it required no study at
first to have discovered for the most particular and most extra-
ordinary phenomenon. And as this impossibility of making any
further progress is enough to satisfy the reader, so the writer
may derive a more delicate satisfaction from the free confession
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of his ignorance, and from his prudence in avoiding that error,
into which so many have fallen, of imposing their conjectures
and hypotheses on the world for the most certain principles.
When this mutual contentment and satisfaction can be obtained
betwixt the master and scholar, I know not what more we can
require of our philosophy.”

Hume’s views on Religion and Causality, which had
caused unusual stir in the minds of philosophical thinkers
after him, have been prompted from such a view of *philo-
sophy. For it may be that logically we may not be able
to establish a certain idea, but that need not prevent us
from believing in it for our practical purposes. In his
Dialogue Hume followed such a line of thinking. He re-
jected the idea of God logically and not practically. As a
philosopher Hume is definitely opposed to the idea of In-
finite Deity, while in his everyday life he remained devoutly
religious. But for Hume this did not in the least involve
any contradiction.  The question of inconsistency arises
only within the province of logical thinking. But, according
to Hume, thought is only one of a number of “powers or
energies in nature.” Besides thought, there are also other
principles such as instincts, generation and vegetation. Our
practical life, when it is not guided by Reason, may be
governed by anyone or all of them. Under such circum-
stances, 1f our course of action seems to be at logger-heads
with our theoretical conclusions, nobody can hold us guilty
of having committed any contradictions.

Humeé’s Critique of Causality :—Hume shows a similar
attitude of combining logical rigour along with his generous
concession to the needs of practical life even in his treatment
of the problem of causality. It is well-known that it was
particularly Hume’s treatment of causality rather than any
other thing that had roused Kant from his ‘dogmatic
slumber,” so much so that with a view to furnishing an
adequate solution to this problem Kant had to write his
Critique of Pure Reason. Kant's reaction against Hume
was, of course, perfectly justified, inasmuch as the principle
of causality is the very foundation on which the entire super-
structure of natural sciences is reared. While Hume knew
this, his conclusions with regard to it seriously called in
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question its validity from the standpoint of theoretical justi-
fication. L.t us try to understand the reasons on account
of which Hume was led to say so.

Causality, according to Hume, is one of such philo-
sophical relations in the objects ““as may be changed Without
any change in the 1deas.” The relation of causality involves
three main elements : (1) Contiguity of the object in such
a relation ; (n) their succession and (1) their necessary
connection.

“We remember to have had frequent instances of the
existence of one species of objects; and alsoc remember

that the individuals of another species of objects have always
attended them, and have existed in a regular order of continuity
and succession with regard to them. Thus we remember to have
seen that species of object we call flame, and to have felt that
specles of sensation we call Zeat. We likewise call to mind
their constant conjunction in all past instances. Without any
further ceremony, we call the one ceuse, and the other effect,
and infer the existence of the one from that of the other.”

Thesc facts lead«us to define ‘‘a cause to be an object
precedent and conliguous to another, and where all objects
resembling the former are placed in a like relation of priority
and continuity to those objects that resemble the latter.”
Now, the problem of causality crops up when we seek to
find a theoretical justihcation for the various elements that
constitute a causal relation. Out of the three elements,
the two, namely, contiguity and succession create no difhculty.
For, these relations can be verihed immediately among our
impressions. The chief difficulty arises when we come to
the third element, namely, “our 1dea of necessity when we
say that two objects are necessarily connected together.”
Flume’s analysis in this connection 1s as follows —

“Upon this head, I repeat, what I have often had occasion
to observe, that as we have no idea that is not derived from
an impression, we must find some impression that gives rise
to this 1dea of necessity, if we assert we have really such an idea.
In order to this, I consider in what objects necessity is commonly

+ Ibed,, Bk. 1, Pt. 11, sec. 6.
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supposed to lie ; and, finding that it is always ascribed to causes
and the effects, I turn my eye to two objects supposed to be placed
in that relation, and examine them in all the situations of which
they are susceptible. I immediately perceive that they are conti-
guows in time and place, and that the object we call cause precedes
the other we call effect, in no one instance can I go further, nor
is 1t possible for me to discover any third relation betwixt these
objects. I therefore enlarge my view to comprehend several
instances, where I find like objects always existing in like rela-
tions of contiguity and succession. At first sight this seems to
serve but little to my purpose. The reflection on several instances
only repeats the same objects ; and therefore can never give rise
to a new idea. But upon further inquiry I find that the repeti-
tion 1s not in every particular the same, but produces a new im-
pression, and by that means the idea which I at present examine,
For, after a frequent repetition, I find that upon the appearance
of one of the objects the mind is determined by custom to
consider its usual attendant, and to consider it in a stronger
light upon account of its relation to the first object. It is this

impression, then, or determination, which affords me the 1dea
of necessity.”™

This passage brings home to qur mind that Hume
totally rejects the 1dea of necessity on the logical grounds,
while he afﬁrms it as a custom or psychological habit that
we form in dealing with the objects in our practical life.
According to Hume, there is no inconsistency involved in
this. For, if we apply the empirical test rigorously, there
1s no possibility of finding any impression or idea of the
necessary connection in between the two objects, which enter
into causal relation. And yet for all practical purposes,
we believe 1n 1it. Such a belief, however, 1s not logical, but
only psychological.

A Critical Estimate of the English Empirical Philo-
sophy :— Locke, in the first part of his Essay, directs a
vigorous polemlc against the doctrme of Innate Ideas. He
adduces several arguments to expose the dogmatic element
in it. Locke was, in fact, convinced that the root-cause
of all dogmatism in phllosophy was the want of proper
comprehension of the limits and extent of the faculty of
knowledge In order, therefore, to shake philosophy free

5 Ibid.,, Bk. 1, Pt "Mii. sec. 14.
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from dogmatism, Locke regarded it as of utmost importance
to make hrst an investigation into the origin, extent and
limit of human understanding.

In this way, Locke was the first philosopher 1n the
modern period to make a move towards mstltutmg a
scientific inquiry into the problem of knowledge. The
method for the scientihc procedure was already formu-
lated by Bacon, who had already laid down certain principles
to cnable the researchers in the field of natural sciences to
give up all morbid habits of mind to lean on the words ot
some authority and to guide a free and unprejudiced search
into the laws of nature. Locke introduced the same empi-
rical method in the domain of philosophy.

lLocke has been frequently accused by the critics tor
having taken recourse to a purely psychological method in
dealing with the problems of philosophy. In our opinion,
this accusation is not well-founded. As a matter of fact,
it was Locke who first introduced a really critical method
in philosophy. Riehl, in his commentary on Kant’s Critique
of Pure Reason, takes the same view. He regards Locke’s
Essay as the Lnglish ¢ritique of the faculty of knowledge.
His analysis of human understanding into sensation and
various types of ideas is quite consistent with the demand
of epistemology.

But the real mistake of Locke lies in the circumstance
that in his Essay, he looks upon empirical epistemology as
the only correct and independent discipline, while he regards
ontology as a -iscipline subservient to empirical epistemo-
logy. In other words, for Locke, empirical knowledge 1s
the sole test of reality. Whatever could be known empiri-
cally 1s alone valid and real. Contrarly, whatever could
not be known through cxperience is chimerical and unreal.
Reality thus has left no scope apart from the cempirical
knowledge and hence ontology becomes identihed with empi-
rical epistemology in Locke’s system.

In the earher part of his Essay, locke’s attitude to-
wards ontology, however, was not so radical. He did leave
some place for ontology apart from epistemology. This
can be seen from the two doctrines of Locke, namely, those
of Matcrial Substance and Primary and Secondarv Quali-
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ties. Through the doctrine of Primary and Secondary
Qualities, Locke maintained that the things in the objective
world possess two different kinds of properties. One kind
of them depends for its existence entirely on the percipient’s
mind. Such qualities, for example, are colour, sound, taste,
smell, etc. Locke calls these the Secondary qualltles But
besides these there are also certain qualities, which are the
permanent possessions of things themselves and which do
not at all depend for their existence on the perception of
the subject. These are called the Primary qualities, 'such
as, extension, figure, size, motion, etc. From the conception
of Primary qualities, we can very easily understand that
Being is not altogether identical with knowledge in Locke’s
system.

Bemg displays a similar independence of knowledge
in Locke’s doctrine of Material Substance. Material Sub-
stance, according to Locke, 1s the substratum or support
underlying the phenomena of the objective world. Locke
also positively maintains that this substrate i1s abstract in
its nature. That is to say, though it positively exists behind
the knowable phenomena of the world, yet in and by itselt
it 1s something unknown and unknowable From this con-
ception of Material Substance it i1s quite evident that Locke
did leave room for ontology apart from epistemology. The
material substance, which 1s an ontological principle, while,
truly existing, i1s perfectly abstract and beyond the pale of
knowledge.

But no sooner did Locke formulate the doctrine of
Material Substance than he forgot the claims of ontology.
For, in the latter portion of his Essay. Locke openly main-
tains that what 1s known through our sensations and ideas
has solely the claim to reality. What is not known in this
way cannot be said to be real at all. This change in Locke’s
view occurs as follows :—

Locke initially did hold that the object as it exists in-
dependently can be known. But the cognitive process takes
place through the mediation of its various sensory ‘‘represen-
tations.”  Locke then thought that we have a direct access
to our ‘‘ideas” about the object. The object as it 1s In
and by itself or the archetype of our ideas is not possible
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for us to know. And since the bodily aspect of the object
does not enter into the field of knowledge 1t 1s of no signi-
ficance philosophically. When the argument reached this
stage, the way was clear for making epistemology the
supreme discipline of philosophy and making ontology sub-
servient to it. For, now there is left no room for onto-
logical reality apart from epistemology. The real hence-
forward becomes co-extensive with the knowable. And this
1s th¢ same as saying that ontology 1s perfectly identical with
epistemology. This confusion is the root-cause of mis-
guiding the entire philosophical speculation in the modern
period. We shall now proceed to trace the development
of the chaos in the philosophies of Locke’s successors.
Berkeley, in his Principles of Human Knowledge, makes
a vigorous attempt to identify ontology with epistemology.
The famous doctrine which he propounds in this treatise,
namely, esse is percipi, unambiguously shows that in the

beginning Berkeley is not in the least prepared to concede
to Being any room apart from knowledge. In fact,

Berkeley’s doctrine of esse 1s percipi 1s only a culmination
of Locke’s epistemologism. Locke himself, however was
precluded from advocating a full-fledged eplstemologlsm,
inasmuch as the ghost of his earlier ontologism, to be met
with 1n the doctrines of Primary and Secondary Qualitics

as well as Material Substance, was haunting his mind till
the end. But Berkeley, in order to give us a thorough-
going epistemological philosophy, wiped away all the vestiges
of Locke’s ontologism. With regard to Material Sub-
stance, Berkeley maintained that since it is something un-
known and unknowable, it had no right to exist. For,
knowledge alone is the test of reality. Again, in connection
with the primary qualities Berkeley asserts that it 1s wrong
to divorce them from the secondary qualities. For both
these types of qualities are invariably found together in our
experience. And since the secondary qualities are mind-
dependent, the primary qualities too like-wise must be
dependent for their existence on the knowledge of the perci-

pient. In this way, Berkeley, by stripping off Lockean
epistemologism of all traces of ontologism, had almost

carried 1t to its logical extreme.
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' But Berkeley makes a return to ontologism in his doct-
rine of Self and God. With regard to the Self, Berkeley
maintains that our understanding and will presuppose the
existence of a spiritual substance. The question is : Is this
spiritual substance empirically knowable ? Berkeley says :
No. Here Berkeley clearly gives up his allegiance to the
empirical method. He, however, suggests that although
we cannot know the Self, we can, nevertheless, have a notion
of it. Here Berkeley has uttered a great truth without bheing
aware of its momentous implications. That 1s why, his state-
ment particularly in the context in which he is thinking, is
nothing short of a dogma. With regard to the conception of
God we find that Berkeley was led to formulate it in order
to explain the cause of our sensations. The order and co-
herence of sensations, as is self-evident, do not at all depend
upon the mind of the individual percipient. Consequently,
they must have their source ih some over-personal mind,
which, according to Berkeley, can be nothing else but God.
But to regard God as the cause of sensations really makes
Him indistinguishable from the Material Substance, which
discharges the same function in the Lockean system. Thus,
in Berkeley’s doctrine of God, ontology asserts its independ-
ence of epistemology. For, God i1s an ontological entity
whose esse 1s not dependent on the perception of the finite
mind.

Moreover, there is good reason to believe that Berke-
ley himself felt a positive repugnance to his epistemological
philosophy that he propounded in his Principles. For, in his
later works, especially in the Siris, he definitely abandons it
and adopts a position akin to that of Platonic Idealism.

In Hume’s philosophy, the epistemologism of the em-
pirical school meets its Nemesis. For, if, according to the
empirical formula, Being is identical with knowing, then
nothing that does not form part of knowledge can be said
to exist. The doctrine of material substance was already dis-
carded by Berkeley. But Berkeley himself had retained the
doctrine of Self or spiritual substance as well as that of God.
Hume, however, through a rigorous adherence to the em-
pirical formula, showed the futility of these doctrines of
Berkeley. For, neither the self nor God form part of the
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knowable world. Hence, neither of the doctrines of Berke-
ley can be said to be valid. Hume’s philosophy thus lands
us in absolute scepticism. But Hume 1s not to blame for this.

For, to Hume goes the credit of showing that scepticism in-
evitably follows in the wake of empirical epistemologism as

such.
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Kant

His Copernican Revolution in Philosophy — As has
expressly been mentioned by Kant, it was Hume, who *hirst
roused him from his * dogrnatlc slumber. ”  We have al-
ready seen that Hume’s chief merit lay in carrying the em-
pirical philosophy to its logical extreme through a rigorous
adherence to its original assertion, namely, Experience is the
source of our knowledge. 'The consequence of this endea-
vour has been to precipitate the entire metaphysical specula-
tion into a thorOughgoing sensationalism and scepticism.
Especially, Hume’s critique of causality has had a singularly
malignant effect on the objective validity of the natural and
mathematical sciences. For, the principle of causality is
their very life and soul. Hence when Hume declared that
the pr1nc1ple of causality is nothmg but a fiction of mind, the
very toundation, on which the natural and mathematical
SCIENCES wWere based was removed.

Kant, who himself was a good mathematician and phy-
sicist, could hardly tolerate the pitiable condition in which
the entire science was put. Kant himself had no doubt in
his mind about the objective validity of the natural and
mathematical sciences. He presupposed it. What Kant had
uppermost in his mind was to vindicate it and thus to circum-
vent the sceptical consequences of Hume’s philosophy. In
order to achieve this aim Kant thought it worthwhile to
undertake a fresh inquiry into the problem of knowledge and
to demonstrate through it the objective validity of the
mathematical and natural sciences. The results of Kant’s
epistemological investigations are, as is well-known, em-
bodied chiefly in the Critique of Pure Reason.

In the Critique of Pure Reason, Kant also believes that
1t 1s not possuble to escape scepticism so long as the episte-
mological inquiry is carried along the method followed by
the philosophies before his time. For, the traditional method
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was mainly dogmatic in character. That is to say, it made
use of the faculty of knowledge without any previous consi-
deration of its proper limits and extent. The weakness of
such a procedure is apparent on the very face of it. It
consists in the circumstance that through it we are sometimes
led to believe in the existence of certain objects, which do
not at all fall within the province of knowledge. The doc-
trines of spiritual substance, God, material substance, etc
especially of the Cartesian phllosophy, were such unprovecf
assumptions. It is.quite proper, therefore, that the sceptic
should doubt the existence of such transcendent objects.
Scepticism is thus the inevitable consequence of dogmatic
philosophy. This is expressed by Kant in his Preface to the
second ed-ition of the Critique of Pure Reason.

“ Hitherto it has been assumed that all our knowledge must
conform to objects. But all attempts to extend our knowledge
of objects by establishing something in regard to them e priori,
by means of concepts, have, on this assumption, ended in failure.”

The only way in which the debdcle can be avoided is

pointed out by Kantsein continuation of the passage just
quoted :

“We must therefore make trial whether we may not have
more success in the tasks of metaphysics, if we suppose that
objects must conform to our knowledge. This would agree
better with what is desired, namely, that it should be possible
to have knowledge of objects a prior:, determining something in
regard to them prior to their being given. We should then be
proceeding precisely on the lines of Copemicus’ primary hypo-
thesis. Failing of satisfactory progress in explaining the move-
ments of the heavenly bodies on the supposition that they all
revolved round the spectator, he tried whether he might not have
better success if he made the spectator. to revolve and the stars
to remain at rest.”’?

This i1s how Kant wanted to effect a sort of Conperni-
can revolution in the method of philosophy. The new stand-
pomt introduced by Kant is called criticism. It is criticism,

T Critique of Pure Reason, Preface to Second Edition, Pp. xvi-xvii,
Eng. translation by N. K. Smith.
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because, according to Kant, a critical examination of the
limits and extent of the faculty of knowledge can alone
make metaphysics free from all dogmatism and hence make
it truly scientific.

The Problem of the Critique :—Kant has formulated
the general problem of Pure Reason in the second edition
of his Critique thus : How are a prior: synthetic judgments
possible ? ' -

According to Kant, our knowledge consists of two ele-
ments : the one is perception and the Qther is conception.
Perception yields only such propositions as are synthetic.
‘For example, when I say that ““The tree 1s green,” the
predicate of the proposition, viz. ‘green’ 1is something
new, because it is not already contained in the subject term,
viz. ‘ tree’. Howsoever much we may analyse the subject
term, ‘ tree’, it can never lead us to the concept * green’.
The two concepts, which are independent of each other, are
synthesized \n the proposition ‘‘ The tree is green,”’ by
means of our perception. Thus, perception is absolutely
essential in order to explain synthetic judgments.

Now, synthetic judgments in and by themselves are
particular. For, when we say that ‘““The tree 1s green,” the
proposition does not state a fact which is absolutely univer-
sal and necessary. For it cannot be regarded as the essen-
tial character of a tree to be green at all. A trece can as
well have a difterent colour.  Synthetic judgments, there-
fore, yield knowledge, which is only particular and contin-
gent. At best, such judgments can have such a generality
which can yield only probable truths. For, example, the
empirical generalizations, such as. “All crows are black”,
only yield such truths as are probable. They can never
lead us to a knowledge which 1s absolutely certain and uni-
versal.

We are, therefore, required to pass on to those judg-
ments, which, while synthetic, are also universal and neces-
sary. We come across such judgments in mathematics and
natural sciences. For example, “All bodies are heavy’ or
“2+5=7," are judgments which, according to Kant, are
synthetic as well as universal and necessary. In the first
proposition the subject and predicate are quite independent
of each other. No amount of analysis of the subject term
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can ever yield us the predicate. But the synthesis of both
these concepts in the proposition “All bodies are heavy” s
not accidental. On the contrary, it expresses a universal
and necessary truth. The same is true of the mathematical
propositions. According to Kant, 7 can be obtained in seve-
ral ways. We can obtain it by combining 3 with 4, or by
subtracting 2 from 9. But in a certain experience, when
2+5 is given, it necessarily leads to 7. In such a conclu-
siqn, therefore, along with the particularity, there 1s also
involved the universal character, which is due to the oper-
ation of the conceptual faculty of our mind. It 1s necess-
ary to observe here that the conceptual synthesis invariably
bestows upon a judgment a character of being universal and
necessary. Such a conceptual synthesis is called by Kant
““a prior’’ or transcendental. It is a priori, not because
it comes first in time, but because 1t 1s essentially presupposed
in any knowledge which is universal and necessary. It i1s
also called transcendental (and not “transcendent”) in order
to suggest that the universal and necessary character of
such judgments does not have its origin in the empirical ex-
perience or sensibility, but it is derived from the faculty of
conception or Reasbn, which transcends that of sensibility.
' It this 1s understood, then, according to Kant, the

judgments which are a priori and synthetic hold the very
key to unravel the secrets of our faculty of knowledge. 1f
we are able to explain the possibility of such judgments, we
can as well know fully the limits and extent of our know-
ledge. When, therefore, Kant formulated the problem of
his Critique by saying : How are a priori synthetic judg-
ments possible ?, he has given in our hands as it were the
very helm, which will keep us on the right path through-
out the inquiry into those a priori conditions which make
knowledge possible.

The Critique of Pure Reason combines both Epistc-
mology and Metaphysics :—It would be wrong to think
that in the Critique of Pure Reason, Kant intended to give
us only a theory of knowledge. This is, no doubt, the pri-
mary purpose of the book. But Kant also wanted that his
epistemological analysis should subserve the purpose of
solving the metaphysical problem. In the Preface to the
First Edition of his Critique, Kagt clearly says :
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“I do not mean by this a critique of books and systems,
but of the faculty of reason in general, in respect of all know-
ledge after which it may strive independently of all experience.
It will therefore decide as to the possibility or impossibility of
metdphysics in general and determine sources, its extent, and
its limits — all in accordance with principles.”

. It 1s quite obvious from this passage that Kant's ori-
ginal intention in writing the Critique was not only to give
epistemology, but also such metaphysics as would be found-
ed strictly on his epistemology. This requires us to be very
cautious in accepting Kant’s results as they are. For here
Kant manifests the very same prejudice, with which Locke
embarked on writing his Essay. Nay, we can as well go
back to Plato, who had made a similar attempt by identify-
ing ontology with the Socratic theory of knowledge. Indeed,
Kant’s attempt bears great similarity to Plato’s. For, just
as Socratic theory of knowledge is the result of overcoming
the defects of the empirical epistemology of Protagoras,
similarly Kantian Critique of Pure Reason seeks to substi-
tute rational epistemology for Locke’s empirical episte-
mology. "

But side by side with his epistemological analysis,
Kant has also made an attempt to identify ontology with
epistemology. And it 1s this which 1s the fundamental
basis of the entire German Idealism right from Kant to
Hegel. This has not only created unnecessary complications
in Kant’s epistemological analysis itself, but it has also
made him change and shift his position very frequently in
analysing the nature of reality without knowing the reason
why such a confusion was caused. In the Critique of Pure

Reason itself he puts forward as many as three difterent
views of things-in-themselves. When he was not satished
with them, he passed on to the other Critiques. Here also
he had to confront similar difficulties. It is this which made
Kant's mind extremely restless. When we pass on to Kant’s
successors, such as, Fichte, Schelling- and Hegel, we find
that the more they tried to make ontology subordinate to

the rational epistemology of Kant, the more they got them-
selves entangled into innumerable difficulties and contradic-
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tions. In the following pages, we propose to narrate the
story of such a confusion.

Kant’s First Conception of Thing-in-Itself .—It has
already been pointed out that the critical standpoint of Kant
is nothing but a fresh move towards indentifying ontology
with epistemology. This is evident from the express dec-
laration of Kant that reality must be immanent in know-
ledge. If reality, is transcendent to knowledge, that is te
say, 1f 1t 1s not conformable to the conditions which: make
knowledge possible, then it 1s, for Kant, as good as nothing.
Now, this proposition evidently means that metaphysics
must necessarily be subservient to epistemology. For, a
genuine metaphysics i1s possible, so we are led to believe,
only when the objects, which it deals with, are first declared
to be knowable and valid by epistemology. In this way,

cpistemology i1s made the supreme discipline of philosophy
and 1s granted complete independence.

But what is given with one hand is taken away with
the other. For, in the Critique of Pure Reason, ontology
as the doctrine of thing-in-itself constantly makes its appear-
ance and begins to encroach upon the domain of epistemo-
logy. Thus, to begin with, in the Transcendental Aesthetic
Kant says : ““The effect of an object upon the faculty of re-
presentation, so far as we are affected by it, i1s sensation.’
Now, the ‘“object,” to which our sensations must corres-
pond, is believed by Kant to be outside the pale of our
knowledge. It 1s called by him an unknown and unknow-
able or more precisely the transcendental object. The fol-
lowing quotation will make this clear :

“Now, also, we are in a position to determine more ade-
quately our concept of an object in general. All representations
have, as representations, their object, and can themselves in
turn become objects of other representations. Appearances are
the sole objects which can be given to us immediately, and that
in them which relates immediately to the object is called iIn-
tuition. But these appearances are not things in themselves ;
they are only representations, which in turn have their object—
an object which cannot itself be intuited by us, and which may,
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therefore, be named the non-empirical, that is, transcendental
object = X.”2

Kant’s doctrine of transcendental object, it should be
observed here, 1s quite inconsistent with the requirements of
the new method which he introduced in the domain of philo-
sophy. Kant, as we have just seen, speaks of the transcen-
dental object as the cause of sensations. But, according to
the teaching of the Critique, casuality is a category of know-
ledge. Hence, to apply it to the transcendental object,
which absolutely transcends experience, is quite inconsistent.
Moreover, if we look into the matter more closely, we shall
hnd that Kant’s doctrine of transcendental object is an on-
tological doctrine closely akin to the Lockean doctrine of
material substance. It is simply another name for the abs-
tract essence lying behind the things of the phenomenal
world. 1f such be the case, then the retention of such a
doctrine will necessarily cause a serious limitation to the
self-government granted to epistemology. For, ontology,
since its object 1s now totally outside the jurisdiction of
knowledge, will refuse to yield its palm to epistemology and
lay claim to a position quite independehit of it.

Kant's Second Conception of Thing-in-Itself —In
fact, Kant himself, as he proceeds with his Critique, appears
to have realized the weakness of his doctrine of transcen-
dental object. For, in the Transcendental Logic, which fol-
lows immediately after the Transcendental Aesthetic, Kant
comes to maintain that an object of knowledge cannot exist
independently of the conceptual activity of the subject’s
mind. This is expressed by Kant in the following sentences :

“Thoughts without content are empty, intuitions without
concepts are blind. It is, therefore, just as necessary to make
our concepts sensible, that is, to add the object to them in intui-
tion, as to make our intuitions intelligible, that 1s, to bring them
under concepts. These two powers or capacities cannot ex-
change their functions. The understanding can intuit nothing,
the senses can think nothing. Only through their union can
knowledge arise.”’s

2 Ibid. A 108-100.
3 Ibid., A. 51. °
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Henceforward, Kant increasingly comes to regard the
object not as transcendent to, but immanent in, knowledge.
The gradual change in Kant’s standpoint reaches its clirnax
when Kant in the Transcendental Analytic, especially in the
chapter entitled ‘“The Ground of the Distinction of all Ob-
jects in general into Phenomena and Noumena”, definitely
maintains that the thing-in-itself, which was originally look-
ed upon as completely outside the mind, 1s made here an
object of pure intelligence. In its new role, the thing-in-
itselT 1s called a noumenon. |

Now, the above change in Kant’s conception of thing-
in-itself is very significant. For by substituting the concep-
tion of noumenon for that of transcendental object, Kant
firstly rejected the possibility of any ontology independently
of epistemology ; and secondly, by making reality one with
‘the ultimate principle of knowledge, namely, pure intelli-
gence, Kant positively subordinated ontology to epistemo-
logy. In this way, epistemology ultimately triumphs over
ontology, when the thing-in-itself becomes a noumenon.

But, curiously enough, immediately after formulating
the conception of noumenon, Kant makes a departure from
his original critical standpoint. The reason is this : The
noumenon, according to Kant, is accessible only through in-

tellectual intution, which is not possible for a man. Kant
says :

“None the less, if the concept of a noumenon be taken in
a merely problematic sense, it is not only admussible, but as
setting limits to sensibility 1s likewise indispensable. But In
that case a noumenon is not for our understanding a special
(kind of) object, namely, an intelligible object ; the (sort of)
understandirig to which it might belong 1s itself a problem. For
we cannot in the least represent to ourselves the possibility of
an understanding which should know its object, not discursively
through categories, but intuitively in a non-sensible intuition.”+

Elsewhere Kant says that the intuitive apprehension
(spoken of in the above passage) is ‘‘the prerogative of the
original Being,” that 1s, God and not of man. In this con-
nection Dr. Maitra says :

¢ Ibid., A. 256.
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“What exactly does Kant mean by saying that God has
the faculty of knowing things by means of an intellectual intui-
tion ? There are two distinct ideas involved in this statement.
In the first place, it means that the knowledge of the thing-
in-1tself can be given only in an intuition ; thought is incompe-
tent to give 1it. Vaihinger lays stress upon this and shows that
Kant had distrust of discursive thinking.’”s

To admit that reality cannot be given by thought is
clearly to abandon the critical standpoint and to lapse into
pure ontologism. Dr. Maitra, in another of his articles en-
titled “Kant’s View of Intellectual Intuition,” comes to the
conclusion that Kant’s conception of noumenon, like the
doctrine of transcendental object, is equally prejudicial to
his critical standpoint :

“‘What I want to say, is that this doctrine of a noumenon
as an object of an intellectual intuition is also a pre-critical sur-
vival. I have clearly shown that it is found in a very early
writing, namely, the Novae Dilucidatio (1775) written twenty-six
years before the First Edition of the Critique of Pure Reason.
It 1s also quite as abstract as the doctrine of the transcendental
object. The change, in fact, from the transcendental object to
the noumena, as Caird has pointed out in a remarkable passage
of his Critical Philosophy of Kant, is one from the ‘ abstractly
real’ to the ‘abstractly ideal’. ..... To the concept of the
noumenon also there clings, therefore, the same abstract character
as does to the concept of thing-in-itself. Consequently, from
the point of view of concreteness there is no advance in the
change from the standpoint of transcendental object to that of
the noumena.”

. It 1s now clear that in the two doctrines of thing-in-
itselt 1n the Critique of Pure Reason, namely, those of tran-
scendental object as well as noumenon, there has been a re-
crudescence of ontology in epistemology.

Kant’s Third Conception of Thing-in-Itself :—Kant,
however, soon regained the lost balance of his mind. For,
in the same Critique, there is also a third conception of thing-
in-1tself, namely, the Idea of Reason, which, as we shall pre-

5 Kaleidoscopic Changes in Kant's Conception of Thing-in-Itself—A
Paper.
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sently see, is on the whole quite consistent with the origi-
nal plan of the Critique.

The conception of Idea of Reason is formulated by
Kant in the last division of his Critique, namely the ;I'rans-
cendental Dialectic. Here Kant distinguishes the faculty of
Reason from that of Understanding. @ While the Under-
standing is the faculty of rules, Reason is the faculty of prin-
ciples. The faculty of Reason, however, i1s not absolutely
divarced from that of Understanding. On the contrary, it
is Reason that gives unity to the rules of understanding by
means of its principles.

The reason why Kant was obliged to invoke the aid
of the faculty of Reason is this. There is an insistent de-
mand i1n us to find such a principle as would give an ab-
solute and unconditional unity to the facts of experience.
Now, the understanding, as the faculty of knowledge, is un-
able to give an unconditional unity te our experience. For,
the categories, which are the part and parcel of understand-
ing, are by themselves unable to give rise to any kind of
knowledge. For their operation they invariably require the
data ‘given’ throughssense-perception. The manifold of
sense, however, which forms the matter of the a priori
forms of understanding 1s always particular and conditioned.
The Understanding, being thus chained to the knowledge
of the conditioned, cannot possibly take us to the Uncondi-

tioned. The knowledge of the particular and conditioned
object can lead us possibly to the knowledge of another
particular and conditioned object, but it can never lead us
to the Unconditioned which is absolutely universal in its
character.

Precisely here the faculty of Reason comes to the aid
of Understanding. It is possible for Reason to give an un-
conditioned unity to our experience simply because 1t does
not deal with the perceptions directly, but indirectly,
through the pure a priori conceptions of Understanding.
Now, Kant believes that the synthetic process of pure
Reason is the same as the analytic process of thought found
in the syllogistic reasoning of Formal Logic. Formal Logic
makes us aware of three ways in which Reason in its logical
use seeks to unify knowledge. Thgy are, namely, the cate-
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gorical, hypothetical and disjunctive syllogisms. And since,
according to Kant, analytic and synthetic processes of
thought are quite identical, Pure Reason also seeks the Un-
conditiened in three different directions. “‘First, the Uncon-
ditioned of the categorical synthesis in a subject ; secondly,
of the hypothetical synthesis of the members of a sertes;
thirdly, of the disjunctive synthesis of the parts in a system.”

Now, the important point to observe here 1s that, ac-
cording to Kant, the Ideas of Reason are also things-in-
themselves. That is to say, the absolute principles of know-
ledge are at the same time ontological entities. The three
ontological objects corresponding to the three Ideals of
Reason are the Self, the World and God. The last i1s
called by Kant the Ideal of Pure Reason simply because it
is ‘“‘the Idea, not only in concreto, but also in individuo, that
1s, an individual thing determinable and determined by the
Idea alone.”

It is easy to see now that in the Ideas of Reason, Kant
has almost reached the fulfilment of his idea with which he
began the Critique, namely, to make reality conform to the
conditions of knowledge. Ontology, which in the first two
conceptions of thing-in-itself, namely, the transcendental
object and noumenon, tried to break loose from epistemo-
logy, is now made one with it in the third conception ot
thing-in-itself, that is, the Idea of Reason.

But curiously enough, just when we expect epistemology
to be all in all, Kant’s old predilection for ontology returns,
and he declares the Ideas of Reason, although they are the
fulhlment and completion of knowledge, to be outside the
pale of Knowledge. The Ideas of Reason are ‘‘transcen-
dent, as overstepping the limits of all experience which can
never supply an object adequate to the transcendental idea.”®
The same 1dea 1s expressed by Kant when he asserts that
the Ideas of Reason are regulative in contradistinction
from the rules of understanding which are constiiutive.”
Now, to maintain that the Ideas of Reason are only regula-
tive and not constitutive principles is tantamount to saying

6 Ibid. A. 327.
7 Ibid., A. 500.
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that the relation between reality and knowledge 1s asym-
ptotic. |
We thus find that in the doctrine of Idea pf Reason,
ontology once more shakes itself free from epistemology.
Kant’s best attempt, therefore, to identify ontolofy with
epistemology in the Critique of Pure Reason ultimately

proves a failure.

Kant’s Fourth Conception of Thing in-Itself —Seeing
that reality is beyond the reach of epistemology, Kant in his
ethical works tries to subordinate it to axiology. W¢é shall
now proceed to examine this new confusion.

In the Metaphysic of Morals, Kant attempts to find
an a priori basis for morality.  Kant 1s able to do so by
discovering the source of goodness in the will of the moral
agent. ‘“‘Nothing in the world, or even outside the world,
can possibly be regarded as good without limitation except
a good will.” Now, the will cannot be good absolutely, if
it 1s determined by a necessity that is not its own, because
in this case the Will will be good only as a means to some
end other than itself. But in order that the will may bc
good 1n 1itself or absolutely and not simply as a means, 1t 1s
essential that it must be determined solely by virtue of its
own inner necessity. INNow, the inner necessity cannot be the
mechanical nccessity of nature, because then the will can-
not but be determined by the laws of nature and will lose
all the power of self-determination. If the will is to have
a scope for sclf-determination, it must be determined by a
law that 1s opposed to the mechanical law. Such a law can-
not but be the law of freedom which is categorically imper-

ative. The law of freedom, again, cannot be a posteriori.
Kant says :

“When we add further that, unless we deny that the notion
of morality has any truth or reference to any possible object,
we must admit that its law must be valid, not merely for men,
but for all rational creatures generally, not merely under cer-
tain contingent conditions or with exceptions, but with absolute
necessity, then it is clear that no experience could enable us
to infer, even the possibility of such apodictic laws.”’8

A ——r—

8 Metaphysic of Morals, Abbot’s translation, p. 30.
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‘The moral law, thus, 1s extra-experiential or, which
1s the same, a priori.

Now, it will be remembered here that in its theoretical
aspect, the faculty of Reason is the source of certain prin-
ciples or Ideas. But, according to Kant, the Ideas cannot be
realized completely in knowledge.  They are, therefore,
transcendent for speculative reason. But the same Reason,
according to Kant, although it fails to realize itself in its
theoretical aspect, does so in its practical aspect by becom-
ing the source of moral law. We thus find that what Reason
is unable to accomplish in its theoretical aspect is achieved
by it 1n its practical side.

Again, we have already seen that the Ideas of Reason
are also things-in-themselves. Consequently, the above-
mentioned. difference in the view of the function of Reason
is sure to aftect the conception of thing-in-itself as well. Such,
in fact, is actually the case. In the Critique of Pure Reason,
Kant regarded the Ideas of Reason as transcendent entities.
But in the Critique of Practical Reason, Kant’s view under-
goes a complete change. For, he says that the moral law
1s ‘‘able for the first time to give objective, though only
practical, reality to reason, which alwiys became transcen-
dent when it sought to proceed speculatively with 1ts ideas.
It thus changes the transcendent use of reason into an im-
manent use....... ° Thus, the thing-in-itself 1s not trans-

cendent to, but immanent in, the practical Reason.

The above change in Kant’s conception of thing-in-itselt
is very significant. For, through it Kant 1s able to concede
supremacy to axiology over ontology. The highest principle
of morality, namely, the law of freedom is now directly con-
versant with noumenal reality. There is, therefore, left no
scope for ontology as apart from axiology. We thus find
that in the Critique of Practical Reason, we meet with a
definite change in Kant’s attitude towards axiology. Kant
so far has been maintaining that a will in order to be good
must be determined by itself, that is, by its own law, which
1s the same as moral law.  Self-determination, however,
according to Kant, definitely excludes all extraneous motives
involved mainly in striving for happiness, which arises from

® Critique of Practical Reason, Abbot’s tr., p. 154.
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the consequences of our actions issuing into the world of
nature. But in the Dialectic of Practical Reason, Kant be-
lieves that in the Summum Bonum, which 1s the highest ob-

ject of Practical Reason, the possibility of happingss in so
far as it is in conformity with the moral law, is not exclud-

ed. Read the following passage :

“It has been shown in the Analytic that virtue (as worthi;
ness to be happy) is the supreme condition of all our pursuit
of happiness, and is therefore the supreme good. But it docs
not follow that, it is the whole and perfect good as the object
of the desires of rational beings; for this requires happiness
also, and that not merely in the partial eyes of the person who
makes himself an end, but even in the judgment of an impar-
tial reason, which regards persons in general as ends in them-

selves. 19

If the complete good includes also happiness, the ques-
tion naturally arises : Is the connection between virtue and
happiness analytic or synthetic ? That it is not analytic can
be scen from the fact that it 1s not contained 1 the concep-
tion of moral law vhich excludes all motives except those
that issuc directly from the i1deas of duty. The relation
between virtue and happiness, thercfore, ““must be synthetic,
and synthetic in the way of cause and eftect.”” Dut this in-
volves us in the antinomy of Practical Reason. Ifor, either
“the desire for happiness must be the motive to maxims of
virtue, or the maxims of virtue must be the efhcient cause
of happincss ”’

[ndeed, Kant makes an attempt to solve the antinomy
of the relation of virtue and happiness by making them be-
long to the noumenal and phenomenal world respectively.
But the solution is hardly satisfactory. For, the noumenal
and phenomenal world, being entirely disparate in their
nature, stand in need of the medium of *‘an intelligent author
of nature” to bring them together. In the same Critique
Kant speaks later on that ‘it is morally necessary to hold
the cexistence of God.” For, God alone can "distribute
happiness in proportion to goodness.

[t 15 casy to understand now that the supremacy, which

10 Ibid., p. 245.
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Kant had assigned to axiology in the Analytic of the Critique
of Practical Reason was only nominal. For, axiology also
seeks ultimate rest in the conception of a Supreme Being,.
whose existence i1s quite independent of the moral law. In
this way, ontology, which was sought to be indentihed with
axiology by Kant in the Critique of Practical Reason, asserts
its 1dentity apart from axiology and insists on having an in-
dependent sphere for itself.

Kant's Fifth Conception of Thing-in-Itself —When
Kant was disappointed in getting an access to reality throu h
the Pure and Practical Reason, he turned to the faculty of
Judgment or Feeling for the same reason. This attempt
1s embodied in Kant’s Critique of Judgment.

In the Critique of Judgment Kant tries to maintain that
our feeling of pleasure involves certain g prior: principles.
The method followed by him in this connection is briefly
as follows :

The fundamental principle underlying our feeling of
pleasure, according to Kant, is that of purposiveness (Zweck-
mdéssigkeit) of Nature. By virtue of this principle
we are enabled to look upon Nature as a well-ordered whole
or a cosmos. That is to say, it makes us believe that the
various empirical laws of Nature are not isolated and dis-
parate, but are inter-connected “‘deriving their unity in seem-
ing diversity from an intelligence which is at the source of
nature.” It gives us pleasure to think that Nature is a
well-ordered whole just as the contemplation of chaos would
be painful.

Now, the principle that Nature is purposive 1s an &
priori pr1nc1ple This will be clear from the following pass-
age :

“That the concept of a purposiveness of nature belongs to:
transcendental principles can be sufficiently seen from the max-
ims of the Judgment, which lie at the basis of the investigation
of nature a priori, and yet do not go further than the possibility
of experience, and consequently of the cognition of nature—not
indeed’ nature in general, but nature as determined through a
variety of particular laws. These maxims present themselves in
the course of this science often enough, though in a scattered
way, as sentences of metaphysical wisdom, whose necessity we
cannot demonstrate fromr concepts. ‘“Nature takes the shortest
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way (lex parsimomae) :...... etc...... If we suppose to set

forth the origin of these fundamental propositions and try to do
so by the psychological method, we violate their sense. For jch.ey
do not tell us what happens, i.e., by what rule our cogmtve
powers actually operate, and how we judge ; but how ye ougt_lt
to judge and this logical objective necessity does not emerge if
the principles are merely empirical. Hence that purposiveness
of nature for our logical cognitive faculties and their use, which
is plainly apparent from them, is a transcendental principle of
judgments....”12

The important point to notice here is that, according
to Kant, the feeling of pleasure is the mediating link between
epistemology and axiology or, what is the same, between the
world of nature and the world of freedom. Kant tries to
prove this as follows :

In the two previous Critiques, Kant had drawn a sharp
line of distinction between subject and object. Thus, in the
Critigue of Pure Reason, Kant separated the world of ob-
jective existence from pure self-consciousness. IFor, accord-
ing to Kant, the unity of self-consciousness per se 1s analytic.
Though the same becomes a synthetic unity in the process
of knowledge, yet it is unable to assimilate to itself com-
pletely the object, which according to Kant, is “‘given” to it
from outside. Consequently, after knowing the object, self-
consciousness has to make a negative return to itself. In
other words, it has to fall back upon its original blank and
empty analytic unity.  The same duality between subject
and object continues in the Critique of Practical Reason.
For, here also, as we havc seen, the moral law, which has
its source 1n the pure self-consciousness, is opposed to the
mechanical necessity of the world of nature.

But in spite of the distinction between the self-consci-
ousness and the objective world in the two Critiques, Kant
did implicitly recognize the ultimate unity underlying the

two. Caird has nicely elucidated this point in the following
passage :

“Now the Dialectic showed us that reason in its regulative
use gives rise to certain principles of investigation, which reach

11 Critique of Judgment, Bernard’s tr.. pp. 21-22.
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beyond the laws of the understanding, and both incite and guide
us in the application of these laws. The principles are especi-
ally the principles of the “homogeneity, specification and conti-
nuity” of the natural forms of things ; principles the meaning
of which, summarily' expressed, 1s that nature is a system, whose
systematic order is discoverable by our intelligence. If these
principles are assumed, we are able not only to say that all
objects as such fall under the laws of pure understanding, but
that the intelligence acting through these laws may by their
means expect to be always advancing in the discovery of syste-
matic unity in the world—more and more definitely to see unity
under all its diversity, diversity flowing out of its unity, and
diversity and unity more and more closely knit together by
continuous steps of transition. To say this, however, is to say
that nature is relative to the intelligence not only as a system
In which the laws themselves have an order of subordination,
ultimately pointing to the unity of intelligence as their source ;
or, in other words, that the world has in it such a unity as it
would have, if it had been arranged with a view to its being
comprehended by our intelligence.”’12

A similar recognition of the basic unity between Reason
and Nature is to be found in the Critique of Practical
Reason. For, the conception of Summum Bonum combines
goodness with happiness.

“This, however, necessarily involves a conformity of nature
to the law of reason, which nothing in the conception of nature
enables us to anticipate ; it involves, in fact, that nature must
ultimately bg thought of as a teleological system, for which the
final cause is determined by the same practical reason which
determines the ends of human action.”’13

We thus find that in pointing out that the laws of
nature are somehow adapted to that of freedom in know-
ledge as well as in action, Kant did imply the ultimate unity
of the two. Kant, however, wanted to bring the ultimate
unity into clear prominence. This i1s done by him in the
Critique of Judgment which is ‘“‘equivalent to a discussion
of the validity of the Teleological Idea ; because design 1s

12 Critical Philosophy of Kant, Vol. II, p. 38l.
33 Ibid., p. 378.
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the a priori principle which underlies the activity of judg-
ment, as the intermediary between Reason and Understand-
ing.’’**

We are now in a position to understand that Kant in
his Critique of Judgment, by showing that there 1s an ulti-
mate unity underlying subject and object, bridged over the
chasm between epistemology and axiology. The reconcili-
ation of the two latter disciplines, again, soon settles theiw
terpns with ontology. For, the ontological principle is, for
Kant, the same as the ultimate unity of subject and object.
In the first two Critiques, Kant had made an attempt to
identify ontology severally with epistemology and axiology.
But Kant's cffort was unsuccessful, because he put self-
consciousness in diametrical contrast with the objective
world. This precluded him from recognizing the ultimate
unity underlying the two. But in the Critique of Judgment,
Kant gradually became conscious of this. For, now he de-
hnitely urges that the fact that the object is adaptable to
the requirements of self-consciousness in knowledge as well
as In action clearly points to the conclusion that the opposi-
tion between the ego and the non-ego is only provisional
and not absolute. Nay, on the basis of the above fact we can
even say positively that subject and object must be ultimate-
ly one. And the unifying principle, according to Kant, can-
not be anything but intelligence which in opposing itself to
the object can also over-reach the distinction. We thus find
that Kant, in the Critique of Judgment, not only sought to
cure the dualism between subject and object, but by throw-
ing the unity underlying the two into clear relief, he also
gave us an ontological principle.

Kant’s attempt, however, to repair the breaches bet-
ween ontology, epistemology and axiology in the Critique
of Judgment was not crowned with complete success. For,
in the Dialectic of Teleological Judgment, Kant declares
that the Teleological Idea is only reflective (i.e. regulative)
and not determinant (i.e constitutive) in its nature. The
reason is, the Telcological Idea requires for its*complete
realization a perceptive intelligence, which 1s capable of de-
termining its perceptions quite spontaneously. DBut the in-

L ey

14 Ibid,, p. 385.
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celligence, such as we have, is discursive in its nature. That.
is to say, it can determine its data as they are ‘given’ to
it in the manifold of sense. "Thus, the finite intelligence 1s.
always bpeset with the duality of subject and object,—a dua-
lity, which, though it constantly seeks to reconcile, yet is.
unable to do so completely. Kant says :

“In order now to be ablé at least to think the possibility of
such an accordance of things of nature with our Judgment....,
we must at the same time think of another Understanding, by
reference to which and apart from any purpose ascribed to it,
we may represent as necessary that accordance of natural laws
with our Judgment, which for our understanding, is only think-
able through the medium of purposes.”1s

The phrase “another Understanding’’ occurring in the
above passage refers to an ‘“‘intelligence which is the cause
of the world,” that is, God. We can easily conclude from
this that Kant’s attempt to heal the breaches between onto-
logy, epistemology and axiology in the Critique of Judg-
ment 1s hardly successful. For, ontology in the form of the
doctrine of original Intelligence disentangles itself both from

epistemology and axiology and demands a special consider-
ation for it.

Post-Kantian German Idealism :—So far we have seen
how Kant sought to 1dentify ontology first with epistemo-
logy in his Critique of Pure Reason. When he failed to do
so, he took recourse to the expedient of identifying onto-
logy with axiology in his Critique of Practical Reason as.
well as in the Critique of Judgment. In this attempt too
Kant could not succeed.

We may ask here : What was the main reason of
Kant's repeated failure ? To this our answer 1s this : Both
epistemology and axiology operate in the realm of finite
objects. This is quite clear from the fact that both of these
disciplines presuppose a distinction between subject and ob-
ject, which only constitute the two poles of our finite ex-
perience.” The only distinction between epistemology and
axiology consists in this that while epistemology leads us.
from the objective to the subjective pole, axiology, on the

15 Critique of Judgment, g. 322.
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contrary makes us effect the transition from the subjective.
“to the objective pole. But both these disciplines are com-
monly pre-occupied with the finite experience as such. It
such 1s the case, then they are not in a position to deal with
the Infinite, which, as we have already seen, is abstract and
dynamic. Kant like all the other thinkers of modern philo-
qophy, had the least conception of such an Infinite. ‘That
is why, he ransacked all the fields of finite experience as
they were governed by epistemology and axiology one after
the other. All such experiences, when analysed, split them-
selves up into the dual aspects of subject and object. This
invariably raised the problem : How to explain this duality
of experience ? To this Kant never found any satisfactory
answer. In his five conceptions of thing-in-itself, he went
on finding the ultimate cause of this duality cither in the
objective aspect (as in the case of the fhrst conception of
thing-in-itself) or in the subjective aspect consisting of a
number of faculties such as Understanding, Reason, Practi-
cal Reason and Feeling (as in the case of the second, third,
fourth and hfth conceptions of thing-initselt). In these
conceptions of thing-in-itself Kant had already exhausted.
all the spheres of thé finite experience. And yet the onto-
logical reality eluded Kant’s grasp. This clearly shows that
the sphercs of our finite experience, which are governed by
epistemology and axiology are incapable of yielding any no-
tion of reality which is infinite.

But, unfortunately, Kant’s failures did not teach such
a lesson to his successors. For they kept on believing that
there can be no reality possible apart from the experience as.
it is revealed to us either through epistemology or axiology.
This is the reason why, Kant’s successors found fault direct-
ly with his doctrine of thing-in-itself. They sought to ban-
1sh it from the domain of philosophy 1tself so that they
could then force ontology to become subordmatc cither to.
epistemology or axiology. It is this which has given rise
to the various systems of German Idealism. After throw-

g the doctrine of thing-in-itself overboard, Kant's succes-
sors felt as if they had completely cured Kant's illness. But,
as we shall see, ontology proved itself to be too strong to
be suppressed through the methods of German Idealism.
As usual it went on creating disryptions and contradictions
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in their systems. For example, Fichte took recourse to the
fourth conception of thing-in-itself in order to find the real
in the sphere of axiology alone. But this resulted in the
negatipn of the necessity of the objective world by giving
supreme importance to the spiritual and moral activity of
the Self.  That is why, Schelling, who followed Fichte,
accused him of extreme subjegtivism and pointed out that
the claims of the objective world cannot be waived aside in
any case. For this would jeopardize the objective validity
of all values as such. He, therefore, maintained that the
objectivity or Nature as the limiting condition of our Self
must be recognized. But then how to overcome the duality
of the Nature and the Self, which are now brought face to
face ¢ According to Schelling, it 1s in the identity of the
Nature and the Self that reality can be found. Such an iden-
tity can be given to us through the feeling of harmony
that we experience in both knowledge and practice. Schel-
ling, thus, approximates to Kant’s fifth conception of thing-
in-itself and turns a romanticist. Hegel, who came after
him, declared that the feeling of 1dentity in the subject and
object, as suggested by Schelling, is purely blank and arbi-
trary. It has no content, no method. 1f we set store by any
and every feeling of ours to give an access to reality, it
would lead us to the wildest vagaries. Hegel, therefore, drew
attention to the inexorable logic of Reason, which governs the
relation between subject and object. Unless such a logic 1s un-
derstood, no reality can be ever found. That is why, Hegel
says : The Real is rational. In saying so, Hegel is, in fact,
reverting to Kant's third conception of thing-in-itself. For,
through this maxim he once again makes a bid to identify
ontology with epistemology. But this attempt also meets
a shipwreck in the impasse created by the two opposite con-
ceptions of the Absolute found existing side by side in his
system, namely, the conception of the Absolute as self-ful-
filling itself and that of the Absolute as self-fulfilled. No
via media could be effected in these opposed concepts of re-
ality. And here Hegel's philosophy, with all its magnifi-
cence and grandeur, failed to satisfy us.

In what follows, we shall give a broad outline of Post-

Kantian German Idealism with a view to acquainting our
readers with the troubled and tortuous course followed by it.
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In order to find a good starting-point, the post-Keantian
Idealists were in need of a principle on which, as Fichte
said, everything would “hang firmly in a single ring, which
is fastened to nothing, but maintains itself and the whole
system by its own power.”* They were, however, not re-
quiréd to search far and wide for such a principle. Fichtc,
for example, at once found the realization of the above
possibility in Kant's doctrine of the transcendental unity
of apperception. The suggestion of this possibility, how-
ever, was contained in the very works of Kant. For, it
was Kant, who declared for the first time that the unity
of apperception is the supreme principle of knowledge as
well as of action. But the prejudice that the object of
knowledge contains something in it which the subject 1is
unable to assimilate to itself had such a strong hold on
him that it kept on haunting his mind even in the latest
phase of his thought. And this 1s why, as we have seen,
his thought is throughwut characterized by a dualistic trend.

Fichte, however, very soon discovered the real cause
of Kant’s disease. 1t consisted in Kant’s doctrine of the
transcendental object which Kant had posited in the very
beginning of his Critique of Pure Reason. Though sub-
sequently in the same Critique Kant had dehnitely given up
his adherence to it, its ghost, nevertheless, was haunting
his mind throughout and was frustrating his every attempt
to risc higher than his earlier dualistic standpoint. Fichte,
thercfore, applied himself, first of all, to cxorcise the ghost
of the transcendental object from the realm of philosophy
altogether. This he did by pointing out, firstly, that to
believe in the cxistence of a thing which forms no part of
our knowledge is an illogical assumption.  Secondly, the
conception is inconsistent with Kant’s system as such. In
making the thing-in-itself the unknowwn cause of oyr sensa-
tions, Kant has illegitimately extended the use of the cate-
gory of causality, which has an application only within the

1 Fichte's Sammtliche Werke, 1. 56.
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province of knowledge, into the realm of transcendent
.objects.

When once the ghost of the transcendental thing-in-
itself is exorcised, what is left is the kingdom of Expe-
rience.” It is now possible to organize the entire experience
In one system based on a unitary principle. And such a
principle 1s Kant’s doctrine of the transcendental unity of
apperception. This principle figures as the Absolute in the
system of all the post-Kantian Idealists.

Now, the question is : How are we to deduce the
facts of theoretical and practical experience from the
Absolute ? The difhculty of giving a satisfactory answer
to this question consists in the circumstance that both episte-
mology and axiology, which are the two disciplines dealing
with the theoretical and practical aspects of our life res-
pectively, necessarily presuppose a distinction between the
subject and object. The problem, therefore, 1s : How can
the duality of the subject and object be reconciled with
the Absolute which cannot but be unitary in its character ?

‘The different post-Kantian philosophers tried to solve this

problem in difterent ways.
Fichte, to begin with, maintairts that the Absolute

posits or asserts 1tself first in the form of the finite ego
and then opposes itself to the non-ego. This occasions a
shock (Anstoss) between the two. For, when the finite
ego finds the non-ego opposing 1t and hence causing a check
to its freedom, it gets disturbed. It, therefore, makes an
active eftort to overcome the opposition of the non-ego
and bring it into harmony with itself. The ego does not
stop in this endeavour until it has perfectly synthesized
the non-ego to itself. When the ego has reached this stage,
it becomes the Absolute itself. For, the Absolute is simply
another name for a complete unity of subject and object in
an all-comprehensive concrete Experience. Thus, accord-
ing to Fichte, the one Absolute itself expresses in threce
different moments. The one is self-position of the Abso-
lute in the form of the finite ego, that 1s, thesis ; the other
1s the opposition of the Absolute in the finite ego in the
form of the non-ego, antithesis ; and finally the over-
coming of the opposition between the ego and non-ego In
the Absolute Ego, the synthesis. From these three princi-
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ples of thesis, antithesis .and synthesis, Fichte derives. all
the principles of theoretical and practical lite. _

[t is important to observe at this place that Fitche
in his philosophy regards the practical aspect of the self as
more fundamental than the theoretical one. For, actording
to him, the self is able to conquer the non-ego solely through
its practical activity. This is the main reason why Fichte's
philosophy goes under the name of ethical idealism.

“The supremacy which Kant had accorded to the p'ractical’
reason was taken, therefore, by Fichte in a much more literal
and exclusive sense than it had borne to the elder philosopher.
The activity of the ego became the sole principle by which the
existence of the intelligible world was to be explained.”?

Schelling

Schelling accused Fichte of extreme subjectivism. For,
actording to Fichte, the purpose of Nature or the non-ego
1s simply to serve as the necessary limit of the finite ego ;
or as an arena for tHe moral athlete. Thus, for Fichte, the
ego with its practical activity 1s all in all, while Nature has
only a negative significance. _

Schelling, however, in opposition to Fichte, main-
tained that it would not do to dismiss Nature as some-
thing useless or unconscious in contradistinction from the
ego. Nature, on the contrary, 1s ‘‘a magazine of intelli-
gible forms.” In his Naturphilosophie Schelling goes so
far as to maintain that Nature i1s “the process of intelli-
gence towards intelligence.” Nature is visible intelligence
and intelligence invisible Nature. Thus, for Schelling, the
non-ego is as much essential as the ego. In his Identitdts-
philosophie, Schelling moulds his thought somewhat on Spi-
nozistic lines. By Absolute Schelling means ‘‘the true In-
itself (.An-sich) which coincides with the indifference-point
of subjective and objective.” The subject and object are but
the two modes or “potences’’ of the Absolute. The Absolute,
however, persists as an identical ground of the two.

i E——

2 From Kant to Hegel by Seth, p. 3§
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Hcgel took objection to the Schellingian conception
of the Absolute on the ground that the In-itself (An-sich)
of Schelling 1s an undifferentiated blank unity. It 1s like
the “‘night in which all cows are black.” It would not sufhce
{o say that the subject and object are different aspects of
the absolute Identity. But Hegel insists that it 1s essen-
tial to reveal the very ground of this difference. To ex-
plain this was precisely the task that Hegel set to himself.

Hegel, however, perfectly agrees with the other post-
Kantian Idealists in believing that the Absolute is the
highest synthetic principle underlying the world of expe-
rience. - It is perfectly self-fulflled inasmuch as there are
no contradlctlons in 1t which it has to overcome. It is
also purely spiritual and free, because it is Thought itself,
which has completely overcome the opposition of the objec-
tivity and has become perfectly self-conscious.  This‘is
why, Hegel calls it pure Idea.

Though the Absolute is self-fulhlied, yet, according to
Hegel, it is also self-fulfilling itself. That 1s to say, though
the Absolute in and by itself i1s pure identity, yet it 1s at
the same time the ground of distinction. In fact, the
Absolute fulfils itself only through the opposition of sub-
ject and object. ‘‘The Idea itself is the dialectic which
torever divides and distinguishes the self-identical from the
difterentiated, the subjective from the objective, the finite
from the infinite, soul from body. Only on these terms 1s
it an eternal creation, eternal vitality, and eternal spirit.””?
In other words, the entire process of self-fulhilment owes
its motive power to the principle of contradiction. 'The
need for self-realization arises only when the object stands
in opposition to the subject. For, every opposition nvolves
the correlativity of the opposites. 'The opposites® are dis-
tinguished only when they are related. And relativity 1n-
variably presupposes that the entities between which a rela-
tion subsists are ultimately identical in their nature. In

1 The Logic of Hegel, Eng. tr. by Wallace, Vol. II, p. 356.
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fact, this is precisely the meaning of the fundamental doct-
rine of Hegelian philosophy, namely, *“Being and non-Being
are identical.”

This paradoxical utterance of Hegel *“does not mean that
Being and non-Being are not also distinguished ; but it does
mean that the distinction is not absolute, and that if it 1s made
absolute, at that very moment it disappears. The whole truth,
therefore, cannot be expressed either by the simple statement
that, Being and non-Being are identical or by the simple, state-
ment that they are different. But the consideration of what
these abstractions are in themselves when we i1solate them from
each other,.... show that their truth is not either their identity
or their difference, but it is their identity in difference.”?

[t is important to observe here that it is not possible
for the subject in its very first encounter with the object to
realize fully the identity underlying itself and the object.
The identity, no doubt, is implicit even in the prima facie
view of the object by a subject. But the subject has to make
it explicit to itself through a gradual process of ratiocinative
or logical thought. Thisis why Hegel believes that the pro-
cess of self-fulilment of the Absolute 1s a logical moment.

The process of self-fulfilment of the Absolute, which
Hegel calls the dialectic proceeds, like Fichte's theory of
Anstoss, in a sort of triadic rhythm. Firstly, the Ego posits
itself in the form of the finite ego. This is the first moment
of the dialectic and i1s called the thesis. Secondly, the finite
ego passes over into its opposite. This constitutes the
second moment, the antithesis. Thirdly, there is a provi-
sional reconciliation of the subject and object. This is the
third moment, the synthesis. Every synthesis forms a tem-
porary stoppage in the dialectic process. For, it again
forms the point of new departure for another similar mo-
ment culminating in a synthesis more adequate and compre-
hensive than the previous one. This process continues till a
synthesis, which perfectly realizes or makes explicit the inner
identity of subject and object is reached. Such a synthesis is
ex hypothesi the Absolute. Thus, the absolute is the highest

2 Caird's Hegel, Blackwood’s Philosophical Classics, p. 163.
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and most concrete of all syntheses and is the final goal of the
entire dialectic process.

It is out of place here to go into the practical details
of the process of self-realization of the Absolute, to give
a general scheme of which was the purpose of Hegel in his
philosophical works, especially Logic. Sufhce it to observe
here that Hegel’s Logic falls into three main divisions,
which deal respectively with the three stages in the develop-
ment of the subject’s view of the objectivity. The first
attitude of the subject, which corresponds to our simplest
and unsophisticated consciousness, is characterized by the
fact that in it a “ thing is referred to itself as if it had no
relation to other things or to the mind.””® That 1s to
say, this view refers merely to the being of a thing.
The pre-scientific view, however, gradually leads to
the second attitude of the subject towards the objectivity,
which in general corresponds to the scientific or reflective
consciousness. Lhis is because a thing is unable to main-
tain itself, as it does in the first view, in its aloofness for
long. For it is always found bounded or limited by other
things. Hence, the real essence of a thing cannot be un-
derstood unless it is viewed in its relation to other things.
This problem of finding out the particular relations subsis-
ting between the various things is precisely the task of Science
as such. But the highest conception of the world which
science presents to us, — the conception, namely, that of
a “multiplicity of substances, acting and reacting on each
other, and by their action producing continual changes in
each other according to unchanging laws,’’* has still much of
abstractness in it. For a multiplicity of objects connected
with each other 1s unable to give us the principle of relation
itself, or “ the universal which differentiates or particula-
rizes Iitself and yet is one with itself in its particularity.”
This defect of the scientific view can be removed only when
the totality of object is brought in relation to the Self. For
the Self alone *‘ has in it the essential nature of the intelli-
gence or.self-consciousness, as a unity which is one with
itself, not by the absence of difference, but rather by means

3 Ihid., p. 164. t Ibid.,, p. 173.
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of difference, which 1t at once asserts and overcomes.”™ To
achieve this end is, according to Hegel, the business of
philosophy, which constitutes the third and highest attitude
of subject towards objectivity.

Corresponding to these three stages in the develofment
of the logical Idea, there are three main divisions in Hegel’s
Logic. They are namely, the Logic of Being, the Logic
of Essence and the Logic of Notion.

“The first main division of logic, then, will have to do with
the categories in which, as yet, relativity is not expressed, cate-
gories like Being, Quality, Quantity, which, though they involve,
do not immediately suggest any relation of the object to which
they are applied to any other object. The second main division
will have to do with categories such as Essence and Existence,
Force and Expression, Substance and Accident, Cause and
Effect, which force us to go beyond the object with which we
are dealing, and to connect its other objects, or at least with
something that is not immediately presented to us in the percep-
tion of it. And the last main division will have to do with
categories, such as those of final cause and organic unity, by
which the object is gharacterized as related to intelligence, or

as having in it that self-determined nature of which the intelli-
gence is the highest type : or to put it otherwise, it will have
to do with categories by which the object is determined as
essentially’ being, or having in it, an ideal unity which is reach-
ed and realised in and through all the manifoldness of its
existence,”’ ©

Criticism :— The post-Kantian philosophy labours
under one serious drawback. Granted that the Absolute
fulfils itself in and through the dialectic method, this cannot
solve the difficulty as to why the Absolute which i1s per-
fectly self-fulfilled should give up its contented state and
undergo all the trouble of self-fulfilment ? In other words,
why should the Absolute, which in itself is an undifferentiated
unity at all differentiate itself into subject and object? Fichte,
as we have seen, tried to solve this problem by saying that
the act of self-position of the Absolute, is of a piece with the
self-assertion of the ego in its moral endeavour while Hegel

S Ibid.,, p. 176. ¢ Ibid., pp. 164-165.
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maintained that the same is a logical moment. But these
answers hardly contribute an iota towards the solution ot

the problem. In fact, they aggravate the difhculty all the
more. For both the theoretical and practical endeavours
presuppose an ideal or norm. And an attempt to realize
this norm is necessarily dynamic in nature. Now, change-
fulness 1s a conception correlative with that of imperfection.
For the necessity to change comes only from the desire to
achieve something external to oneself. But the desire, that
s, the longing for something not yet attained, is a sur€ sign

of imperfection. The question then is : If the self-fulfil-
ment of the Absolute 1s of a piece with the thcoretical or
practical endeavour, then how can the imperfection which
attends on these endeavours be reconciled with the perfec-
tion of the Absolute ? For a satisfactory reply to this
question, we seek in vain in the systems of post-Kantian
Idealism.

We thus find that in the post-Kantian philosophy there
is an absolute impasse, an unbridgeable gulf hxed between
the Absolute as self-fulfilling itself and the same as self-
fulfilled. This entirely breaks the unity of the dialectic.
This, in fact, is the Nemesis of all Absolutlsm which seeks

to maintain unity by a tour de force.

‘“The apparent ease with which we have brought together
the ‘truth’ of human knowledge and the ideal of coherence-
notion, is due to a degradation of the latter, and an ambiguity in
our account of the former. For we have lapsed into a static
conception of the ideal. We have talked complacently as if
it were a finished complete whole of truth ; and we have made
no attempt to dwell on what formerly we emphasised, viz., its
dynamic character, as a self-fulfilling life or movement. And
if we were challenged as to how suck ideal — a rigid, static,
finished system is related to, or implied by, the developing
human knowledge, we should find ourselves in an indefensible

position.”’?

We can now understand that in the post-Kantian
Idealism the two aspects of their Absolute, namely, the

Absolute as self-fulfilled and the Absolute as self-fulfilling

7 Joachim, The Nature of Truth, p. 114,
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itself fall quite apart. In our opinion, all this is due to the
enchainment of ontology to the sphere of the finite expe-
rience as it is governed by epistemology and axiology. The
cognitive and conative attitudes, with which these disciplines
are concerned always presuppose that the self i1s still 1m-
perfect and hence is in need of making an effort to attain
the specific norms or ideals prescribed by epistemology and
axiology. This requires the flux of the objective world to
be svnthesized with the universal and necessary conditions
of the subjective experience. Now, as long as we nmove
within the limitation of epistemology and axiology, no con-
tradiction arises 1n establishing a relation in the seemingly
opposed aspects of our experience, viz., subject and object.
But when any one of these disciplines 1s exalted to the rank
of ontology, the duality of the two aspects of experience
proves an extremely damaging factor to the nature of their
Absolute. For, now it creates the problem as to how the
same Absolute can be both dynamic and static. The root-
cause of the difficulties of the post-Kantian Idealists, then,
is to be traced to their common prejudice that the onto-
logical reality can be given only within the sphere of either
epistemology or axiology.
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Neo-Romanticism

WITH Hegel modern philosophy comes to an end.

After Hegel we step into the sphere of contemporary philo-
sophy. The line of demarcation between these two periods
of phllosophy may be regarded as natural. For, now the
era of philosophy based on epistemology is more or less a
thing of the past. With Hegel the tendency to identify
ontology with epistemology 1s completely discredited. As
a reaction against such a confusion, philosophical thinkers.
of the new generation show a predilection in favour of
axiology.  Turning their back against the rigid logicism
of epistemology, they find axiology with its hierarchy of
values and praxis as the proper resort for the investigation
of ontological reality. As a matter of fact, such a tendency
was already anticipated by Kant and ¥ichte in their attempt
to give primacy to Practical Reason over Pure Reason. At
that time the implications of such a line of thinking were
not fully realized. @ But now when epistemologism was
proved to be absolutely bankrupt, there was no other alter-
native except turning to axiology in order to save oneself
from falling into the clutches of stark scepticism. This has
ushered in a new era of axiologism, which finds its best ex-
pression In the neo-romantic movement In contemporary
philosophy.

Ludwig Stein has expressed the essence of Neo-roman-
ticism 1n a nutshell thus :

*“ Apotheosis of instinct and the non-artificial, unreflecting,
natural common-sense at the cost of all abstract discursive
knowledge.”

As a matter of fact, the entire neo-romantic movement
has taken its rise as a protest against the excess of intellec-
tualism as such. Following Aliotta, we may take the term
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“intellectualism” in the 3%ense of ‘‘those epistemological
systems which assign an autonomous value to the cognitive
function.” In this wider sense ‘‘intellectualism” includes
both the philosophical rationalism, which reached its zenith
in the Hegelian philosophy and scientific philosophy; which
issued into a thoroughgoing mechanistic materialism in the
nineteenth century. As forms of reaction against intellectua-
lism we may regard ‘‘all those currents of thought which
make- the value of science and of knowledge in general’
depend upon the ends of other functions of the mind' and
rank, will and imagination above intellect.”™

The chief defect of intellectualism, according to the
romanticist, is that it completely overlooks the concrete and
complex nature of reality. Reality, so say the Romanticists,
is changeful, active, ever-moving. The movement of reality
is not mechanical in its nature. It is, on the contrary, spon-
taneous, self-initiated and creative.

Intellectualism falls much short of giving expression to
the creativity and complexity of the real. It simply has
regard for those aspects of the real, which, owing to their
outward similarity, are capable of being classed together.
From this apparent ‘similarity, it sifts its various concepts
and axioms. Feeling confident that these concepts provide
a good explanation of the phenomena which fall under it,
1t substitutes these abstract concepts for the facts themselves.
When this has been done, the representatives of intellectua-
lism think that reality is nothing but a system of such con-
cepts. Such was the case with Hegel's Absolute, which,
according to the neo-romanticist, i1s nothing but an ‘“‘unearthly
ballet of bloodless categories ;" and also with the scientific

philosophy, which i1s an outcome of the hypostatization of
the various concepts obtained by means of intellect.

In fact, empirio-criticism, represented by Mach and
others, centred round the fundamental contention that the
theortes and principles of science are quite valid as long as

they serve our practical purpose of a successful prediction
of the succession and co-existence of natural phenomena.

They are as it were, the sign-posts or short-hand symbols
to economize our effort or repeated observation. But it

1 Jdealistic Reaction against Science, p. xxii.
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is a wrong procedure to construct a world-picture out of the
various hypotheses of sciences by ascribing to them an objec-

tive significance.

Curiously enough, the champions of empirio-criticism
based their conclusion against intellectualism on the very
law of evolution which was the stronghold of intellectualism
itself and which was formerly pressed into service by the
ovhysicists and biologists to reduce all organic phenomena
to the mechanical view of science. It was now asked :
If evolution, as Spencer believed, i1s essentially a change
from the purely homogeneous to heterogeneous, then how
are we to explain the creation of ever new forms of evolu-
tionary process ! Here there i1s not only a quantitative
difference but qualitative difference. Again, evolution is no
blind process. It aims at producing better and better evo-
lutes. How can this direction of change be deduced from
the mechanical furmulae ? For the law of causality it does
not matter whether the change 1s forward or backward.
But an evolutionary process, on the other hand, inevitably
requires that the change should proceed in a-particular direc-
tion. Aliotta has rightly observed in this connection the
following

“ Mechanism and evolution are two concepts which cannot
be derived from one another, since they correspond to two diffe-
rent aspects of nature: one is quantitative permanence and
absolute determinism of mathematical law ; the other qualita-
tive transformation and fruitful genesis of individual forms
which no set of abstract formulas comprehends in the fulness of its
living reality. The evolutionary conception of things could
never be made to fit the Procrustean bed of the traditional
mathematical method ; it was inevitable that it should (if I meay
so say) Insinuate the poison of dissolution into the veins of
intellectualism. The living spirit of history, which has animat-
ed the idealistic speculation of the beginning of the century,
finding its way with Darwinism into the domain of positive
research, whilst thus endeavouring to find itself a place in the
schemes of science, breaks down their mechanical rigidity, and
exposes the tremendous gap by empty formulas in the sphere
of experiance.”’?

2 Ibid., p. 10.
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The upshot of all this was that the vital and organic
processes were again considered to be beyond the compass
of mechanical causality, which lost all its absolute value that
it formerly possessed. All axioms and principles of science
began to be regarded as merely of pragmatic 1mportance,
as mere tools forged by the intelligence of man in course of
the adaptation of organism to its surroundings.

In this way, criticism of Mach, Avenarius and others,
shoyed that the theoretical function is subservient to the
biological development of an individual and in doing so it
paved the way for an axiological view and led to Neo-
Romanticism.  Reality, according to the romanticist, is
changeful, active, ever-moving, ever-flowing. An access
to such a reality can only be had through Feeling and Will,
which together constitute the practical aspect of the self.

Now, the chief question is : s it correct to exalt Feeling
and Wlll to the rank of the ultlmate principle ?  As Dr.
Maitra points out :

“But. it is an irony of ‘fate that the romanticist by hlS
emphasis ‘of the personal element misses the very thing for
which he contends, namely, the fulness of the concrete person-
ality. The concrete to be full must be viewed in its totality
and this can only be done by throwing the clear light of reason
upon it. As we have already said, it is an Unendlichkeitsdrang
that leads the romanticist to search for a principle which can
comprehend the complexity of the world better than reason. But
this search leads him precisely where he ought not to go,
namely, to this vagueness of a dreamy mysticism which obscures
everything.”?

Now, the root-cause of this trouble is that the roman-
ticists have actually stibstituted axiology, as the rationalists
had done epistemology, for ontology. This becomes all
the more evident from the circumstance that the romanticists
hark back to Kant and Fichte for their inspiration, both of
whom are at one in conceding supremacy to the practical
over the theoretical reason. ‘‘The origin of this line of
thought is to be traced to Kant's doctrine of the primacy
of the practical over the theoretical activities of the ego.

e e e

3 The Neo-Romantic Movement in Contemporary Philosophy, pp. 18-19.
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But it was Flchte who by his characterization of the world
as ‘‘a free act” gave impetus to this mode of thinking.”™

The romanticists also, following Kant and Fichte, give
to axiology the dominant position and do not regard onto-
logy as a discipline separate from axiology. For, according
to the romanticists, Feeling and Will alone express the true
essence of reality ‘and hence they are the basic principles
of the world of existence.

Now, such a procedure 1s metaphysically quite unjysti-
hable. For, reality cannot but be all-comprehensive. Hence,
an attempt to explain it by taking account of only some
aspects of 1t and neglecting the other equally important ones
1s sheer fanaticism. The Romanticists have done well in
exposing the one-sidedness of intellectualism which tried to
reduce reality to the cognitive function of the Self at the
cost of its practical activity. But in trying to escape one
evil, they have fallen prey to another. For, in putting an
excluswe faith in the practical aspect of the Self, they have
entirely ignored the theoretical aspect. Thus, in shifting
the centre of gravity from intellect to feeling and will, the
romanticists have simply created a new point of view from
which we can look at reality. But they did not bring about
any revolution in the philosophical method which would
have enabled us to synthe31ze all the aspects of reality.
Romanticism, therefore, is another tributory of the same
general chaos which prevails in the philosophical speculation
from Locke onwards. In what follows, we shall try to take
a critical review of the important types of neo-romantic
systems. First of all, we shall deal with the French Philo-
sophy of Freedom.

s Ibid, p. 12.
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As early as 1819 Schopenhauer in his.Die Welt als
Wille und V orstellung maintained, in opposition to Hegelian
rationalism, that the world is a creation of blind will. The
blind will was conceived by Schopenhauer as a thing-in-itself
underlying the phenomena. He characterizes it blind onfy
to® accentuate its irrational character and thus to put it
opposition to the fundamental principle of Hegelian philo-
sophy, namely, pure Reason. The chief characteristic of
will is perpetual striving. The will objectifies itself in Nature
and the various phenomena of the world are the manifesta-
tions of the same in its act of individuation.

Schopenhauer’s conception of blind Will was taken up
and modified by von Hartmann in his doctrine of Uncon-
scious. T'he Unconscious, however, does not mean com-
pletely irrational as did the blind Will of Schopenhauer.
It 1s, on the other hand, a combination of both will and i1dea.
But Hartmann preferred to call the synthesis of both the

Unconscious so as®not to allow the conscious feature to
predominate over that of the active will.

'The strong voluntaristic bias of the philosophies of
Schopenhauer and von Hartmann, however, found its ex-
pression in France in the philosophy of Freedom. This
philosophy agrees with the empirio-criticism, inaugurated by
Mach, in declaiming intellect as having only a heuristic
value. Ravaisson and Secrétan, for instance, gave an
aesthetic and moral conception of the universe. They main-
tained that reality is full of activity and spontancous move-
ment. The world is “an act of unfettered expansion and
act of love and infinite benevolence.” We can grasp the
essence of such a world only by means of artistic intuition
or religious mysticism. Science, on the contrary, takes a
stable view of this creative reality and hence it, as it were,
devitalizes it. Recality with ever new and fresh creations
can hardly be comprehended by virtue of scientific concepts
and laws.

Emile Bouttoux also regards the world as an act of
artistic and moral endeavour. According to Boutroux, the
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h1 hest principles of things are moral and aesthetic laws

regulatmg the spontaneous activity of beings in their ascent
to God.” Natural laws have only a pragmatic value. They
are the result of the persistent habit formed by our intelli-
gence to have eye only on the similarity of various pheno-
mena in order to guide us in our practical life.

“Analysing the notion of natural law as seen in the sciences
themselves, I found that this law i1s not a first principle but
a result that life, feeling, and liberty are true and profound
realities, whereas the relatively invariable and general forms
apprehended by science are but the inadequate manifestation
of these realities.’’?

Thus, the natural laws, according to Boutroux, do not
represent anythmg real. Reallty is always moving, always
progressing. It never repeats itself. Every occurrence is
unique, always a new, fresh creation.

Religion moves 1n this world of self-initiated, ‘creative
change. In the uniqueness and irrepeatability of the real
1t ﬁnds the fullest scope for freedom. For, there is no
extraneous principle or force to check the spontancous flow
of the world-process. Science only takes a static view of
such a process. It concerns itself only with the general.
For the real concrete facts science substitutes its various
concepts and hence loses touch with the inner throb of
reality. The uniqueness of reality, therefore, eludes the
grasp of science. We thus find that Boutroux's system
marks a protest against the mechanical view of science and
lays emphasis on the changing, creative aspect of the real.

The 1dea of freedom finds 1ts more thorough expression
in the system of Alfred Fouillée. According to Fouillée,
the fundamental pr1nc1ple underlying the world-process 1is
what he calls ‘idée-force” All experience consists of two
main factors, cognitive and volitional. . These two are con-
joined in an indissoluble unity. Thought without volition is
quite impotent. It is, in fact, the latter which gives reality
to the fortmer. Every psychlcal state 1s an idea in so far
as 1t brings about a discrimination of the various elements
of our experience and it is will in so far as it makes a choice

1 Boutroux, The Contingency of .the Laows of Nature, p. Vvi.
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or selection. This is what Fouillée means by his doctrine
of idée-force.

All our experience, then, according to Fouillée, involves
a conscious willing. Fouillée in fact does not subscribe to
the conception of freedom as absolute indetermination.
He believes, on the other hand, that freedom 1s the reali-
zation of one’s personality in a society of persons. This
can only be possible when we guide our actions with some
tdga or motive. In this way, Fouillée brings about a total
transtormation in the ideas of freedom and necessity. Neces-
sity means being carried away by any random extraneous
force. But a free act involves a deliberate choice, a deter-
mination by one’s own character.

- In pursuance of the above idea, Fouillée propounds
the doctrine of “L’Evolutionisme des Idées-Forces.” Fouillée
opposes such an i1dea of evolution to that of mechanical
evolution propounded by Darwin and Spencer. The evolu-
tionary process, according to Fouillée, does not proceed by
the impact of external forces. But it 1s, on the contrary,
urged from within. The “struggle for existence™ 1s not
a struggle of forces ; but it 1s a real struggle of one will
with a multitude of wills of a like nature. The direction of
the spiritual evolution is not determined from without. It
is, on the other hand, a self- determined, selt-imitiated move-
ment, progressing in accordance with its own mner laws.

We thus find that Fouillée propounds a thoroughgoing
doctrine of freedom. But the ideas and implications of his
system are devcloped more thoroughly and with greater
clearness by another important representative of this school,
namecly, Bergson. We shall now proceed to take account
of hic. systen.

‘The fundamental thesis of Bergson’s philosophy 1s that
change is the essence of reality.  The nature of this change
is not dead mechanical motion.  But it 1s a vital urge, an
élan vital, impcelled from within, cver-creating, cver-pro-
agressing.  The real Hows ulthout any break or disconti-
nuity.  Lake our pus(mallt), “shoots, grows and ripens
without ceasing.””*  Bergson 'llsn calls I‘L’lllty duration, in-

A — —— -

2 Crcatwe Evolution, Eng. tr. p. 6.
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asmuch as in 1t the past endures or prolongs into the present
and the present gnaws into the future.

Bergson also calls reality creative evolution to signify
that each of its moments 1s heterogeneous, that is, some-
thing new and unforeseeable. Bergson is particularly soli-
citous In maintaining that the creative evolution is not to be
confused either with the mechanical evolution of Darwin
and Spencer or with the teleological evolution which Hegel
championed in his Dialectic. For, according to Bergson,
the upholders of both these types of evolution are at one
in believing that the evolutionary process marches towards
a single goal.3 Bergson, however, denies any goal for the
creative evolution. For, the bemg guided by a goal will
evidently set limitations to the creative activity of reality.
In this case, the evolution will be of the nature of a push
and pull. It will not be urged from within, but forced
from without. ~ Hence, according to Bergson, the truly
creative evolution is self-determined and is not guided by
any goal that 1s external to it. It follows its own caprices.
It 1s multilinear in contradistinction from the mechanical or
teleological evolution which is unilinear. The evidence of
this fact, says Bergson, is to be found"in the existence of
several heterogeneous types of species which are everyone
an outcome of the vital urge of reality.

In the Time and Freewill, Bergson has tried to main-
tain that the creativity of reality can be very easily under-
stood by taking recourse to the freedom of will displayed
by the ego. The question of the freedom of will arises
when the self has to make a choice between two alternatives.
Now the defenders and the opponents of freedom agree
in believing that a mechanical oscillation between the various
alternatives must precede the action of self. But, according
to Bergson, this view of free will is quite fallacious. For,
the representation of the voluntary act as oscillating between
two difterent paths is tantamount to taking an external view

of it.

“Do not ask me then whether the self, having traversed the
path MO and decided in favour of X, could or could not

8 Ibid., p. 48 and seq.
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choose Y. 1 should answer that the question is meaningless,
because there is no line M O, no point O, no path O X, no
direction O Y. To ask such a question is to admit the possibility
of adequately representing time by space and a succession by
simultaneity.’’

In this way, Bergson positively denies that the self 1s
determined from outside. All questions concerning the
making of choice are dissolved as soon as we understand
that the self grows, develops in obedience to its mnner urge
and hence is determined from within.

The changefulness of reality, according to Bergson, can
be apprehended only through intuition. By intuition Berg-
son means ‘‘the kind of intellectual sympathy by which one
places oneself within an object in order to coincide with
what 1s unique in 1t and consequently inexpressible.”’®. In-
tuition alone can lead us to “the very inwardness of life.”®
[ntelligence, on the other hand, “goes all round life, taking
from outside the greatest possible number of views of it,
drawing it into itself instead of entering into 1t.”” Bergson,
i fact, attaches only a pragmatic and no real value to
intellect. ‘“T'o act and to know that we are acting, to come
into touch with realiy and even to live it, but only in the
measure in which it concerns the work that is being accom-
plished and the furrow that is being ploughed, such 1s the
function of human intelligence.””®  Intellect, in order to
facilitate our understanding, breaks up the simple and ind:-
visible movement” of reality into a multitude of points and
thinks that the sum of them is capable of constituting the
movement. But this is only a delusion. There are no dis-
crete divisions in the real. As Bergson says, *‘. .. .the state
of consciousness overflows the intellect ; 1t i1s indeed in-
commensurable with the intellect, being itself indivisible and
new.”’® The real is one continuous flow without any stop
or break. The concepts of intelligence, therefore, which
aim at parcelling out the flow of reality into discrete divi-
stons, have, besides being useful in our practical endeavours,

¢ Teme and Freewill, p. 180.
8 Introduction to Metaphysics, p. 6.

6 Creative Evolution, p. 186.
T [bd, 8 Ibud, ® Ibd., p. 211,
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no absolute reality in them. In this way Bergson is at one
with Boutroux and Fouillée in regarding the concepts and

laws of science as merely pragmatic in their nature.
The legitimate region where intellect holds its sway
1s the world of matter.

“Now, whether our conception of the intellect be accepted
or rejected, there is one point on which everybody will agree with
us, and that 1s that the intellect is at home in the presence of
unorganized matter. This matter it makes use of more and
more by mechanical inventions, and mechanical inventions become
the easier to it the more it thinks matter as mechanism. The
intellect bears within itself, in the form of natural logic, a latent

- geometricism that is set free in the measure and proportion that
the intellect penetrates into the inner nature of inert matter.
Intelligence is in tune with this matter, and that is why the

physics and metaphysics of inert matter are so near each
other.”’10

‘The matter itself comes into existence in consequence
of “inversion” or “interruption” of the vital current. If
Irfe 1s movement, materiality is the inverse movement.!

Since Bergson’s system is the summing up and the most
perfect expression of the French Philosophy of Freedom,
we shall do well in concentrating our attention chiefly on its
fundamental assumptions.

To begin with, in Bergson’s distrust in the potency of
intellect lies the fundamental error of his system. As we
have just seen, intellect, according to Bergson, has only a
pragmatic value. It is unable to give us access to reality
as such. The question now is : If intelligence has no claim
to reality, how are we to explain its very existence ? As
Aliotta says : '

“But if the essence of life of things is to be sought in
creation and artistic contemplation, it is difficult to understand
how intellect and the practical matter can have sprung from
such a source or why the duality of subject and object and
the other factors determining the real came into being.”’!?

10 Ibid., p. 206.
11 Ibid., p. 263.
12 Jdealistic Reaction against Science, p. 135.
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The weakness of Bergson's theory of intellect 1s the
source of another deficiency in Bergson’s system.  The
legitimate region where the intellect operates is, for Bergson,
the world of matter. This world, he believes, is due to
the check or interruption in the vital flow of reality.» Criti-
cizing this conception of matter Dr. M’Kellar Stewart says :

“Now this theory appears to bristle with difficulties. There
secems to be no reason at all why this original pure creative
activity should ever be interrupted ; and even if it does throw
out so many jets, is there any reason to believe that these jets
should at once begin to ‘fall?” There seemns to be every reason
why they should continue their free activity, their essential
nature, their whole nature, in fact, is freedom. The analogy of
creation in our world does not help us here, for divisions take
place in the vital current, as Bergson himself has argued, owing
to the opposition of matter, and the existence of matter must
not be assumed as a factor in its own genesis. Further, what
precisely does Bergson mean when he says that matter is a
movement the direction of which is opposed to that of life?
Does he mean that life and matter have started from a common
point, and that, while life ascends from that point, matter des-
cends from it? If,so, it is difficult to see how they will ever
come to oppose one another.”’13

The above criticism of M’Kellar Stewart clearly shows
that in Bergson’s philosophy it is not possible to reconcile
the conception of matter with that of life. Bergson, in fact,
frequently says that life ‘canalizes’ itself through matter.
Elsewhere he says : |

“The impetus of life, of which we are speaking, consists:
in a need of creation. It cannot create absolutely, because it
is confronted with matter, that is to say, with the movement
that is the inverse of its own. But it seizes upon this matter,
that is necessity itself, and strives to introduce into it the largest
possible amount of indetermination and liberty.’14

All these expresstons give us a presumption in favour
of the fact that matter acts as a sort of environment in

18 Critical Exposition of Bergson’s Phslosophy, pp. 180-181.
14 Creative Evolution, p. 265.
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conformity with which life marks out its sinuosities. But
to believe that the élan wvital has an environment is to set
up a rival reality alongside the original one. For, how can
reality have, without contradiction, an environment that is
foreign'to itself 7 We thus find that in Bergson’s system
there i1s an unresolved dualism between life and matter.

If we consider a little we shall find that the root-cause
of all the inconsistencies in Bergson’s system is his identifi-
cation of ontology with axiology. That is to say, Bergson
has made reality one with the practical aspect of individual’s
life. This i1s the reason why the theoretical aspect 1s comp-
letely ignored in Bergson’s philosophy. But reality can
hardly put up with onesidedness. The truth of this state-
ment 1s amply borne out by the fact that the theoretical
aspect continually asserts 1ts identity in the form of the
theory of matter and foils all attempts of Bergson to give
us a consistent view of reality as such.
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We now turn to consider another current of the pre-
sent philosophical movement, namely, Pragmatism. ‘L'he
main representatives of this tendency are William James
(now late) and Dewey in America and E. C. 5. Schiller

in Bngland.

The various representatives of Pragmatism are at one
in giving primacy to practical over theoretical aspect of
our life. Cognitive function is subordinate to practical
activity, because the former has arisen in the process of
adaptation of organism to its environment.

“For it may boldly be affirmed that the speculative impulse
both in its origin and in its inmost essence is profoundly
practical. It sprang from practical necessities, and it 1s still
concerned with them.”?

James similarly says :

“The importance to human life of having true beliefs
about matters of fact is too notorious. We live in a world of
realities that can be infinitely useful or infinitely harmful. ...
If I am lost in the woods and starved, and find what looks
like a cow-path, it is of utmost importance that I should think
of a human habitation at the end of it, for if I do so and
follow it, I save myself.”?

These passages clearly show that the pragmatists
make theoretical function subservient to the biological
development of the individual organism. The element of
life, thus, is again pushed to the forefront. And this is
what stamps Pragmatism as essentially a romantic system.

An idea is true so long as it serves some practical
purpose and it is false when it ceases to be useful. In fact,
what Utilitarianism is to ethics, Pragmatism is tb episte-

1 Schiller, Riddles of the Sphinx, p. 8.
2 Pragmatism. p. 203.
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mology. ‘‘The true, to put it very briefly, is only the ex-
pedient in the way of our thinking, just as the right is only
expedient in the way of behaving.”® Pragmatism refuses
to attach absolute significance to any of our ideas. These
are to be considered as tools to help us in our practical
endeavour.

The logical and epistemological aspects are developed
<hiefly by Schiller and Dewey. Schiller prefers the term
Humanism to Pragmatism. Humanism is so called, because
it regards human consciousness as the centre of universe.
Schiller, in fact, sets great store by the old saying of Pro-
tagoras : ‘‘Man is the measure of all things.” Everything
has a value 1n proportion as it is able to fulfil human needs.
Logical principles, too, are no exception to this rule.

“The conclusion that the ‘laws of thought’ are postulates,
and neither facts in nature, nor even necessarily applicable to
all reality, will perhaps be thought to reduce their truth to
the level of (more or less) successful fictions. And certainly
they are not ‘true,’ if it is the business of thought to corres-
pond with reality : they openly and ‘arbitrarily’ idealize certain
features in it, and demand that reality shall conform to these
ideals, although it plainly never does. However convenient
then they may be, they cannot be more than fictions.”4

Scientific hypotheses also have no absolute value. They
are valid so long as they work well.

Dewey also takes a similar view of the nature of logical
and scientific principles. Dewey calls logic instrumental in
order to emphasize the fact that its various principles have
no absolute, but a relative, value, inasmuch as they serve as
a means for the individual to adjust himself to special situa-
tions of his environment. ‘‘All knowledge, as issuing from
reflection, is experiemental in the literal physical sense of
experimental.’”®

Again, Dewey says elsewhere.

- “And so all ‘knowledges’ are differences made in things
by knbwing, but some differences are not calculated or wanted

8 W. James, Meaning of Truth, p. vii,
+ Schiller, Formal Logic pp. 132-133.
9 Dewey, Essays in Experimental Logic, p. 236 seq.
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in the knowing, and hence are disturbers and interlopers when
they come—while others fulfil the intent of the knowing, being
in such harmony with the consistent behaviour of the organism
as to reinforce and enlarge its functioning. A mistake 1s lite-
rally mishandling ; a doubt is temporary suspense and vacilla-
tion of reactions; an ambiguity is the tension of alternative
but incompatible modes of responsive treatment; an Iinquiry
is a tentative and retrievable (because intra-organic) mode of
activity entered upon prior to launching upon a knowledge
which is public, ineluctable—without anchors to windward—
because it has taken physical effect through overt action.”’¢

The pragmatic conception of realty is based essentially
on its epistemological standpoint. Reality 1s not something
absolutely fixed. But it is what an individual makes of
it. Every cognitive act makes a difference in the nature
of things. As Schiller says, "....our making of truth
really alters reality.”” ‘Reality 1s like a block of marble
on which we have to carve out a statue.””® It is not the
given that counts, but it is the way in which we regard it
that matters. In fact, pragmatists want us to look upon
the world sub specie generationis instead of sub specie aeter-
nitatts which 1s the® rationalist’s mode of looking at the
reality. Schiller, indeed, believes that the world process
1s evolving and attains perfection only very gradually.
There 1s no perfect or infinite God. But God, too, accor-
ding to Schiller, is finite and nceds the co-operation of
finite selves to bring about a perfect state of the world.

Let us now examine the vitality of the contentions of
pragmatism. In the frst place, the subordination of the
theoretical function to the practical activity by the pragma-
tists 1s hardly justifiable. As Aliotta points out :

“Undoubtedly the human mind is an activity in its every
moment ; even in knowledge it is not a passive receptacle of
impressions which it receives from without, but is the recon-
struction of reality in accordance with its intimate laws. This
must not, however, lead us into the mistake of confusing the

¢ Dewey’s article on “Does Reality Possess Practical Character ?” in
Essays sn Honour of \William James, pp. 54-57.

7 Studtes in Humanism, p. 438.

8 W. James, Pragmatism, p. 247.
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various forms of spiritual activity, and neglecting the specific
differences which impart to each of them a physiognomy pro-
per to itself, and an independent value in the life of conscious-
ness. Cognitive doing is not practical doing, just as it is not
artistic doing : the attitudes assumed by us differ widely 1in
the three cases.”’?

If now the theoretical and practical activities are diffe-
Tent from each other, then the subordination of the former
to the latter cannot but be a onesided procedure. Prag-
matists have no doubt done well in drawing attention to
the practical aspect which was entirely neglected by the
rationalists. But in reacting against them, they themselves.
have become guilty of neglecting the theoretical aspect which
has as much claim to existence as the practical aspect.

Moreover, the exclusive emphasis on the practical as-
pect has led pragmatists to extreme subjectivism and plura-
lism. If we look into the implications’ of the pragmatic
theory of truth this will be clear. Truth is what is useful.
What helps an individual in its biological development 1s.
true to him. Now the adaptation to the environment is
always individual. A thing which is useful to an indivi-
dual may be quite useless to another. The use of a parti-
cular thing depends upon the particular situation, nay, even
on the specific temperament of an individual. Conse-
quently, truth, which, according to the pragmatists, is the
same as useful, must be subject to the vagaries of the indivi-
dual’s passions and feelings and hence must lose all its
objective significance. DBut as soon as truth loses its objec-
tive validity, it becomes indistinguishable from the sub-
jective fancies. Thus, if we carry the pragmatic theory
to 1ts logical extreme, we shall be led to maintain that the
objective world is nothing but a phantasmagoria of subject’s
mind. Pragmatists, however, have saved themselves from
the difhculties of extreme subjectivism only at the cost of
committing manifest contradictions. As Aliotta points
out :

“Pragmatism, which accepts blindfold and dogmatically
the biological origin and meaning of mental life, ends by con-

o Idealistic Reaction against Science, p. 185.
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tradicting its own postulate, when it denies the presupposition
of all natural selection, that is to say, the objective physical
order. Pragmatists are indeed very enigmatical on this point :
they affirm and do not affirm, in order to clash too violently
with common sense. Dewey admits before logical thought a
more or less organic situation, which is not, however, the abso-
lute absence of determination ; Schiller recognises in the exter-
nal world resistant factors capable of establishing a limit to
action, although he proposes not to take it into account, and
to act so long as no obstacle intervenes (as if the most elemen-
tary action did not presuppose a more or less explicit khowledge
of these factors) : James, on the other hand, states that sensations
are thrust upon us, and come from some unknown source, and

that we have no control cover their nature, order and quality
..: yet a few pages farther on he affirms that the order of

sensations, and, in general, of every determination of them
depends upon us.”’10

~In this way, the pragmatists try in vain to avoid sub-
jectivism which follows inevitably from the premises of
their theory.

~_ Pluralism, however, follows closely in the wake of sub-
jectivism.  For subjectivism excludes all the possibility of
admitting any ultimate principle that is common to all indi-
viduals. ‘The pluralistic tendency is to be found in the
philosophy of William James as well as in that of Schiller.
Especially in the latter it becomes quite prominent. As
Dr. Maitra says :

““The extremely logical bent of Schiller’'s mind likewise leads
him to the excesses of monadism. Reality being in Schiller’s
view essentially individual, he formulated in his Riddles of the
Sphinx a system of the ‘ultimate egos’ or monads which is
more radical than the pluralistic universe of James Ward.
According to this monadism, the so-called world of object exists
fragmentarily in the individual egos. In its complete form,
the objective world does not even appear to God, who is only
an ego among egos. Philosophy, therefore, in its search for
the complete and total reality, only substitutes a hzllucination
for a dream and a dream for a hallucination.” '

10 Ibsd., pp. 187-188.
11 The Neo-Romantic Movement in Contemporary Philosophy, p. 137.
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We thus find that Pragmatism finally lands us into
abject subjectivism and plurallsm These deficiencies of
Pragmatism, however, we repeat here, are due mainly
to its placing an undue emphasis on the practical or axio-
logical aspect and a total neglect of the theoretical activity
of the self. In the theoretical activity, cur experience 1s
essentially kept linked to the objective world. But in the
practical activity, we draw ourselves into our own private
selves and have no direct concern with the world of objec-
tivity. Hence, the neglect of the theoretical functlon 1S
apt to lead us to utter sub]ectwnsm by making us deny all
objectivity as such. That subjectivism cannot be a satis-
factory solution 1s obvious from the circumstance that the
pragmatists, as has been shown above, have to maintain,
mconsistently with their own position, that there exists some
objective reality, which is incapable of being moulded in
accordance with the subject’s views, but which, on the other
hand, compels the subject to conform to it.
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The protest against intellectualism, which is the dis-
tinguishing feature of Neo-Romanticism, finds a more
definite and pronounced expression in the philosophy of
values. This philosophy complains that the world of factss
with which the intellect deals is dull and empty and hence
it cannot satisfy us. ‘“‘Our time,”’ says Miinsterberg, “needs
a new philosophy.  The mere heaping up of facts no
longer satisfies us ; the world is tired of the pose of a
triumphal march from discovery to discovery without ever
asking what it all means. We have to feel that life 1s not
more worth living by the mere accumulation of collected
facts.”* It is the business of science to deal with facts.
But philosophy for value-philosophers, if it is to be of
any worth, must seek the meaning or value of the facts

rather than the facts themselves.

The stress on the meaning of value has, as Urban
points out,® created a new standpoint, namely, the axio-
logical, the possibility of which was hitherto little re-
cognized. The axiological point of view difters from the
purely epistemological one in that, while the latter deals only
with facts and their inter-relations, the former insists on re-
vealing what meaning the facts have for the evaluating self.
In fact, the axiological standpoint is essentially the stand-
point of self in contradistinction from the purely objective
standpoint of epistemology. Facts cannot have any
meaning unless the self shows its activity in approving or
disapproving of them. Value 1s dependent mainly on the
satisfaction of self in some degree. The philosophy of
values, therefore, by insisting on the value or meaning of
facts, pushes into the forefront the practical activity of self.
And this is what stamps it as typically a neo-romantjic system.

1 Eternal Values p. 3.
2 See his article on the “Value, Theory and Aesthetics,” in F. L.

Schaub’s Philosophy Today, p. 54.
109



History of Western Philosophy

The metaphysical value-theories start with the very
assumption that the theoretical activity of self is not co-
ordinate, but subordinate, to the practical activity. In
obedience to this assumption all metaphysical value-philo-
sophers make a distinction between the world of facts and
the world of values and believe that the former is the
subject-matter of science, while the latter forms the true
object of philosophy. Stern, for example, makes a distinc-
‘tion between the standpoint of persons and the standpoint
of things. By the former he understands the teleologico-
spiritualistic view, while by the latter the mechanico-
materialistic view. Person, according to Stern, ‘‘has reality,
spontaneity, individuality, activity and claims a separate
value among the values of the world.” On the contrary,
thing 1s mechanical. *It serves a foreign purpose ; it is
composed of separate parts which have no connection with
one another and of which it 1s only the aggregate.” The
r?]gin problem, for Stern, is the relation between person and
thing.

Windelband also in his Prdludien makes a difference
between philosophy and science. Philosophy, according to
Windelband, is essentially normative' in character, while
science 1s purely ideographic. © This can be seen from the
difference in the nature of judgments employed by each
of these disciplines.  The judgments (Urteile) with which
the natural sciences deal merely express a relation between
two representations or ideas. The judgments of philo-
sophy (Beurtetlungen), on the contrary, express satisfac-
tion or dissatisfaction, approval or disapproval on the part
of the judging consciousness. The difference between the
Urtell and the DBeurteilung is elucidated by Windelband

thus :

“In the first, the connection of two contents of 1ideas, In
the second the relation of the judging consciousness to the
conceived object, is expressed. There is a fundamental dis-
tinction between the two propositions, ‘This thing is white’
and ‘This thing is good,” although the grammatical form of
both the propositions is absolutely the same. In both the
cases—according to the grammatical form—to a subject a pre-
dicate is ascribed : but this predicate 1s in one case—as the
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predicate of a judgment of fact—a determination which 1s In
itself complete and which takes its content from what 1s objec-
tively conceived ; in the other case—as the predicate of a judg-
ment of value—it is a reference to consciousness that sets before

itself an end.”s

- The predicate of an Urteil is positive in nature, while
that of a Beurteilung expresses satisfaction or dissatisfaction
on the part of the judging self. The latter, however, in¢
volves a belief in the existence of a norm, with reference
to which the validity of a particular Beurteilung is affirmed.
Philosophy, then, which deals with the Beurteilungen, 1s
defined by Windelband as * the critical science of untversal
values. The science of universal values : that indicates the
obiects ; the critical science : that indicates the method of
philosophy.””* -

The important point to be noticed here s this. In his
definition of philosophy as the critical science of universal
values, Windelband takes a definite step towards indentify-
ing ontology with axiology. In the essay, Immanuel Kant,
Windelband says that the norms or values, of which he
speaks, are i1dentical qvith the Kantian a priori.

“The truth is, Kant has fixed, as the problem of philo-
sophy, refiection upon the ‘principles of Reason,” that is, upon
the norms, and this reflection cannot at all be exhausted by
the rules of thinking and can only be completed by the rules
of willing and feeling. In reflection upon the highest determi-
nation of value, the norms of science form only a part; along
with these there hold good, quite indeperndently of them, the
norms of ethical consctousness and aesthetlic feeling. Quite as
deep as the roots of our thinking lie those of our morals and
our art 1In Reason ; it is only through a combination of all
the three that there is formed, not a world-picture, but the
normal consciousness which ‘with necessity and universality’
shall stand above the chance flow of individual life work as its
measure and purpose.’™

3 Priludien, 1. p. 29.
4 Jbid.
6 Pradludien, Essay on * Immanuel Kant, p. 141,
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In other words, the framework of our entire experience
1s constituted by the norms of thinking as well as of feeling
and willing ; and the feature which distinguishes these norms
from the laws of nature is, according to Windelband, their
absolute universality (Allgemeinengiltigkeit).

In looking upon the norms as being of the nature of
an a priori and also as possessing absolute universality, Win--
delband has verily invested them with the status of an onto-
logical principle, which is ex hypothesi a common basis of
everything whatever. Windelband, therefore, by virtue of
his insistence on the universality of norms has brought about
a complete identification of ontology with axiology.

In the essay, Normen und Naturgesetze, however,
Windelband takes an entirely different view of the nature
of norms. Here norms are no more regarded as identical
with the Kantian a priori. They are looked upon as a
selection from a manifold of the possible and actual ex-
perience.

“All norms are thus special forms of realization of natural
laws. The system of norm represents a selection out of the im-
mense multitude of combination-forms tarough which, according
to individual relations, the natural laws of physical life can
manifest themselves.”s

' Now, as Picard observes : ‘“This change of view-point,
however, necessitates dropping the Kantian conception of
norms as the framework of all possible experience and
shifting the conception to that of norms operating against
a background of laws of nature.””” This change in Windel-
band’s standpoint, however, is quite in tune with his cha-
racterization of philosophy as a science of norms. For,
norms necessarily presuppose the selective activity on the
part of the agent who seeks to achieve them. But when the
norms are conceived as a selection from a manifold of experi-
ence, they essentially lose the ontological status to which they
were exalted. Norms are no more the basic principles under-
lying the facts of experience. For the existence of the facts
1s presupposed before the norms could be selected out of

8 Praludien, II. p. 75.
7 Values, Immediate and Contributory, pp. 130-131.
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them. From this it 1s clear that the world of facts falls
outside the realm of values. And though Windelband fre-
quently says that the task of philosophy is to bind the world
of facts and the world of values, or, which is the same, the
realm of Science and the realm of History into * einer
hochsten geistigen Einheit,” yet the dualism of the two
worlds 1s too pronounced to allow any scope in Windel-
band’s system for such an all-comprehensive synthesis.

“Moreover, what is this ‘highest spiritual unity?’ 1Is it or
1s it not a value? If it is a value, then it is included in the
kingdom of values. If it is not a value, then something which
1S not a value becomes the ultimate reality and the whole fabric
of the philosophy falls to the ground. In fact, we have here the
Nemesis of all philosophy of values : when it tries to be an all-
comprehending system, it brings in something which saps its very
foundation.”’8

Rickert also, in common with other value-philosophers,
starts by making a distinction between reality (which 1s the
same for Rickert as existence) and value.

“The concept of existence is not the only one by means of
which we can judge anything, but by the side of it there stands,
besides the not-something or nothing, the concept of value as
that of a non-existent. We use the word ‘value’ to denote
that which is non-existent and yet at the same time something,
and we express this last when we say that it is valid.”®

Moreover, Rickert regrets the tendency in contempo-
rary philosophy to accentuate the distinction between theo-
retical knowledge and values in such a way that the former
becomes the enemy of the latter.® The chief representa-
tive of this tendency is Nietzsche. The result i1s a depre-
ciation of the value of knowledge from the standpoint of
moral, aesthetic or religious conviction. In contradistinc-
tion from this, Rickert believes that theorctical knowledge

8 The Neo-Romantic Movement sn Contemporary Philosophy, pp. 153-

154,
9 Gegenstand der Erkenntnss, p. 260.

10 System der Philosophie, 1. p, 30.
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also presupposes the norm of truth with reference to which
the truth-value of a judgment is determined. *‘ Even the
theoretical man,” says Rickert, “ values, for truth is a value,
and whilst he knowingly puts himself in its service, he re-
cognizes 1t thereby as a value.?* In fact, the true object
of our knowledge, according to Rickert, 1s not the Sein, but
the Sollen. This Sollen or the value-in-itselt (/7 ert an sich)
1s pure form without content.  “What value-n-itself 1s,
cannot be defined. But this only means that we have to do
here with the final- and most fundamental concept with
which we think the world..” * Wert an sich ™ alone i1s the
subject of transcendental philosophy, which investigates
systematically the transcendental meaning of judgment. It
1s concerned exclusively with what does not exist. It has
to do neither with the physical nor with the psychical exis-
tence, neither with a real nor with an ideally existing, neither
with the sensuous nor with the over-sensuous reality, but
only with the meaning (which is non-existing) of proposi-
tion and with the forms, which as values constitute this
meaning.

It will now be seen that in his conception of W#ert an
sich, Rickert has transformed the basiC principle of values,
namely, the Sollen into an ontological principle. Indeed, as
Aliotta pofnts out, the concept of /# ert an sich becomes 1n-
distinguishable from the “‘old idea of the Ding an sich,” for,
it, like the latter, 1s quite abstract inasmuch as it absolutely
transcends all forms of existence. But this mode of think-

ing leads Rickert to confront precisely the same difhculties
which haunt the conception of the thing-in-itself. For when
the Sollen and the Sein, or the world of values and the
world of existence, are totally estranged from each other
dualism 1s an inevitable consequence.

In fact, Rickert himself has perceived the above fact.
He, therefore, in the latter part of his Allgemeine Grund-
lequng der Philosophie has made drastic changes in his-
views. First of all, Rickert has tried to effect a via media
between the world of values and the world of reality by
bringing in the conception of the ‘ wertende Subject.” “ Phi-
losophy,” says Rickert, ‘ deals not with reality and value

11 Ibid., p. 27.
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but also with the valuing subject. ’** And the subject it is
which combines (zusammenhdlt) the world of reallty and
the world of values. For, both these domains are given as
objects for the subject and hence both of them become
synthesized into one living experience (Er!ebmss) &f sub-
ject, which 1s also called by Rickert ‘“the living in its

livingness.”’

But though the ‘‘ wertende Subject” combines the,
domains of reahty and values into one experience, yet this
synthesis is not absolute or ultimate. = There, theretore, still
remains the task of synthesizing subject and object into a
higher unity. This is achieved by Rickert by means of
the conception of a world-whole.

Rickert gives an idea of the relation which the funda-
mental conceptions of his system bear to one another thus :
The World-whole consists of two kingdoms—one the king-
dom of the ‘Erlebte’ which, again, 1s sub-divided into the
domains of reality and value and the other the kingdom
of the ‘ Erleben,’ Wthh combines the real and irreal (1.e.
value) .

Now, in introddting the concepts of a subject and a
World-whole, Rickert has undoubtedly got over his earlier
dualistic view and has positively taken a monistic stand-
point. For, the World-whole represents in itself an abso-
lute synthesis of reality, value and the valuing subject. But
Rickert’s system has gained its thoroughness at the cost of
the complete abandonment of its earlier status as a philo-
sophy of values. The conception of a World-whole, though
it is the supreme synthesizing principle in Rickert’s system,
is no principle of values. 'This is quite evident from the
circumstance that the realm of value is only one among
the various subordinate concepts which are subsumed under
the supreme concept of World-whole.

“*Value, therefore,” says Dr, Maitra, ‘is not his’ (i.e.
Rickert’s) ultimate ; it is not even his penultlmate whlch posi-
tion is rather given to the subject, but it is only one of the two

12 System der Philosophie, 1. p. 313,
13 System der Philosophie, 1. p. 313.
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regions of which the ‘Erlebte, eor the world of experience, 1s

composed.”’14

It is now clear that in Rickert’s system ontologism
gradually gains an upper hand over the purely axiological
standpoint. The conception of a world-whole 1s simply an-
other name for the Absolute of the Rationalists.

We now pass on to consider Miinsterberg’s system of
Eternal Values. In pursuance of the general tendency of
value-philosophers, Miinsterberg, also makes a distinccon
between the world of facts and the world of values. The
former gives us Nature and the latter History. The fun-
damental business of philosophy is not to seek what facts
are, but what they mean.

“The philosopher leaves it to the historian to discover the
special facts of reality. He keeps for his own inquiry only the
deeper problem of the theory of knowledge, and what the real
meaning of such facts can be, and what it means to have such
knowledge of the world at all.”’1s

Thus both in the theoretical and practical endeavour
we are concerned not with pure facts but with what the facts
actually ‘mean’

Now, value is defined by Miinsterberg, as an over-per-
sonal satisfaction of the will. Mere satisfaction of will
ts not enough. The purely personal and private satisfac-
tion, that is, pleasure, has, according to Miinsterberg, no
value at all. * Satisfaction of the will i1s independent of

pleasure and displeasure, satisfaction of the will results from
the realization of the anticipated stimulus to the persona-
lity without being themselves sources of satisfaction or dis-
satisfaction.””*® In order, therefore, to constitute value, the
will must show in it an over-personal element.

To the question, What does it mean to fulfil our will ?
Miinsterberg, makes this reply : “We say our will is fulfilled
when the 1dea which we try to maintain becomes realized.
We must elaborate the statement further. What does this

14 Problem of Value, 1. p. 9.
15 E'ternal Values, pp. 5-6.
18 Ibud.,
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realization mean 7 We may say, in the first place, it means
the 1dentity of content between the preceding and the resul-
ting experience.”’*” The 1dentity of content, then, according
to Miinsterberg, is the primary feature of the satistaction
of the will. The fundamental business of the phildsophy
of values is to find out the various ways tin which the will
expresses the 1dentity of content, or, in other words, to ex-

plain how the will becomes an over-personal demand. In
pursuance of this idea, Miinsterberg in the Eternal Values

gives us a scheme of threefold eight values. |

Now, the chief defect of Minsterberg’s system 1s to
be found in the fact that, according to it, the will-act, as 1t
is found in the individual subject, is not by itself sufhicient
to create value. It must, on the other hand, show in itself
an ‘‘over-personal ’’ element. In other words, the individual
will-act must get itself identified with the extra-personal will
so .as to possess any value. This reasoning, however, appears
to be fallacious. Our experience, to begin with, hardly
makes us aware of the over-personal will of which Minster-
berg speaks. We know only such will as is found in an
individual ego. We know, too, that it is only finite will
that 1s the creator of *values. For, the creation of values
always implies a “‘transition from a state of dissatisfaction
to one of greater completeness, from an initial moment to
a final moment.”  This condition can be fulfilled only by
the will of a concrete historical subject which needs time to
achieve 1ts object. To attribute these features to the abso-
lute or over-personal will, which 1s fully achieved and is
beyond the limitations of temporal process, i1s tantamount to
a manifest contradiction. These facts amply show that the
conception of the over-personal absolute will is something
which s inconsistent and hostile to the implications of the
philosophy of values.

- Again, in Miinsterberg’s belief that the satisfaction of
will must be characterized by the identity of content, there
1s positively a recrudescence of Hegelian epistemological
Absolutism. As Dr. Maitra points out :

“If the maintenance of identity is the fundamental charac-
teristic of satisfaction of the will and consequently defines a

17 Ibid., pp. 70-71.
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value, wherein does value differ from reality ? For the essential
characteristic of reality, as conceived by the rationalist, consists

in the maintenance of identity.”*8

Criticism — We can now very easily understand the
drawbacks of the philosophy of values. As we have al-
ready seen, its starting-point is the distinction between the
world of facts and the world of values. And the various
value-philosophers try to show that the world of facts is
subordinate to the world of values. In this way, they give
supremacy to axiology over all other disciplines of philo-
SOPhy:-

But the supremacy of axiology in the philosophy of
values 1s only nominal. For, in most of the value-philoso-

phies there is an unresolved contradiction between the world
of facts and the world of values. There 1s, as we have
seen, an unresolved dualism between Person and Thing in
Stern, between History and Nature in Windelband. Rickert
and Minsterberg, however, try to overcome this dualism.

But in doing so they have lapsed into a kind of Hegelian
epistemological Absolutism.  In other words, in these two
systems the purely axiological viewpoint of the philosophy
of values makes room for ontologism. We thus find that
when the philosophy of values tries to remain true to its
principle, it ceases to be consistent, and when it is consis-
tent, 1t ceases to be a philosophy of values.

18 Problem of Value, 1. P. 3.
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N ONE, who has followed the movement of philosophical
thought so far, can resist the conclusion that the solution
of the ontological problem can never be sought in terms of
epistemology and axiology. It is such a clear and stern
verdict that is brought home to our mind through a careful
study of history of philosophy, particularly of the modern
and contemporary periods. The poignancy of such a ver-
dict is all the more intensihed, when we find philosophical
thinkers of acute mind meeting with a miserable failure in
seeking to go against it.

English Neo-Hegelianism and Logical-Positivism are
typical examples in this connection. The English Neo-
Hegelianism met the same miserable fate as the Hegelian
philosophy, when 1t sought to build its philosophy on the
basis of the logical law of contradiction. Neither the
eternal spiritual pr1nc1ple of Green nor the concrete univer-
sal of Bosanquet nor the Absolute of Bradley, which is
given in the post-reflectional immediate experience, could
solve the ontological problem of the One and the Many.
The staticism of such notions of reality was so over-power-
ing lth:.-alt 1t totally paralysed the life and activity of the finite
world

When the revival of ldealism thus showed its complete
bankruptcy, there was a swing back towards the empiricism
that was sponsored by Locke and Mill. The entire eftort
of Logical Posittwsm, which has for its advocacy such able
and eloquent thinkers as G. E. Moore, Bertrand Russell,
Whitehead and others, is to enchain philosophy to the
categories of positive sciences. The main article of their faith
is the formula : The truth of a proposition consists in the
method of its verification. This formula works well as
long as one deals with the contents of perceptual, or intel-
lectual knowledge. But the supreme norms of rational life
can hardly brook any direct verification of themselves. But
none can, therefore, deny their existence. Indeed, the
values of Reason form the very hasis of the entire human
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culture and civilization. Moore, however, has made an
eftort to grapple with the problem of moral goodness in his
Principta Ethica. He. maintained that the moral value can
exist independently of its relation to the mind. But such
an analysis, in spite of the powerful advocacy of such an
able thinker like Moore, seems to have been wasted on a
lost cause. Russell, who 1s almost invincible when he deals
with the categories of positive science and mathematics,
shows lack of grasp of the fundamentals when he deals
with the problems of spiritual life and hence fails to con-
vince us. Whitehead, who worked shoulder to shoulder
with Russell in writing the monumental Principia Mathema-
tica, almost turns a wvolte face and speaks distinctly in an
idealistic strain when he makes an eftort to explain the
rational values. There is thus an internal disruption ram-
pant 1in those philosophical schools that have not paid heed
to that verdict of history of philosophy to which we have
already drawn pointed attention of our readers.

This naturally leads us to ask the important question :
Are there any indications anywhere in the contemporary
philosophical literature, which tend towards a healthy and
constructive philosophical outlook. If’so, what are they ?

Had there been no prospect of answering these ques-
tions positively, we would have spared our readers the
trouble of going through one more chapter. For, mere
repetitions are hardly significant in a work which aims
directly at the exposition of the internal logic of the philo-
sophical thought. We are, however, convinced that amidst
all the welter and confusion of contemporary philosophical
tendencies and ideas, the only ray of hope 1s held up by
the contemporary Philosophy of Existence or simply Iixis-
tentialism. After all the turmoils of fiery ordeals through
which philosophy has passed during the past ages, she has
at last found in Existentialism the only haven for her
refuge. This. however, does not mean that Existentialism
has solved all the problems of philosophy. Far from it. Even
a cursory glance at the history of contemporary Existen-
tialism will give one an impression of a battle-held, wherc
even after a decisive victory is gained, the enemy 1s still
lurking about and has not yet ceased firing from his artil-
lery. One can still witress scenes of ruin and explosions,
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which make the strong walls of the citadel of philosophy
shake violently. But the partisans of philosophy know
that they have gained a point of vantage and in case the
enemy chose to engage himself in the open fight, he 1s sure
to lose ground. Today, Existentialism is inspirinf such a
hope into our minds. This cannot but excite the interest
of a genuine student of philosophy in having some idea of
the new weapons forged by philosophy in her armoury
whereby she could succeed in routing her deadly adversariés
and thus putting an end once and for all to her perpetual
harassment during the past ages.

What Existentialism Is Not :— The popularizers of
existentialism in their over-enthusiasm have overshot the
mark when they maintain that this philosophy has had its
origin long back in the mediaeval or even in the ancient
Greek period. They have not only enlisted the names of
such philosophical thinkers as Socrates, St. Agustine,
Thomas Aquinas, Pascal, etc., but also several poets and
novelists among its champlons This has given rise to much
confuston and instead of adding anything to its credit, it
has seriously impajred its original character. Boschenski
in his Contemporary European Philosophy complains of the
same thing. In order, therefore, to remove any initial
misunderstanding with regard to the positive contribution of
Existentialism, he has made certain statements with regard
to what existentialism 1s not. In the interest of clearness
we shall do well to quote his statements here :

“ Existentialism addresses itself to what are today called
the ‘existential’ problems of man—the meaning of life, of death,
of suffering, to name but these. This 1s not to say that existen-
tialism has originated these problems, since they have existed
in all ages. But to call St. Augustine or Pascal an existentialist
for that reason would be a mistake. The same holds of certain
modern authors such as the Spanish critic, Miguel de Unamuno
(1864-1937), the author of the great Russian ‘epic,”’ Feodor M.
Dostolevsky (1821-1881), or the German poet, Ramer Maria
Rilke (1875-1926). These authors have, to be sure, discussed
or given poetic embodiment to various human problems with
great penetration. Nevertheless, they are not existentialist
philosophers.
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“It would also be an error to designate as existentialists
those philosophers who have concerned themselves with the idea
of existence in the classical sense or with specific existing things.
Those Thomists, therefore, who regard Thomas Aquinas as an
existentialist are far off the track, and it is an equally grotes-
que error to number Husserl among the existentialists merely
because he exerted great influence upon them. The fact is that
Husserl ‘brackets out’ existence.

“ Finally existentialism must not be identified with any body

of existentialist doctrine, for example, that of Sartre, for . . . .
there are profound differences between individual points of view.

“In reply to all these misconstructions we emphasize that
existentialist philosophy is a technical philosophical position
which first came to its full development in our time and can be
traced back no further than Kierkegaard, and that it has arti-
culated itself into doctrines which diverge very widely—only
those views which are held in common can be regarded as the
existentialist philosophy. 2

Fundamental Characteristics of Existentialism —
After having noticed what Existentialism is not, we would
naturally like to know as to what constitutes its fundamen-
tal characteristics. In this connection, we can immediately
point out two important considerations which every existen-
tialist thinker must necessarily take into account.

Firstly, 1t 1s incumbent on every existentialist thinker
to believe that existence is prior to essence.

Secondly, he must concede primacy to feeling, espe-
cially human feeling, in solving the ontological problem.

It is interesting to note here that in following such
considerations the existentialists are guided strictly by the
ontological standpoint. In maintaining that existence is.
prior to essence, the idea is to discard absolutely the pri-
macy of any discipline which owes allegiance to any logical
law. That is to say, both epistemology and axiology,
which are guided by the logical laws, are at once denied any
privilege to have anything to do with the absolute reality.
This 1s followed by the positive stand taken by the cxisten-
tialists in declaring that it is only feeling which can give us
an access to the absolute reality. It will be seen that feel-
ing is looked upon by the existentialists as both dynamic

1 Pp. 155-156.
182




Existentialism

and abstract, although such a view of feeling 1s not under-
stood in all its momentous implications. Nevertheless, one
thing is quite certain that in following such a line of think-
ing the existentialists seem to recapture the same old spirit
of philosophy which animated, with some exceptions, the
minds of Greek thinkers in the ancient period. In what
follows, we shall do well to appreciate how the leading exis-
tentialist thinkers, in spite of the radical differences in their
indiyidual opinions, have worked out the implications of
their common stand. We shall refer here to the views of
Kierkegaard, Heidegger, Jaspers, Sartre and Marcel, who
are generally acclaimed the main protagonists of contempo-
rary Existentialism.
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Kierkegaard is the chief pioneer of Existentialism. His
inclination towards 1it, although determined through his
revolt against Hegelianism, was nevertheless of a pecuharly
subjective type. Kierkegaard’s love affair with - Regine
Olsen and its subsequent failure have much to do with meuld-
ing Kierkegaard’'s mind. It is not that Regine had any hand
in making Kierkegaard terminate his love affair abruptly.
But as his diaries show, Kierkegaard was conscious of his
own hereditary defect. (Kierkegaard had one leg shorter.)
This prevented him from consummating his love into marri-
age, because he felt it would make his fiancée unhappy in
course of time. It is this extreme regard for his own cons-
cience which made him sacrifice voluntarily the happiness
which he might have otherwise- surely got. But the very
prospect that his happiness might be secured by causing in-
convenience to his partner—although this was nothing but
imaginary—hlled his mind with a sens€ of sin accruing from
his selhshness. Such a bent of mind in Kierkegaard would
seem to one to be almost pathological. But to Kierkegaard
himself it was as real as anything. With a view to inding
a parallel case he cites the instance of Socrates. His im-
mortal sacrifice was meant to satisfy his own conscience
which required him to follow a certain course of action in
the teeth of overwhelming opposition of his compatriots.
It 1s because of this that Kierkegaard has hailed Socrates
as the great existentialist of the ancient world. In him he
found the perfect example of a religious person, who is
not in the least concerned with the opinions of the laity,
but is guided by his inward subjective feeling of conscience.
In spite of all that can be said against it, the reality of such
a feeling cannot be denied. The common man, who 1s en-
grossed ifi his worldly affairs, may not have any regard for
it. But such a feeling is a living reality for the truly re-
ligious person, inasmuch as it is the sole determinant of his
entire individuality.
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The Three Stages on Life’s Way :— With a view to
finding a justification for such a profound and subtle and
yet unquestionably real religious feeling, Kierkegaard points
out that it can be attained only by intensifying one’s con-
sciousness by passing through at least three stages in one's
life. They are : (1) aesthetic ; (ii) moral and (1) reli-
gious. In the first stage, man’s attraction towards a woman
1s guided mainly by the considerations of his selfish
pleasures. He treats woman as a means for gratifying his
sexual passion and nothing else. Although indulgence into
one's passions affords immense pleasure, it nevertheless leads
one to realize sooner or later that the life of passion is
devoid of all significance. The pleasure of an aesthete is
ultimately disappointing and the source of melancholy. With
regard to such pleasures, Kierkegaard says : * There are
well-known insects which die in the moment of fecundation.
So it 1s with all joy ; life’s supreme and richest moment of
pleasure i1s coupled with death.™

It a person 1s right-minded, he 1s bound to feel repul-
sion at such a life of passion. He is likely to move in the
direction of such a life in which man and woman enter into
marriage relation which is sanctified by social customs, tra-
ditions and law. Such a life develops steadiness in the
emotions of both the partners and also contributes towards
the realization of an orderly social life. In other words,
man at such a stage transcends the limitations of his private
life and tends to realize a certain universal in his particular
being. According to Kierkegaard, marriage is not at all
a hindrance. But it is a step in the direction of revealing
one’s own personality to the fullest possible extent. Hence,
it 1s the duty of every man to marry, because it is the duty
of every man to be revealed. It is in such an attitude that
there lies a fundamental difference between the aesthetic and
ethical modes of life. While in the former a man is a par-
ticular being, the latter puts meaning into his particular life
by making him realize a universal.

But the ethical stage has its own limitations. Usually
people feel quite secure in their emotional life when their
relations are guaranteed by social traditions and legal

ol

1 Esther/Or, 1. p. 15,
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enaciments. But such a life cannot always be regarded
as the sole guarantee for the perfect happiness of the indivi-
dual. There may arise occasions in which one of the
partners of the marriage relation may feel, as Kierkegaard
himself did, that he is unfit to shoulder the responsibility
of the marriage life, that his life is a burden to his partner,
although she might willingly consent to make a sacrihce
of her pleasure for her man. Under such circumstances,
to continue the marriage relation i1s nothing short of
sinning against the conscience of humanity, as it 1s repre-
sented by God. The only alternative here is that instead
of making one's partner suffer, it is one’s own self that
must choose to suffer. Such 1s the verdict, stern though
it be, of reason. It is such a sense of gult that leads one
to the third stage of one’s life. This stage is called reli-
gious. Its fundamental character is that it places the indi-
vidual above the universal. Although Kierkegaard has not
been able to define “‘individuality’”’, what he means thereby
1s quite clear. Individuality consists in leading life strictly
in accordance with the dictates of Reason or Conscience.
The law of Reason is superior to the law of ethical duty,
inasmuch as now a man bids fair to represent not any one
community or a part of humanity, but the entire humanity
itself. Although susceptibility to the influence of Reason
Is a rare phenomenon, yet it 1s the profound craving of
humanity which requires every member of it to have an abso-
lutely clean heart. In the Concluding Unscientific Postscript,
Kierkegaard has clearly brought out the contrast between
the three stages by saying that aesthetic existence is essen-
tially enjoyment, ethical existence is essentially struggle and
victory ; religious existence is essentially suffering.
Individuality, the Supreme Category of Human Life . —
Let it be particularly noted here that the suffering of a reli-
gious person Is not due to any weakness or abnormality of
his mind. On the contrary, in so far as it is self-imposed,
such a suftering bears an eloquent testimony of his truly
healthy mind., For, in suftering, the religious man over-
comes that cowardice usually concealed by the ordinary men
under the garb of seeming respectability, which keeps them
invariably away from God. By means of suffering or
through the sense of guilt, man becomes one with God. It
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is this idea which is sought to be expressed by Kierkegaard
by saying that suffering is the only means to attain perfect
individuality.  According to Kierkegaard, individuality 1s
the supreme category of life and it is in attaining it that
the supreme bliss in one’s life lies. In the Point of View,
Kierkegaard says :

“‘The individual’ is the category through which, in a reli-
gious aspect, this age, all history, the human race as a ’whole
must pass. And he who stood at Thermophylae was not so secure
in his position as I who have stood in defence of this narrow
defile, ‘the individual’, with the intent of making people take
notice of it. His duty was to prevent the hosts from passing
through the defile. .. .my task i1s, if possible, to invite, to stir up
the many to press through this defile of the individual. ‘The
individual’—with this category the cause of Christianity stands
or falls, since world-development has got so far along in reflec-
tion as it has. Without this category pantheism has triumphed
absolutely. ... . The category of ‘individual’ is and remains the
fixed point which is able to resist the pantheistic confusion.”?

Indiniduality is not purely a Logical Category :—
Kierkegaard’s importance does not lie in the discovery of
the category of individuality. It was recognized fully as
early as Aristotle. It is in his distinctive attitude towards
this category that his character as an existentialist is reveal-
ed. Kierkegaard’s main complaint is that the attitude of
most of the thinkers towards individuality has been predo-
minantly intellectual. Kierkegaard's entire criticism of
Hegelianism 1s based solely on this ground. According to
him, Hegel seeks to furnish the explanation of individuality
through logic. Here Hegel is entirely wrong. For indivi-
duality may involve logic, but such a logic will not be in
a position to explain the concrete synthesis of subject and
object which it represents. It is this concreteness that gives
to individuality its distinctive existential character. Logical
analysis can only inform us what elements are found in an
individual experience and to what extent they show internal
system and order. But in order that such a logical analysis
should operate, it is necessary that the individual experience

2 Pp. 130, 136-137.
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should first of all exist. The Rationalists like Hegel usually
believe that logic can explain everything about the indivi-
dual. But this 1s sheer illusion.

“One may be great as a logician and become immortal
through one’s accomplishment, and yet postulate oneself by
supposing that the logical 1s the existential, and that the principle
of contradiction is removed in the realm of existence since it
undeniably is removed in the realm of logic. Existence is exactly
that separation which frustrates the mere logical stream.”?’

Indirect Communication :— What Kierkegaard really
‘wants us to understand is that in the individuality the sub-
ject and object are never given to us in abstraction, as thc
rationalists would have us believe. On the contrary, every
individual experience claims to have a uniqueness for itself
simply because it holds these two aspects of experience in
-a concrete unity which 1s sui generis. But what 1s 1t that
actually effects such a synthesis ? According to Kierkegaard,
logic 1s unable to create such a synthesis, although 1t may be
-able to analyse it. Creative power 1s vested only in that
inward feeling through which a man moulds his life and
personality in a certain historical situation. Such a feeling
is regarded by Kierkegaard as having inwardness and sub-
jectivity. Or, as Kierkegaard puts it in his characteristic
terminology, individuality is throughout sustained by “in-
direct communication.”  Indirect communication 1s quite
different from the direct communication. The latter 1s the
same as the discursive knowledge in which the thinker
“thinks the universal,” i.e., knows a particular object by
subsuming it under a universal. But in the indirect commu-
nication the thinker ‘* assimilates the universal in his inward-
ness, i.e., he applies it to his own personality and situation.™
The distinction between these two different kinds of commu-
nication can be illustrated by taking the example of one’s
becoming a true Christian. A person may be born a Christian
and yet; according to Kierkegaard, he may not be truly a
Christian. The reason 1s that by listening to the sermons and

3 Papier, VI B. 98 : 45.
4 Thomte, Kierkegaard's Philosophy of Religion, p. 192,
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by observing the usual rites of the institutional religion ene
cannot imbibe the true spirit of Christianity. Such a mode of
knowing Christianity may furnish a good deal of informa-
tion and food for intellect. Yet it may leave a person as.
irreligious as ever. In order to be truly religious, the per-
son will have to 1dentify himself with the i1deals of religion.
He is required to develop a subjective and inward feeling
for them, so that he might be prepared to suffer and even
to die for them. This requires the quickening of conscience
in man, an openness of the mind to the influences of reason.
Such a process, as Kierkegaard points out, is absolutely
inward and subjective, by which he means that 1t 1s deter-
.mined through that force of feeling which can create a
concrete synthesis of personality by forging its various.
elements into an organic unity so as to represent the reli-
gious spirit in and through every part of it.

The doctrine of indirect communications thus leads
Kierkegaard to invest into feeling the ontological status,
i.e., the power of realizing an idea. Without such a feeling
such an idea can never exist or be real at all. Such a
spontaneous and creative feeling is not accessible through
ordinary knowledge, because it is inward and subjective,
that 1s, quite abstract in 1ts nature.

From such a point of view, Kierkegaard's attitude
towards God becomes radically difterent from the one
which the philosophy of religion of the Rationalists mani-
fests towards Him. For a confirmed rationalist God 1s
not only the Perfect Self, but also the Absolute ; that is
to say, God is at once both the supreme regulative principle
and metaphysical principle. According to Kierkegaard,
this leaves no scope for true religiosity. If Reason alone
ts enough to lead us to God then in order to be truly
religious one will have to become a professor of philosophy.
But this 1s absurd. According to Kierkegaard, a professor,
unless he has a fecling for God, can .do nothing more than
storing up religious doctrine in his mind or at best can
give learned discourses by putting forward reasons to justify

a certain religious doctrine. But this by itself can never
make him a god-man.
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“The transition to the Christian mode of life is not by means
of intellectual apprehension of the doctrine of Christianity, but
through a decisive act by which the individual enters into an
obedient relation to Christ who is the pattern and by which
relaconship his life becomes heterogeneous with the life of the
world. Once a man acts decisively and comes out into reality,
existence can get a grip on him, and God can educate him. To
enter into relationship with God means to act. Such action
does not preclude reflection. Kierkegaard speaks of a ‘pro-
longed’ and ‘continued’ reflection which may be the very condi-
tion for decisive religious action. Such ‘continued’ reflection
holds the individual at the point of decision day after
day with the same intensity. It 1s physically exhausting
and requires a great strength of character, but it serves a ‘reli-
gious haemorrhage,” which weakens one’s natural clinging to the

world."®

It 1s evident from the above that although Kierkegaard
believes that the ultimate ground of existence is feeling and
also that such a feeling 1s not accessible to intellectual know-
ledge, Kierkegaard, nevertheless, 1s not anti-intellectual.
Feeling 1s not absolutely opposed to reason, but 1t 1s a force
which gives rise to reason in the course of its operation.
This ts quite obvious from the doctrine of the three stages
as referred to above. As the feeling of love goes on be-
coming more and more intense and conscious, it naturally
develops its own logical dialectic. Otherwise, the hierar-
chical gradation of the stages will have no justification.
Logic only furnishes the methodology of such an ordering
process. But it can never constitute the order in the ele-
ments unless the logic 1s felt by one.

Conclusion :— This account of Kierkegaard’s philo-
sophy naturally leads us to the following important conclu-
sions.

- To begin with, religious experience represents a con-
crete individual umty of the object with the supreme sub-
ject. As such it i1s regulated by the logical principle of
contradiction. But this is as good as saying that God 1s
finite. For, the operation of the logical laws 1s possible
within the sphere of finite experience alone. If such 1s the

5 Ibid., p. 171.
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case, then God can no more figure as the metaphysical
Absolute. Such a status, according to Kierkegaard, can
be vested into that feeling, which being both creative and
abstract, can be truly infinite. God 1s the result of the
supreme individuation of such an abstract infimte feeling.
By taking such a stand Kierkegaard is able to concede an
independent status to ontology by subordinating both episte-
mology and axiology to it. Feeling is the infinite principle
of reality, which in the act of its individuation gives rise
td the logical categories in theory as well as in prtactice.
It is in suggesting such a purely ontological approach to
ic_he problems of philosophy that Kierkegaard’s originality
1es.

Kierkegaard was not. a professional philosopher.
Moreover, his approach to philosophy has been directly
from the experiences of his personal life. As such his
views could not get the precision of language and termino-
logy. Partially this defect has been overcome by those
existentialists, who succeeded Kierkegaard.
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Distinction between a Being (Seiende) and Being
(Sein) :—The distinction between a Being (Seiende) and
Being (8ein) is the fundamental basis of Heidegger’s philo-
scphical thought. The Seiende 1s anything ordinarily found
existing in our experience. It includes all objects, thoughts
or events, which are constantly in flux and act and react on
one another. The Seiende constitutes the proper field for
positive sciences. The principal task of such sciences is to
introduce system and order in the world of the Seiende.

But, according to Heidegger, we are not satisfied with
the knowledge about the Seiende. We also ask the further
question : What i1s the source of the Seiende ? Or, more
appropriately, what constitutes the Being of the Beings ?
It 1s, however, not easy to answer such a question. For,
the Being or the Sein can never be presented as an object,
because it 1s the ultimate ground of the world of the Seiende.
The Sein transcends everything that is concrete. Hence, it
1s not possible to describe 1t in terms of anything belonging
to the world of the Seiende. It i1s neither numerable nor
does it belong to any kind, neither is it spatial nor temporal,
neither 1s it a substance nor an attribute.® It is incapable
of being apprehended through any concept and hence it is
indefinable.* In a word, it is, according to Heidegger,
nothing ; that 1s to say, somethmg mysterious and abstract.

Dasein and Existence :—I1f the Seiende and the Sein
are absolutely opposed to each other, how are we to esta-
blish any via media between them ?  With a view to solving
this problem, Heidegger leads us to the conception of
Dasein. The Dasein is that specific aspect of the world of
oetende, which 1s distinctly human. The distinguishing
character of Dasein is that it is never static or closed, but

1 Vide Knittermeyer's Die Philosophie Der Existenz, p. 217 in this

connection.
2 Ibid., p. 219.
8 Cf. “Man kann das Sein nicht zu definieren versuchen, ohne einer

Absurditat zu verfallen” (Sein und Zeil, 4).
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it is characterized by openness or disclosure (Erschlossen-
heit). For, in the first place, it has its past and also it
points to the future. Moreover, the Dasein is distinguished
from any other object, such as a table, a tree, etc., inasmuch
as it 1s never simply a means to an end, but it 1s ansend 1n
itself. It i1s this which leads a man to organize his expe-
rience in such a way that the various objects come to have
any meaning only in so far as they are related to his self.
This 1s expressed by Heidegger by saying that the Dasetn
exists. The word ‘exist’ is taken in 1its etymological sense,
meaning thereby that it ek-sists or goes beyond itself. In
other words, every Dasein has the capacity to transcend the
limitations of both time and space. Unless it shows such a
tendency, it cannot be said to.exist at all. Existence 1s the
very function of Dasein, through which it brings itself in re-
lation to the Being itself.*

Historicity (Gechichtlichkeit) and Projection (Eni-
wurf) of the Dasein :—According to Heidegger, man never
lives 1n stark isolation, but he lives in the world. The being-
in-the-world (Das In-der-I¥ elt-Sein) 1mplies that there is a
certain historical situation within which human life hnds its
proper meaning. Su¢h a situation consists of a multitude of
objects. Now, our knowledge presents these objects as dis-
connected entities. It makes us believe that each of these
objects has its own essence and if it is referred to its proper
essence, it can be regarded as real. According to Heidegger,
such 1s never the case. The knowledge of an object, which
reveals to us its essence, can never invest it with reality. It
can at the most inform us that an object 1s present or is be-
fore us (worhanden) or that it can be turned to such and
such use (zuhanden). DBut until and unless it enters into
the relation to his interests, it cannot be said to be or to exist.
It is this capacity to project itself into the world of objects
that makes the Dasein a dynamic entity. Whatever be the
historical situation into which the Dasein is thrown, it mani-
fests the tendency to assimilate the set of objects to itsclf.
[t creates its history, and through such a historicity it feels
more and more the operation of Being within itse%

+ “Das Sein selbst, zu dem sich das Dasein so oder so verhalten kann,
und immer irgendwie verhilt, nennen wir Existenz.” (Setn und Zeit, 12).
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Anxiety (Angst) as the Existential Force :—According
to Heidegger, the feeling which gives an access to the Being
1s best manifested in our anxiety (Angst) for the future.
Every man feels anxious about his destiny. Such an anxiety
goes on developing an inward tension in his mind till his
death. It is this anxiety, which leads a man perpetually to
mould his experience, to make the best of the objective situ-
ation, in which he 1s thrown. There are infinite possibilities
‘of handling an objective situation. But the feeling of anxiety
for his destiny requires him to choose only one of suchr in-
finite number of alternatives. It is in the moment of making
his choice, that a man finds himself quite free and feels his
existence.

[t is necessary to observe that, according to Heidegger,
the freedom of choice which is involved in his anxiety for
the future is not the same as any teleological action. Every
purposive action has a goal or an ideal, which 1t has to
achieve. But the anxiety, which is the characteristic feature
of every Dasein has no object. Heidegger distinguishes
the Angst from fear. Fear has always some object for itself.’
For example, I can say that I am afraid of a lion, a snake,
flood, etc. Anxiety, on the contrary,chas no object. It 1s
something natural to man, because without it he never feels
that he exists. Anxiety, according to Heidegger, 1s the very
“Being of the Dasein.”® It is the very dynamic impulse
through which man creates and fulhls his own destiny.

Home-Sickness ( Heimatlosigkeit ) and Home-
Coming :—When Heidegger suggests that the feeling of
anxiety i1s the mainspring of human destiny, he does not
mean to lead us to any pessimistic view of life. In trying
to diagnose the chief malady which affects our age, in which
along with intellectual enlightenment eftected in consequence
of scientific progress there are forces of unreason running
rampant causing untold misery and suftering to humanity,
Heidegger maintains that we have become strangers in the
world which is ours. It is not that there 1s anything wrong

5 Cf, “Die Furcht bezieht sich stets auf etwas Bestimmtes,” and
“Fragen wir nun naher, whelches der Gegenstand der Angst ist, so ist hier
allwege zu antworten : Dieser i1st Nichts. Die Angst und Nichts entspre-

chen einander bestindig.”
6 “Das Sein des Daseins” ist die Sorge.
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with the world, but the root-cause of the disease lies within
ourselves. The same world of objects, which is wearing
such a sinister appearance to humanity and inspiring terror
into our mind, or the feeling of homesickness, which makes
us lose heart, can be completely changed, provided we give
up our allegiance to the false values of intelligence. Intel-
lect may fascinate us, but it can never give us any satisfaction
or happiness. In order to be happy, we shall have to take
recpurse to that existential feeling, which 1s the common
ground of the entire human existence. If we look at the
world from the standpoint of such a feeling, the same gloomy
world will assume a welcome appearance. The same things,
which surround us, namely, the houses, streets, trees, ani-
mals, etc., will be clothed with an indescribable joy.’

This 1s shown by Heidegger in his superb appreciation
of Holderlin’'s poem ‘“Home-coming.””® 1n this poem, the
poet, who had returned home after his long stay in the for-
cign land, finds his weary heart hlled with the sense of in-
describable joy at the sight of even the trifling things of his
home town. This was so, because he had a feeling of i1den-
tity with them. It iseonly when one trains one’s mind to be
animated with such a feeling of love that the homesickness,
which 1s overpowering our age, can yield place to infinite joy
of home-coming.

The implications of such a stand taken by Heidegger
are far-reaching, particularly in the sphere of religion. But
unfortunately they have not been fully worked out by him.
One thing 1s quite certain that, according to Heidegger, re-
ality 1s not accessible through intellectual knowledge, but
through intuitive feeling. In maintaining this, Heidegger has
lent a powerful support to the main thesis of Existentialism.

7 Cf. in this connection Rilke's following lines, which express the
dejected mind of the poet when he happened once to look out of the
window in a foreign town :

Noch war die neue
Stadt wie verwehrt, und die uniiberredete Landschaft
finsterte hin, als wire ich nicht. Nicht gaben die nichsten
Dinge sich Miih, mir verstindlich zu sein. An der Laterne
drangte, die Gasse herauf : ich sah, dasz fremd war.

8 Refer in this connection to Being and Existence,
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Being-in-the-}V orld and Dasein :— Like all existen-
tialists Jaspers maintains that meaning can be ascribed to
the objects in the context of certain historical situation.? And
such a historical situation must be essentially human. The
world 1s a world for me, because it surrounds me (Umwel) .2
Of course, there 1s ample room for another world, which
may be totally opposed to my world. But this docs not
mean that the world can exist independently of its entering
into the consciousness of the Subject. Indeed, the conscious-
ness 1s '’ that point of illumination which in the circumambi-
ent darkness of the abysmal Whole brings to light the Dasein
itself and also the world.”® Being-in-the-World and Dasein
are the concepts, which thus mutually imply each other.

The Bi-polarity (Spaltung) of Dasein .—Jaspers gives
a better analysis of Dasein than Heidegger. According to
Jaspers, the Dasein is bi-polar. It is capable of being split
up into two aspects : (i) the objectivé and (ii) the subjec-
tive. For the purposes of logical understanding, it 1s poss-
ible to treat the two aspects separately. In that case the
objective aspect will reveal to us an interconnected system
of several objects, which may be called simply the World
(Welt). Again, we know that every object requires some
subject to understand 1t. Hence, the objective aspect natu-
rally leads to the subjective. From the standpoint of logic,
it 1s possible to establish a complete synthesis of all the sub-
jects. This leads us to the conception of consciousness-in-
general (Das Bewusstsein tiberhaupt). Our concrete exper-
ience does not allow the subject and the object to remain
completely isolated from each other. They are invariably

1 “ Wir sind immer in Situationen.” Jaspers, Einfithrung in Die Phi-
losophte, i 20.

2 Es ist zwar auch das “Sein in seiner Welt,” aber diese Welt ist
“Umwelt” (W 53 f.), Welt fiir mich. (Knittermeyer, Die Philosophie
Der Existenz, p. 341.)

3 Ibid., p. 342.
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brought together into an all-comprehensive synthesis of sub-
ject and object.

In so far as such an analysis of the Dasein 1s concern-
ed Jaspers has only followed Kant, who in his Critique of
Pure Reason ultimately leads us to the three Ideas ob Reason
as the regulative principles of the totality of our experience.
As Boschenski points out, Jaspers is indebted to Kant in two
ways :  First, he takes the maxim of consciousness to be
valid : no object without a subject, everything objective &
categorically conditioned by consciousness, objective being
(Dasein) is always an illusion. Second, he adopts the Kan-
tian doctrine of ideas and amplihes it ; we are never present-
ed with the whole of reality, and so he turns Kant’s three
1deas (the world, the soul, God) into three ‘encompassers’
(Umgreifende)”.* Jaspers calls these concepts the encom-
passers (Umgreigende), inasmuch as they serve to furnish
a complete explanation of the Dasein.

God both as the Encompasser and Transcendence :—
There 1s, however, a radical difference between Kant and
Jaspers in the assessment of the value of the encompassers
from the standpoint of philosophy. While, according to
Kant, the three Idecas of the world, self and God spring from
the profound cravings of human reason, because they are
necessartly implied in the systematic and regulative proce-
durc ot logical understanding ; they are denied any consti-
tutive character. They arc only ideals and as such they can
never be presented in our actual experience. Hence, from
the standpoint of logic they are regarded by Kant as purcly
transcendent.  Now, Kant's conception of transcendent is
detrimental to metaphysics. For, according to Kant, the
Ideas of Reason are like those golden apples, which are kept
under the perpetual vigil of Gorgon Medusa. The moment
human understanding rcaches out its hands to grasp them,
it is completely petrified. DBut if the Ideas of Reason are
beyond the rcach of human undcrstanding, are they not as
good as unreal ?

Jaspers, however, seeks to solve Kant’s problem from
the standpoint of existentialism. In the first plice, Jaspers
makes us understand that the three encompassers are oper-

- — — il

¢ Contemporary European Philosophy, p. 186.
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ative within the domain of Dasein. The Dasein has a dir-
ect bearing on human existence. In such a Dasein, there 1s
bi-polarity of subject-object. But the subject and the object
are only logical concepts. As such, they are only appear-
ances (Erscheinungen).  They can be invested with the
character of reality only when they are brought in relation
to existential feeling. Such a feeling is neither objective
nor subjective. It is transcendental to both. But the Dasen
is unable to maintain itself without such a creative feeling,
which, although transcendental, alone has the power to unify
subject and object in a certain historical situation. Trans-
cendence thus 1s the very function of feeling whereby it in-
vests the Dasein with the character of existence.”

This is brought out more clearly by Jaspers in the doc-
trine of God. According to him, the idea of God has histor-
ically two roots : the Bible and the Greek Philosophy.® As
the supreme encompasser, God conforms to the rationalistic
view of Greek philosophy in so far as it 1s through Him
that a complete organization of the total human experience
1s made possible. But as an encompasser, God is unable to
realize such a possibility unless His 1dea 1s felt by man. It
1s this feeling or faith, which is mainly responsible in giving
the personal character to God as an object of religious de-
votion. e is then conceived as the superhuman Individual,

as the dispenser of Justice and the embodiment of all that
1s good.

In approaching God from the standpoint of existential-
1sm, Jaspers has, in fact, saved both Religion and Philosophy
from any loss of their independence. The Rationalist, by
identifying God with the Absolute, deprives Religion of all
the warmth of feeling which inspires the religious devotee
to make the heaviest sacrifice in the name of God. More-
over, 1n Philosophy, the same rationalistic method gives rise
to several insoluble problems, particularly by creating a rift
in the two aspects of the Absolute as self-fulfilled and the
same as self-fulfilling itself. But by dissociating the ration-

5 “Als Existenz sind wir auf Gott-die Transzendent-bezogen.” (Einfi-
hrung in Die Philosophie, p. 32.)

6 “Unser abendlandischer Gottesgedanke hat geschichtlich zwei wurzeln:
die Bibel und die grieshische Philosophie.” (Ibid., p. 3.)
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alistic aspect of God from his being as realized by human
feeling, Jaspers has saved both religion and philosophy from
the above-mentioned difhculties. | |

Metaphysics as Cipher-Script of Existential Communi-
cation :—In his approach to Religion, Jaspers follows the
lead of Kierkegaard. But he even goes back to Plotinus,
““ the greatest of the Western mystics,” in order to find in
him the correct representation of his own standpoint. In
his Einfithrung in Die Philosophie, Jaspers quotes from, Plo-
tinus the following :—

“Often when I awaken to self-consciousness after the slumber
of body, I see a wonderful beauty ; I believe then most firmly
my belonging to a better and higher world, imbibe powerfully
within me the most commanding life and become one with the

Godhead.™”

According to Jaspers, in such a mystic vision as the
above is contained the quintessence of philosophy.  The
mystic’s vision has nothing to do with what 1s already given,
but it aims at realizing or giving a concrete form to that
which is incapable o# becoming an object. God, as an en-
compasser, can never be an object. But through the person-
al feeling of the mystic, He can be realized.®* For, now God
does not remain an abstract possibility, but He has been
completely identified by the mystic with his own self. He
becomes the symbol of the mystic’s spiritual perfection. The
mystic has now made a choice to identify himself with God,
no matter whether such a choice entails upon him suftering
of any magnitude and intensity. Guided by the unflinching
faith in God, the mystic ultimately succeeds in transcending
the limitations of his finite self and brings himself into an
intimate communion with God in whom he finds the fullest
revelation of his own being. Where does this faith come
from. ‘It does not come originally out of the limits of the
world-experience, but out of the freedom of man. The man,

7 Ibid., pp. 33-34. Our tr.

8 “Gott ist kein Gegenstand des Wissens, er ist nicht zwingend
erschlieszbar. Gott ist auch kein Gegenstand der sinnlichen Erfahrung. Er
ist unsichtbar, kann nicht geschaut, sonder nur geglaubt warden.” (Ibid.,

p. 43).
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who has really known his freedom, has himself immediately
axtl)ii g?rtainly become God. Freedom and God are insepar-
able.”™?

When we seek to explain this freedom, which we exer-
cise 1n the moments of absolute failure (Scheitern), we
hnd ourselves to be quite helpless. ‘“‘Before Being we must
be silent. When something is incapable of being presented
as an object, speech is brought to a standstill.”’*® Under such
a situation, the faith or freedom helps us by creating,the
symbols or ciphers of that which is transcendental. For, as
Taspers says : ““The wreck 1s the open ground of all cipher-
being. Cipher, regarded as the reality of Being, springs
first in the experience of the wreck.” Such ciphers or sym-
bols have no relation to anything as an object. On the con-
trary, it is through these ciphers that ‘“‘the transcendence of
the transcendents’” comes to ‘‘transparence.” ‘They consti-
tute the language of faith and one who has it can alone find
any existential communication through them. Metaphysics
is the language of such ciphers ; or in a word, Metaphysics
has to do with the existential communication.  ‘*“Through
Metaphysics,” says Jaspers, “‘we listen to the encompasser
of the transcendence. We underst:amcfl this Metaphysics as
the cipher-script.’’t

® Ibid., p. 43. Qur tr. 10 Ibid., p. 47. Our tr.
11 Ibid, p. 35.
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Deontologization of Epistemology :—The best way to
understand Sartre is to begin with his attitude towards epis-
temology. In conformity with the general position of Exist-
entialism, Sartre strips epistemology of all its ontological
pretensions.  In this connection, he has taken recourse to
the phenomenological method introduced by Husserl. Ac-
cording to Husserl, the main aim of philosophy is to analyse
the meaning of phenomena as they appear to us. Phenomena
include not only the sensible appearances, but also feelings,
desires, love, hate, political institutions, philosophical doc-
trines,—in fact, everything which ‘‘appears” or “mani-
fests'’ itself in our experience. How are we to find the
meaning of such phenomena ? Husserl, in the first place,
wants us to believe that phenomena should be taken as they
are. That is to say, we must shake all our prejudice, it
there 1s any, with regard to any noumenal entity or any
transcendental object existing behind the phenomena and
acting as their cause. No such transcendental metaphysical
entity can’be posited, because phenomena are analysed by
human consciousness, which alone gives meaning and signi-
ficance to them. Whatever appears thus has validity and

justification only 1n relation to and within human conscious-
ness.

‘This, however, does not mean that the world as it
appears to us does not have any existence. According to
Husserl, the question with regard to the existence of thc
phenomenal world does not arise at all. For in analysing
the nature of a phenomenon its existence is taken for grant-
ed. The phenomenon exists. It 1s there. If such is the
case, there is no need to raise any question with regard to
its existence. For, its existence can neither be athrmed nor
can it be denmied. Husserl, therefore, refuses to judge it and
simply puts it inside “brackets,” called by hint “Einkldm-
merung’’ or, in Greek, “epoche.”

Sartre agrees with Fusser! in excluding noumenal enti-
ties from the sphere of epistemalogy. The object of know-
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ledge 1s simply what 1s given or presented to human consci-
ousness. It has nothing to do with any noumenal object at
all.  ‘“Thus we arrive at the 1dea of the phenomenon such
as we can find, for example in the ‘phenomenology’ of
Husserl or of Heidegger—the phenomenon or the relative-
absolute. Relative the phenomenon remains, for ‘to
appear’ supposes In essence somebody to whom to appear.
Rut 1t does not have the double relativity of Kant’s Erschein-
ung. It does not point over its shoulder to a true being
which would be, for it, absolute.” What it is, it is absolutely,
for it reveals itself as it 1s. 'The phenomenon can be studied
and described as such, for 1t is absolutely indicative of itself.

“The duality of potency and act falls by the same stroke.
The act is everything. Behind the act there 1s neither potency
nor ‘hexis’ nor virtue. We shall refuse, for example, to under-
stand by ‘genius’ or that he ‘was’ a genius—a particular cap-
acity to produce certain works, which was not exhausted exactly
in producing them. The genius of Proust :s neither the work
considered in isolation nor the subjective ability to produce it ; it
is the work considered as the totality of the manifestations of the

persons.’’?

In this way, Sartre not only does not give any quarter
to realism in epistemology, but he 1s also equally opposed to
any kind of idealistic interpretation of the phenomenal world.
[Here he parts company with Husserl, who believed that the
meaning is assigned to the phenomena by the transcen-
dental Ego. The conception of transcendental Ego is not
acceptable to Sartre, although he is of opinion that the
meaning of a phenomenon is judged and determined by hu-
man consciousness. But human consciousness, according to
Sartre, 1s not personal at all. In fact, it is nothing. It is
neither subjective nor is it objective. We shall explain pre-
sently what Sartre means by this. One thing, however, is
quite clear that there 1s no scope for any transcendental Ego
in Sartre’s philosophy and as such idealism is totally banish-
ed from the sphere of epistemology. In other words, episte-
mology 1s completely deontologized by Sartre.

1 Being and Nothing, Eng. tr. by H. E. Barnes, p. xlviii.
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Human Reality or Being-for-Itself :—The worla as
it is presented to us comes to have meaning only when the
various objects are brought in direct relation to human con-
sciousness. Nothing in the world, for example, tablf;, chair,
picture, etc. can have any meaning apart from the use to
which they are put by man to subserve his interests. In fact,
any object has meaning only in relation to thé consciousness
which knows it. Knowledge, thus, 1s purely a function of
human reality, which 1s the same as the Dasein as under-
stood by Heidegger and Jaspers.

Now, what kind of nature can human consciousness be
sald to have ? According to Sartre, such a nature can be
best characterized by saying that it 1s Nothing. For, the
distinctive feature of human“reality is that 1t i1s constantly
desiring something. The object of such a desire does not
exist here and now. It 1s, therefore, nothing.  But this
should not be taken to mean that it 1s absolutely non-existent.
On the contrary, human consciousness is rich in contents.
But all these contents can have their value in relation to the
end, which 1s posited by human consciousness. The entire
human experience is the result of projection of human con-
sciousness into its fufure. But the future ““is not” there. It
simply represents a ‘‘lack’ and hence Sartre calls it Nothing.

Sartre usually calls human consciousness the Being-for-
itself to suggest that the being of the phenomenal world has
significance only for human consciousness.  But through
such a characterization one should not think that, according
to Sartre, human consciousness exists only as a subject. For,
according to him, it can also be objective. This 1s brought
out by Sartre by analysing the sense of shame, which some-
times overpowers us. In such a sense of shame the samec
person, who a moment before claimed himself to be a sub-
ject, finds himself to be an object for others. In other words,
that which was the Being-for-itself now becomes Being-for-
others.

“In fact no matter what results one can obtain in solitude
py the religious practice of shame, it is in its primary structure
shame before somebody. 1 have just made an awkward or vulgar
gesture. This gesture clings to me ; I neither judge it nor blame it.
I simply live it. I realize it in the mode of for-itself. Suddenly
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.I realize the vulgarity of my gesture, and I am ashamed.
It is certain that my shame is not reflective, for the presence of
another in my conscilousness, even as a catalyst, is incompatible
with the reflective attitude ; in the field of my reflection I can
never meet with anything but the consciousness which is mine. I
am ashamed of myself as I appear to the Other.”2

Being-in-I1tself —It would, however, be wrong to think
that the Being-for-itself is the same as the absolute ontologi-
cal Being. We have just seen that the Being-for-itself is
intensely active, inasmuch as it constantly projects itself into
the future. The question now i1s : Towards what does this
projection tend ? To this Sartre’s answer 1s : the projec-
tion of human consciousness tends towards the Being-in-itself,
which 1s the “‘brute existent” or absolute. Human conscious-
ness springs from this Being-in-itself by boring a hole (trou)
through 1t.

What Sartre seeks to suggest here is that although hu-
man consciousness with all its contents has a being, yet such
a being 1s not self-subsistent. No doubt, human reality is
ever active and changeful. But such an activity invariably
points to the Being-in-itself for its solid and absolute support.
The entire process of realization of human consciousness
can have no meaning unless it reveals within itself the Being-
in-itself.  Sartre, who has de-ontologized epistemology by
throwing overboard the idea of any noumenal entity, has
verily embraced some sort of realism in so far as his ontolo-
gical doctrine is concerned.

“After all this, the reader may well wonder if Sartre is
still a realist and, if a realist, of what sort? ‘Repeatedly Sartre
takes a position against idealism and his book is, in any way,
a long attempt to show that the whole mass of being lies out-
side consciousness in the Being-in-itself. Nobody except Sartre
has emplied the For-itself or human consciousness to such an
extent. And yet—this is paradoxical in Sartre’s system—the
nothingness of the For-itself does not create the being of the
world in an idealistic way, but human reality nevertheless makes
the ‘there is’ being. By this ambiguous statement Sartre means
that the being of the world appears by means of the For-itself.

2 Ibid., p. 221-222.
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There is not at first a consciousness and afterward ‘revelation’
of the world by means of ‘nihilation’ or ‘negation.” Granting
that there is being in the world, however, Sartre does not include
in this being such entities as time, space, or the Aristotelian
potency. These are the result of the presence of human con-
sciousness in the world. All the so-called categories (unity-multi-
plicity, whole-part, more and less, besides, outside of, one-two-
three) are ideal manipulations of things which leave Being-in-
itself completely intact. They are different ways in which the
For-itself ‘attacks’ and organizes the ‘apathetic indifference Jf

' }

things’”......
“Sartre, then is not an idealist : the predominating trait of

his system is one of extreme realism. And yet, this extreme
realism is interwoven with eléments of an equally extreme sub-
jectivism. To be exact, one.could consider Sartre both as a re-
alist and as an idealist ; as a realist because he accepts the ‘brute
existent’ as being independent of human intervention, and as
an 1dealist because he charges human consciousness (or For-
itself), with the task of giving meaning or significance to this
‘brute existent.’ ’’3

These passages make it quite clear that in so far as
the ontological posjtion is concerned Sartre is a realist, in-
asmuch as he believes in the existence of a Being-in-itselt
which 1s independent of human consciousness and is incap-
able of being understood in terms of any of the categories
of human knowledge. It i1s thus abstract and absolute.
But the same Being-in-itself 1s capable of revealing itself
through the activity of human consciousness. Hence, it
1s also dynamic.

There now remains the question : How can such a
Being-in-itself, which i1s abstract, absolute and dynamic, be
grasped ? The answer to this question is furnished by
Sartre through his doctrine of Freedom.

Freedom as the Via-Media between the Being-in-Itself
and the Being-for-Itself .—Human consciousness invariably
secks to reveal the Being-in itself by identifying itself con-
tinually with the latter. This implies constant activity.
I'luman consciousness is awarce of some want or, lack with-
in stself. 1 begin to perceive that there ought to be some-
thing, although it is not there. When a man is impelled

8 Wilfrid Desan, The Tragio Finale, Jpp. 55-56.
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by such an intuition, he goes on moulding his past, some-
times he might also completely tear himself away from it
in order to realize that which is not yet but can be. Such
a capacity of negation coupled with the capacity of exer-
c1izing absolute choice under a certain situation is freedom.

To be free does not necessarily imply that man will
succeed 1n achieving what he has desired. According to
Sartre, this may not happen at all on account of the ex-
tremely complex situation in which human consciousness
operates. More frequently, human consciousness meets
with failure and consequently has to pass through suffering
and misery. Under such a situation, man is overpowered
by the feeling of frustration or, what Sartre calls, nausea.
“No necessary being can explain existence....It 1s com-
plete gratuity. All is gratuitous, this garden, this town
and myself. When one happens to realize 1t, then it turns
one's heart, all begins to float....: that’s the Nausea.”

- A complete identity of human consciousness with the
Being-in-itself is an empty dream and yet in order to exist
it will have to embark continually on fresh hazards and
to run perilous risks. In this way, freedom, which ex-
presses itself through the feeling of nausea, acts as a via
media between the Being-in-itself and the Being-for-itself.

Criticism :— It is easy to see from the above how
Sartre conforms fundamentally to the general position of
existentialism. In de-ontologizing epistemology as well as
in maintaining that the ontological principle 1s abstract and
dynamic, he has visualized the possibility of steering clear
of both realism and idealism, which have been the source
of mischief in the domain of philosophy.

There is, however, one weak point in Sartre’s philo-
sophy. His conception of human consciousness or Being-
for-itself is not quite satisfactory. For, it rests on the
confusion of the logical and psychological aspects of our
self, namely, the transcendental subject and the empirical
self, the / ,and the me. In de-ontologizing epistemology,
Sartre has done well in dismissing the notion of trans-
cendental object. But when he takes cudgels against the

+ Sartre, Nausea, p. 166,
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conception of transcendental ego, he has almost broken the
very backbone of human reality. If by doing away with
the transcendental ego Sartre wanted to attack -the
view, according to which the self is regarded as a spiritual
substance, then he is perfectly justihed. For, suck a spiri-
tual substance has been the refuge of all idealism and as
such it must be rejected all at once. But if by spiritual
substance Sartre means the transcendental subject, then he
is grossly mistaken. The transcendental subject has nothing
to’ do with the ontological character vested into the self
by the idealists. The transcendental subject 1s the supreme
logical condition of the possibility of any experience. It
is also the ultimate standard of all human values. This
is the main reason why Husserl could not dispense with it
in his phenomenology, which was in the beginning pre-
occupied with the logical understanding of the meaning of
phenomena. But when Husserl sought to solve the meta-
physical problem through such a method, he lapsed into
some sort of Hegelianism. The transcendental subject was
found handy to play the role of the Absolute.

But Sartre, inuso far as he had taken up the position
of an existentialist, could have easily by-passed Husserl's
defect without dispensing with his notion of the transcen-
dental ego. It was enough for him to dissociate the Being-
in-itself from the transcendental subject. This would have
cpened for him the possibility of giving autonomy to philo-
sophy without crippling epistemology. But Sartre seems
to be very much apprehensive of falling into the clutches ot
idealism in case he had retained the conception of trans-

cendental ego.

The upshot of this was that Sartre’s epistemology was
seriously damaged and was overrun by the hordes of empi-
ricism and psychologism. When there was no transcen-
dental subject, there hardly remained a question of esta-
blishing any perfect system in the totality of experience.
In the absence of reason, passions are bound to run amuck
and to create a pandemonium in the human experience.
This 1s exactly what has happened in Sartre's philosophy,
which lands us into a world of contingency and pessimism.
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Desan, after his masterly review of Sartre’s doctrine, comes
to the same conclusion.

“Totality 1s wanted ; that is, a total application of all
available methods in order to grasp the totality of being.
‘Hegel may be right,” writes Sartre. ‘Totality is perhaps the
right viewpoint, the viewpoint of being.’ This assertion seems
to carry much truth indeed. But this is also the reason why we
do not want a world which is Sartrian only ; we want a world
which is more inclusive. Philosophy is not one man's life. It
is not the product of one climate, of one nation or one era;
it is, on the contrary, homeless and supranational. We are
crowded in the philosophical field with small orthodoxies which
serve as refuge for many individualities. Although each view-
point, even that in a novel or a play, may help us to under-
stand ourselves and the world, we do not consider this as
philosophical, for philosophy i1s still that which, having grown
above the concrete and the subjective, achieves oneness from
the multiple and builds a System with a variety of methods.
There is no philosophy of one man. There i1s a Philosophy of
Mankind. It is towards this synthesis that each effort must

tend.”’>

This passage, while it voices the préfound aspiration of
human self to comprehend the total experience, is likely to
be taken as a pointer in the direction of ldealism. If such
1s the case, then we would like to submit that after all that
the other existentialists have said any recrudescence of Ideal-
ism in philosophy need not be apprehended. In depriving
epistemology of its ontological character, existentialism has
virtually attained victory over both realism and idealism.
But this should not lead existentialism to take a stand against
rational epistemology. This 1s not clearly perceived by
Sartre. Kierkegaard and Jaspers have already wvisualized
stich a possibility. But in Heideoger and more so in Sartre,
existentialism has tended more and more towards irration-
alism and subjectivism. Heidegger’s doctrine of Angst and
Sartre’s doctrine of nausea have opened the doors for sub-
jectivism. When Heidegger suggests that the entire human
destiny moves towards death and when Sartre believes that
the life of unrestrained passions with all its perils is the

S The Tragic Fmale, p. 197.
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end of human life, they have almost decapitated the stalwart
stature of man and thus reduced his life to the activity of
physico-biological organism. Gabriel Marcel has sought to
remove this defect by once again focusing our attention on
the implications of religious life, which along with fts trans-
cendental character requires for its foundation the ontologi-
cal principle which 1s both dynamic and abstract.
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Marcel’s Problem :—Marcel starts by maintaining that
human experience gives evidence of having several planes
within 1t, which can be graded in a hierarchical order. The
lowest plane 1s that of empirical experience, in which “‘the
world 1s not only devoid of all meaning but even to raise the
question of whether there 1s a meaning 1s a contradiction.
This plane 1s that of immediate existence. It 1s of necessity
the plane of the fortuitous, of the order of chance.”* But
emp1r1c1sm according to Marcel “self-destructive,” be-
cause ‘‘the 1mmed1ate 1s the very reverse of the pr1nc1ple of
intelligibility.”

When, therefore, we move in the direction of intelligi-
bility, or when we seck to find system and order in our ex-
perience, we rise to higher and higher planes until we come
to the highest. This requires rational reflection on the data
of empirical experience.

Thus, Marcel has fully restored to rational epistemo-
logy all those claims and privileges, of which his other com-
peers had deprived it. But immediately after this, he takes
cudgels against Idealism which makes a capital out of it.
We know that Idealism takes its stand on the supreme ratio-
nal plane of experience and by exalting it to the rank of the
Absoluté 'tries to explain or rather to explain away with re-
ference to it the lower planes of experience. This, accord-
ing to Marcel, creates insoluble problems.

“I have shown elsewhere the vanity of the attempt of the
Absolute Idealists to integrate phenomenal appearances into the
absolute (whether or not the appearances are conceived in func-
tion of thought that is tainted with subjectivity). And so if
we posit the dualism of what is outside time, we should not
do so with the hope that we will, later, be able to unify the
two ordbrs. The logical faith with which a philosopher such
as Bradley posits the unity and the transmutation of appear-

1 Marcel, Metaphysical Journgl, Eng. tr. by Bernard Wall, p. 1.
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ances in the heart of the real is only an appeal to the unintelli-
gible.”2

This leads Marcel to discover another method of ex-
plaining and justifying the hierarchical planes of thoaght.

“The only problem lies in finding out in relation to what
these hierarchical planes of thought are ordered. Thinkers like
Leibnitz or Hegel believed that they were ordered in relation
to an absolute plane which was the plane of being itself—the
plane on which reality is what it is, the plane on which God
sees reality....But in my opinion this hierarchy neither should
nor can be defined in function of an ontological order posited
in an idealist way. The criticism of absolute knowledge ends in
a condemnation of this way-of looking at things. So the pro-
blem I am induced to raise amounts to asking how the hierarchy
can be thought independently of this 1dea.”s

Here Marcel clearly de-ontologizes epistemology. This
constitutes only the negative aspect of Marcel’s philosophy.
But this cannot solve the ontological problem. With a view to
solving such a problem, Marcel proceeds to make a distinc-
tion between being 3(étre) and having (avoir).

Being and Having :—Conversion is not a miracle, but
it 1s a fact. It is experienced by everybody (unless he is
absolutely abnormal) in a more or less intensified form.
When one passes from a lower to some higher view of life,
there 1s a conversion of our personality, because the old set
of values is completely replaced by an entirely different set
of values. In religious conversion the only difference is that
‘he set of values i1s determined through the rational consci-
ousness which claims to have supreme validity for itself.

The question now is : What exactly is that which actu-
ally effects such a radical transformation of our personality?
Can our knowledge be regarded as mainly responsible for
bringing about such a radical change ? According to Marecel,
this 1s not so. For, it is possible for us to have a complete
idea of the higher life and yet such a knowledge may not
lead us beyond the present lower stage of our pdrsonality.
For, the realization of the higher life requires us to give

2 Ibid., p. 9. Ibid., p. 2.
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up our present likes and dislikes. The entire mode of life
1s required to be changed and overhauled. This involves
great risk and peril. We shall not only have to make the
sacrifice of all that we have at present, and yet there is no
guarantce that the new mode of life can ever be successfully
realized. When our mind is in such a suspense, we rather
lose heart in embarking on a new adventure and would fain
keep ourselves to the same plane of experience fully know-
ifig that it is the lower one and as such undesirable. For
such a person the transition from the lower to the higher
plane 1s a problem.

But now consider the case of a person (he may be the
same person) who is of a different mettle. Knowing full well
that this present life 1s not worth while and that it requires
him to make a transition to the higher life which involves
oreat risk and suftering on his part, he is not daunted 1n the
least. On the contrary, he prepares himself to realize the
higher life, come whatever may, at any cost. Such a person,
to the surprise of all those who know him, suddenly turns
over a new leaf and in course of time succeeds in moulding
his entire personality in accordance with the conception of
higher life, with which he set out. Such instances are suffi-

clently famliar to us.

Now the question is : What 1s it that makes a man
actually achieve that which for another person constitutes an
insoluble problem ? Clearly it cannot be the knowledge of
the higher life. For, sometimes we find that the coward 1s
more intelligent than the hero. Marcel points out that the
difference consists in the freedom of choice exercised by the
two men. The man, who keeps to the lower plane, knows that
it is lower. He also has the idea of the higher plane. But
the mere possession or kaving the idea 1s not sufhcient. For,
in having an idea, you are always aware of a distance bet-
ween yourself and the idea. The idea 1s still foreign to you,
which, while you may possess it, might as well be renounced

by you. But in the case of a person, who resolves to realize 1t,
the idea ldses its externality. Now the personality of the man
has been completely identified with the 1dea itself, so much
>0 that apart from the idea the man finds 1t difhcult to be.
With regard to such a man we say that he is in love with the
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1dea or he has a passion for it. Such a man has freely chosen
to be one with it for better for worse. It is in this freedom
of his choice that the whole problem, which appeared insolu-
ble to the other man, is completely solved. The freedom of
choice 1s thus the fundamental existential principle. , Marcel
expressed such an attitude as the one in which one seeks to
be one with something rather than one in which one seeks
to have or possess something. The attitude of having is
purely cognitive and as such keeps us within the realm qf
appearances, while the attitude of being leads us to the heart
of reality and thus reveals to us the ontological aspect of our
existence. |

Knowledge and Love —The difference between having
and being is also expressed by Marcel in another way. Ac-
cording to him, conversion is possible through grace or faith,
which represents the absolute act of self-afirmation. But
such a grace can never be an object of discursive thought.

“Inasmuch as I am a thinking subject and inasmuch as [
remain external to myself I can easily imagine objective reasons
for my conversion ; but inasmuch as I overcome the dualism
of the thinking subject and the empirical ego, conversion appears
to me to be an msoluble problem——I can think only of its
being resolved by grace, but on the other hand I know that grace
cannot be thought as objective cause, that it can only be affirmed
after conversion; to think of grace objectively is to deny it ab-
solutely and for certain.’”’+

If grace, which leads us to realize a certain idea, 1s
beyond the scope of knowledge, how are we to apprehend
it?  According to Marcel, grace can be grasped through
faith, which 1s the same as love. I believe that in reality
love and faith cannot be dissociated. When faith ceases to
be love 1t congeals into objective belief in a power that 1s
conceived more or less physically.””®> Marcel then takes one
further step and declares that divine experience i1s nothing
but the result of the establishment of loving relation between
the lower and the higher planes of experience. ‘“In other-
words, between God and me there must be a #clation of
the kind that love establishes between lovers.®”

¢ Ibid., p. 56. 5, Ibid.,, p. 58.  ¢.Ibid., p. 56.
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