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placeable? No—and, in fact, it could never be, for Croce is not
concerned with the historic individual called Alexander but merely
with some illustration which may clarify what he wishes to mean.

History, like all other knowledge, involves the Pure Concepts,
for it cannot become knowledge without involving them. But
unlike both Science and Philosophy, it is concerned with the in-
trinsically individual—that which never recurs, the unrepeatable.
Art, having the intrinsic individuality of intuition, is not controlled
by anything excepting the logic of Imagination. History, how-
ever, has an objective control, though more tenuous than in
Science. Further, being a theoretic knowledge, it essentially uses
the concept, both pure and pseudo, because without the one it
would not be knowledge and without the other it would be not
History but Philosophy.

Thus, it stands on the borderlands of Art on the one hand
and Science and Philosophy on the other. Concerned theoretically
with the intrinsically individual not in its immediacy, but in its
temporality, it can concern itself with Science, Art or Philosophy,
for they too, as thought in the mind of a thinker, have an indivi-
duality and a temporality. When it confines itself to a single per-
son, we call it biography; when it deals with groups or societies
in their individual temporality, we call it History. To think of
Philosophy as History is, therefore, wrong for though philosophy
has had a History, yet that history is a history of Philosophy and
not, say, of Physics or of Biology or of the Roman Empire. There
must, therefore, be some distinctive subject-matter of Philosophy ;
otherwise it could not have a history of its own as distinct from
the histories of other subjects.

CHAPTER XI
EXISTENTIALISM

The centrality of the Self revealed by the ‘transcendental
reduction’ and the problem of temporality brought into focus by
discussions on the relation between Philosophy and History, seem
almost to be directional pointers to the movement in philosophy
known as ‘Existentialism’. The Self that was revealed as central
does not seem to be merely a knowing Self, but primarily a Self
that wills—a Self that has the form of time, at least in its aspect
as the future, within itself. This ‘future’ is, however, a valua-
tional future. The problem of Self, Value and Time is, thus, once
again re-opened—but, this time, not on the level of knowing, but
on that of willing.

The problem of ‘willing the good’ has been a continuous pre-
occupation of philosophy alongside that of ‘knowing the Real’.
Yet, there always have been philosophers who have heen more
interested in the one than in the other. Plato, at the very begin-
ning, was equally interested in both and, following Socrates,
thought that ‘knowing the real’ would inevitable lead to ‘willing
the good’, for the real and the valuational were identical to his
mind. In general, philosophers were, however, more interested in
knowing the real and tended to assume that the real would inevita-
bly be good and that the knowledge of the good would necessarily
result in willing it as well.

Sometimes, the good in the sense of values has even been
taken as a clue to the determination of the nature of the real. Even
Kant could think only of the ‘practical reason’ as the way out of
the impasse created by ‘pure reason’. At other times, as in
Schopenhauer and Nietzsche, the clue to reality has been found
in ‘the Will', though the Will admitted by them was, in no sense,
the will that willed the good. Kierkegaard, like Kant before him,
saw the deep relation of the will to choice while Nietzsche dis-
covered the creative aspect of choice which, just because it is
choice, creats value. Kant however, did not see the non-rationality
of Freedom as evidenced in the fact of choice, for to him Freedom
consisted in willing according to the pure form of reason and not
otherwise. Thus he missed altogether the essential indeterminacy,
which Kierkegaard has called the fact of the ‘leap’. Nietzsche,
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in his own turn, failed to make use of the creative aspect of choice
which he had discovered. His The Genealogy of Morals and
the concepts of slave-morality and master-morality are indeed first-
rate contributions to the psychology and sociology of values; but
from the point of view of the metaphysics of value, they are hardly
of any importance. _

The phenomenon of “Will’ itself and its relation to values was,
thus, coming more and more into the focus of an impor:rant stream
of post-Kantian thought. Bergson and the pragmatists carried.
the movement, in their different ways, into the twentieth century
and, to-day, Existentialism seems to be the mature form that this
trend has attained. There have, of course, been other factors and
forces in the shaping of this movement and there are individual
differences among its leading representatives. Yet, as a 1_)owerful
way of philosophical thinking, it stands in its broad ouftlmes and
can be safely discussed, if not to the satisfaction of this or that
Existentialist, at least, to the satisfaction of those who are interes-
ted not in individual differences between this or that thinker, but
in the main contentions they make against the general run of other
thinkers. ‘

The centrality of the self-as-willing, as moving-out-into-the-
future reveals two features at the same time. First, the self, even
though essentially characterised by the temporal mode of futurity,.
is yet undetermined with respect to it. In other words, it has the
future in the mode of willing and not in that of being i.e. it deter-
mines the future with regard to itself and not itself with regard,
to the future. It is precisely for this reason that the self is a self
and not a thing or, in Heidegger's terminology, a ‘Dasein’ and
not a ‘Vorhanden’. Secondly, the self-as-willing revels that
1t is alone—alone in moving-out-into-its-own-future.

The ‘ego-centric predicament’ has been known for long in
the field of knowledge, but that it operates equally well, or
perhaps even more tellingly so in the realm of willing, l}as been
brought into focus only very recently. Religious thinking, un-
doubtedly, had concerned itself with the problem of individual
guilt and salvation but only within the framework of the theistic
hypothesis from which it could not disengage itself. The ‘ego-
centric predicament’ in the field of knowledge does not deny the
objectivity of objects. What it rather affirms is merely t}}at all
objects are objects to a subject—a subject that cannot be differet
from the individual ego. Similarly, the ‘ego-centric predicament’

“in the field of willing, does not deny the objects. Rather, in a

deeper sense, the willing reveals more the objectivity of the
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object than the knowing of it, for, the determinacy of the object
known gives place to the deeper determinacy, or shall we say
obstinacy, of the objects willed and acted upon. Similarly, the
aloneness is of a deeper kind, for, the subject not only does not
stand statically before a finished object, but stakes itself in the
dynamic choice of its future and is, thus, alone not in its trans-
cendental existence, but in the wery heart of its becoming, in its
responsibility for what it will make of itself.

This ‘aloneness’ in willing is the ground for what most exis-
tentialist writers have called the phenomenon of ‘dread’, the
fearful responsibility of choosing the very becoming of one’s own
Self. Tt should be recalled in this connection that the Self is no
longer ‘one-among-the-many’, a thing-among-things, because of
the transcendental reduction. It would, however, be better if we
tried to understand the exact situaion from which the existential
thinking takes its rise; and for this, it is necessary to understand
the further modifications introduced into the situation of the
phenomenological reduction by, what one may call, the existential
reduction.

The Self-conscious-of-itself finds itself already in a world.
(Here it should be noted that we do not mean by ‘Self’ some
abiding, persistent, seli-same entity, but merely the fact of self-
consciousness.) This fact of being-already-in-the world is called
hy Heidegger the fact of ‘thrownness’ (Geworfenheit) in which
the “Dasein’ finds itself. The word ‘Dasein’ is used to avoid the
substantial implications of the word ‘self’. This ‘world’ in which
‘Dasein’ finds itself thrown consists, according to Heidegger, of
‘Umwelt’ including all that is ‘Zuhanden’ and ‘Vorhanden’, and
‘Mitwelt' including the vast multitude of beings of the kind of
‘Dasein’, in relation to which it finds itself. The ‘Vorhanden’
means things as given by Nature while ‘Zuhanden’ means things
as transformed by Man in the pursuit of his practical purposes.
The distinction is supposed to be important, for “Dasein is pri-
marilly not concerned with the things of Nature in an exclusively
theoretical attitude, but in its foreground of attention and interest
are the ‘utensils’, this term taken in the widest sense of a product
made by man in the state of civilisation”* Not only this, but
“the things of Nature were originally encountered and discovered
only in connection with such practical pursuit and they commonly
form its background” .+

*Werner Brock in his Introduction to Heidegger's Existence and
Being, p. 43.
T Ibid., p. 43.
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However, what is philosophically more important to undelj—
stand is the fact that this ‘Being-in-the-world’ is as much a cam.tz—,
tutive feature of ‘Dasein’ as its ‘aloneness’ or the fact that ‘Dasein

is always my own ‘Dasein’. In this respect, ‘Dasein’ is funda- -

mentally different from things that are ‘Vorhandene’, for ‘it
cannot be ontologically grasped as the case or the example of a
genus of beings, as can be done with things that are ‘Vorhan-
dene’ T+ ; - :

But the ‘Being-in-the-world’ of ‘Dasein’ and its ‘alonenes's
do not exhaust its constitutive structure. What is perhaps still
more important, is that ‘Dasein is a kind of being which, in its
Being, is concerned about its own Being, or, as it may be p_hrased,
is ‘for the sake of its own Being’. “This relatedness to its own
potentiality of Being means ontologically : Dasein is, in its Being,
always already in advance of itself.”§ The Being-in-the-world
is, therefore, simultaneously a Being-in-advance-oi-itself. :

The ‘essense’ of Dasein, thus, lies in its concern about its own
possibility and is, therefore, always unfinished and 11pasce1'tai11al?1e.
Unlike things that are ‘Vorhanden’, it involves in its very Being
the undetermined ‘yet-to-be’. It, therefore, has no essence pre-
cedent to itself which determines it to be what it is. The ‘essence’
whether in the form of Plato’s ‘ideas’ or Aristotle’s ‘Forms’ de-
termines a thing to be what it is. But the Being of Man be'ing
always in-advance-of-itself i.e. in a continuous process of becoming,
has no essence which makes it what it is unless, of course, we choosle
to call this very Freedom its essence. However, this freedom,. it
should be remembered, is of a Being that is essentially a Being-in-
the-world. Further, this Being-in-the-world is not to be conceived
of as just being in the world but as the ‘world’ revealed in 'and
through the reaction of Dasein to the fact of its ‘thrownness 2
reactivity that has been termed by Heidegger ‘Care’. This
“Care’ (Sorge) may either “he a care of... ... if it concerns any-
thing that is ‘Zuhanden’, or a care for...... if it concerns the
Dasein of others”.%

The final structure of Dasein is given by Werner Brock as
“Already-Being-in-the-world, in-advance-of-itself, as the Being-
concerned-with-beings-encountered-in-the-world”.§ The first
emphasizes that Dasein is not isolated but finds itself thrown into
what Sartre has called a ‘situation’; the second that it is not a

* Ibid., n. 28. Ttalics ours.
i Ibid., p. 64.
L lbid., p. 65. Italics ours.
§ Ibid., p. 64.
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thing or ‘Vorhanden’ but a continuous becoming, a making-of-
itself involving the fact of choice ; the third, that the world it finds
itself ‘thrown in’ is revealed to it in and through its active atti-
tudes and not through a mere miror-like passive reflection.
Heidegger has named these active attitudes ‘Befindlichkeit’ and
“Verstehen’. The one is almost the ‘feel’, the ‘mood’ which
reveals how one is ‘placed’ in the world, It brings the Dasein
“face to face with ‘That’,” the fact, of the “There’, “discloses a per-
sistent reference to the world of a somewhat compelling force” and
reveals it as “in some way constantly exposed to the world”.*
Co-original with this ‘gestimmte Befindlichkeit’, the attitude of
“Verstehen’ (understanding) un-covers the world but always with
respect to “the dominant purpose or aim, for the sake of which
man understands himself to ‘exist’ ”.f

These analyses, however, do not give us the existential reduc-
tion, for, in the unreduced attitude we continue to look upon our-
selves as ‘one among the many’, a thing among other things, a
being among other beings. In the attitude of, what Heidegger has
called, ‘everydayness’, “the ‘self’ exists together with its fellow-
beings and indeed in many respects not as an ‘Ich’ (I), but as a
‘Man’, ie., as ‘one like many’ "% The existential reduction
happens when ‘I’ is seen as the source and centre, primarily, of
‘willing’, and secondarily, of ‘knowing’ and ‘feeling’. The cen-
trality of ‘T’ in the mode of feeling has not, however, yet heen
exploited for philosophical purposes though, there seems no reason
why the ‘ego-centric predicament’ which is S0 very obvious in
the realm of feelings, should not form a basis for philosophic con-
truction. The ‘I’ revealed as the central source of ‘willing’, is,
however, no existent ‘I’; it is nothing “except the power to be-
come, at every moment, something—that is to say, something
else”. “The self is not a given entity, but a heing which uncea.
singly presents itself to itself, and the sense which it has of itself
is not so much the revelation of what it is, as a call to the act by
which it is to be.”§

The ‘T’ revealed as the central source of willing is, therefore,
in a deep sense, ‘is not'—or, in short, Nothing. The existential
reduction resulting in a transcendence of the attitude of ‘every-
dayness’ brings us face to face with this essential ‘is not’ at the

i

* Ibid,, 1. 48-49.

Tlbid., p, 49,

L Ibid., p. 45.

S Louis Lavelle quoted in Existentialism by Paul Foulquie, p. 117.
Ttalics ours. E
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very heart of Dasein. However, the ‘is not’ of Dasein which is
continuously trying to become an ‘is’, would lose itself the moment
it becomes an ‘is’. The Dasein, if it loses its essential ‘s not’,
would cease to be Dasein and become merely a ‘Vorhanden’. The
reference to ‘is’ in the “is not’ of the Dasein is a reference in it-
self to its own Death. Death, therefore, belongs to the very Being
of Desein. It is the extreme, innermost and absolute potentiality
—“the potentiality of Dasein being entirely and absolutely impos-
sible.” *

In this ultimate potentiality, the whole ‘Being-in-the-world”
of Dasein and its ‘care’ for that world is at stake. Yet, in this
very potentiality of itself—a potentiality that is irrelative and un-
escapable—it is compelled to face itself in its complete aloneness
and essential incompleteness. “In it all relations to the Dasein of
others are dissolved.” ¥ In the ordinary attitude of ‘everyday-
ness’, the attitude of ‘unauthentic existence’, Dasein attempts to
be in continuous flight from its essential and important Being-
towards-Death, or conceives it naturalistically and considers it
mostly as happening to other persons, as something met with in
the ordinary course of events—in short, as something not to be
worried about. But the moment one realises it as one’s innermost
potentiality of Being, one is filled with what Heidegger has tried
to convey by the word ‘dread’. The ‘dread’ reveals simultane-
ously the terrible loneliness of the individual in the face of its own
annihilation and the character of its own Dasein as ‘the thrown
Being-towards-its-end’.

This Being-towards-its-own-death, when squarely faced, malkes
the Dasein pass from its ‘unauthentic’ attitude of everydayness to
the ‘authentic’ mode which is now seen not as a mere ‘reduction’
or ‘bracketing’, but realised as the central, inalienable and final
mode of the Dasein itself. As Werner Brock writes : “The irre-
lative nature of death singles the Dasein out and refers it to itself.
It makes it aware that all concern for the world of one's care and
other people fails, when one's own potentiality of Being is at
stake.” f 'This reference to itseli provides the first genuine possi-
bility of being authentically itself with the simultaneous revelation
of the ‘unauthenticity’ in which the ‘self’ was living until then
and gives rise to the triple phenomena which Heidegger has called
conscience, guilt and resolve. Conscience is the eternal call of the

* Werner Brock, op. cit. p. 71. Italics ours.
T Ibid., p. 71. Ttalics author’s.

I Martin Heidegger quoted by Werner Brock in Existence and Being.

p. 146,
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“‘authentic’ mode to the ‘unauthentic’ everydayness—and the
moment it is listened to, there arise the phenomena of guilt, in
virtue of the ‘unauthentic’ mode in which we had been living, and
the ‘resolve’, which we make hecause of the call of the ‘conscience’
to the self to be it-self.

The Being-towards-death, as we have said, reveals not only
the dreadful loneliness of the Dasein but also its essential incom-
pleteness and utter impossibility of being itself. “The extreme
potentiality of Existence is one of wltimate renunciation”, writes
W'en_ler Brock—the renunciation, of course, being of one’s own
Dasein itself. What is disclosed here, for Heidegger, is the more
fundamental problem of Being in which are grounded both the
Da?,ein and the Vorhanden. Yet “only out of the Dasein, into
which man may enter (but which is not identical with human life),
4 proximity to the truth of Being prepares itself.” This opens
the Problem of the relation between Sein (Being) and Dasein
(Existence). As Heidegger himself remarks in the note to his
essay ‘On the Essence of Truth’: “The sequence of questions is
itself a mode of thinking which, instead of supplying concepts
me?ely, feels and tests itself a new mode of relationship to Being.” *
'_l“lnsl relationship is variously described in the Postscript to his
maugural lecture on ‘What is Metaphysics? Tt is an ‘attune-
‘ment’., a ‘caring’, a ‘sacrifice’, a ‘thinking’, a ‘dedicating’ of the
Dasein one has won for oneself “to the preservation of the dignity
of _Being”.’]‘ This last turn in Heidegger’s thought brings into
reh.ef the fact that he is interested in the problems of Dasein onto-
logically, i.e., as elucidating the nature of Sein or Being and not in
any psychological or anthropological sense.

__ This outline of Heidegger’s thought, even when he emphatically
nsists that he has nothing whatever to do with the movement in
philosophy known as ‘Existentialism’, was considered hoth neces-
sary and useful not merely because “it was his work Being and
T ume, together with Karl Jaspers’ philosophic thought, hoth being
stimulated by Kierkegaard in this respect, that gave rise to thz

‘movement m our age” I but also because it formulates almost

r_=111 the essc?ntial positions of Existentialism with a difference onlv
in emphasis and terminology at certain essential points. The

thought of Jean-Paul Sartre and the other Existentialists directly

* Existence and Being. p. 351. Italics ours
T Ibid,, p. 390, '
I Prefatory Note to Existence and Being. p. 18,
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derives from Heidegger and—at one remove—ifrom Kierkegaatrd
Ji i ;
e %lgt?i?:ﬁ has to make his own essence, ﬂ'lat he does _110t1 r\?}isz
a pre-existent essence by virtue ((1)f W}Im:thhhe}st:;vlll)z;‘i é:i elsi,s ):; regd
i o choose and decide what he is to beco gre

(tt(?nl;?tt?fl%}‘;igtentialists. The tragesiy of the SltLIZJ.th?, ‘hfgze;:;e,
lies just in the fact of this indeterminacy of essence, fmvhe“ -
choice has got no essential foothold in the realll;ﬂ-lc-) me.it;;mt
chooses and must choose, but on its own responsibi 1t§-_4\§- o
rhyme or reason, for the choice is grounc}egl in no.obl]ﬂ ecgn ity .ius e
centrality of the self in the.mode of_wﬂln_lg reveals the pr}C e
choice, and thus of values lying not in objectivity or evle_n' r =
cendent objectivity but in the subjectivity 1t'se1f. The self 1139_2 *
as centrally transcendent, not merely to 0!3]&(:1:'5. bl}t t;: va}.l 1i;-:1-
well. The tragedy of man, therefore, 1.1es just in this tmﬁ be i} :
self is the ground of his values, that his values are value&,f ecaise
he has chosen to accept them as wvalues. There is, therefore, no
sanction behind values excepting that of the choice—a sarllctlo'r:
that operates behind all choices, irrespective of the content that 1s
Chos%‘]c')r the first time, Man seems to stand hefore h?s choice in its
nakedness and feels dread before the abyss of Nothing that opens
at his feet. “God is dead” declared Nietzsche—but only we rf’.‘;{l-
lise that if God is dead, we ourselvqs have becom'e God. Like
him, we have to create out of Nothing and that is the supreme
horror, the supreme dread, the supreme freedom. .But main 1}5;
afraid of his Freedom and so has tried to ﬁl?d a God, if not in h_lgl
heavens, then, at least, in the dynamics of blologlcal or soc1olog1caf
evolutioh, or even in a Humanism that tries t_o find the sourc}:. (?

values in objective mankind itself. Voltaire 1s_supposed to have
said that if God is not, mankind would have to invent one. 'I"hat,
in fact, is what mankind has been doing ?.11 along as it is afraid of
finding no God and losing alllbearings in a world wh1_ch has r}g
objective ground of values in itself. A godless world is a wor

without values, without significance and without meaning. Opce
the God of theology had given way, ma:nkmd tr:ed_to find the ob]e-c—
tive gound of values in the universality of practl_ca_l reason, Sas in
Kant, or in the objective evolutionary process, as in Herflaert Spen};
cer and the post-Darwinian thinkers of nqturahstlc etl_ncs. huc

attempts have not yet ceased ; and Dr. ]u_han Huxley is, perhaps,
not the last man to suggest that increasing mc}ependence and control
of the environment are the two values distinctly sugge_steq .by
the evolutionary advance and, thus, grounded in an objectivity

NATURE OF PHILOSOPHY 191

which seems tolerably sufficient, at least, to the scientist. But
the more fashionable objectivity of the twentieth century is that
of Marxist sociology which assures us of a Necessity to achieve
higher and higher syntheses in socio-economic relations &l the
absolute synthesis is reached—a Necessity that is inevitable and
inescapable, grounded as it is in the inkerent dialectic of productive
relations immanent in the very nature of society. The latest
soothsayers of ‘scientific’ socialism bring us also the glad tidings
that we are on the last turn of the dialectic Spiral and may expect
within the near future the first stages of that absolute synthesis.
Only before that Age of Peace and Plenty we should steel our
hearts if we see on the path the Darkness of Night made still
more horrible by the lurid colours of blood and fire, Another
prophet of the Age of Heaven upon Earth through the coming
‘super-mind’ is Sri Aurobindo, and he too talks of the ‘darkness
before the Dawn’ and of the inevitable necessity of the emergence
of the super-mind, for it already is involved in the darkest recesses
of Matter!
To believe the direction of Time to be that of value as well,
to believe that the later is always the better, to believe that
there is something at the heart of objectivity which moves in the
direction in which we would like it to move—has been the conti-
nuous feature of man’s unending flight from the abyss of mean-
inglessness that yawns at his feet. Giving up these crutches, for
the first time, existential thinking brings the subject face to face
with this utter meaninglessness, and forces the fundamental fact
of Freedom to create Value in face of this valueless Nihil to the
fore. “Freedom”, writes Marjorie Grene, “reveals itself rather,
when we screw up our courage to see it without pretence, in the
dizzying collapse of external sanctions and wniversal laws, in the
appalling consciousness that I, and I alone, have, absurdly and
without reason, brought order out of chaos, that I alone, crudely
and stupidly, without cosmic meaning or rational ground, have
made a world out of nothing: and with that awareness my world
itself totters on the brink of the nothingness from which it came.”*
Freedom, as the freedom in face of absolute valulessness, is so
clearly revealed in Death, which “in its utter negation of meaning
limits, and so in the deepest sense determines, whatever resolye
I make to turn the ineredicable past into a significant future” +
Significance is carved out by man for himself either through

* Dreadful Freedom. p. 52. Ttalics ours,
T1bid., p. 52. Ttalics ours,
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*Quoted by Paul Foulquie in Ewxistentialisin. p. 92. Italics ours.
T Dreadful Freedonn. p. 46.

flbid., p. 49. Italics ours.

§ Ibid., o. 50.

i SE] idlism. p. 65. Ttalics ours.
i Sartre quoted in Paul Foulquie's Existentialisn. p
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concrete if we reflect on the experiences of the underground
Resistance, so poignantly expressed by Sartre in The Silent
Republic.  Thus, he writes: “Exile, captivity, and specially
death (which we usually shrink from facing at all in happier
times) became for us the habitual objects of our concern. We
learned that they were neither inevitable accidents, nor even cons-
tant and exterior dangers, but that th
our lot itself, our destiny, the profound source of our reality as
man. At every instant we lived up to the full sense of this com-
monplace little phrase: “Man is mortal.  And the choice that
each of us made of his life and of his being was an authentic
choice because it was made face to face with death, because it
could always have been expressed in these terms: ‘Rather
death@ithay & &0 2 0 capp i the basic question of liberty was
posed, and we were brought to the verge of the deepest knowledge
that man can have of himself. For the secret of a man is not
his Oedipus complex or his inferiority complex: it is the limit
of his own hberty, his capacity for resisting torture and death.”
“Alone without a friendly hand or a word of encouragement.
Yet, in the depth of their solitude, it was the others that they
were protecting, all the others, all heir comrades in the Resistance.
Total responsibility in total solitude—is not this the very definition
of our liberty?” *

It would be almost a sacrile
they express a livin
for too long from
Seems necessary,

ge to touch these sentences as
8. poignant intensity which has been ahsent
the pages of philosophical writings.  Yet, it
even if for no other reason than that of
false suggestions and overcoming accidental limitations, First,
what is being said is only accidentally related to the French
Resistance ; it rather belongs to any martyrdom for the sake of
values which the individual has chosen for himself, Existentially,
the situation is no different from that of the German soldier who

refuses to divulge secrets under imminent threat of death and
incessant torture. [t is, in fact

» 1ot the value of patriotism or
of responsibility for ome’s comrades, but the authenticity of the

choice made in face of utter annihilation that confers value upon
such a situation. The custom of Duel in feudal society would
cqually well illustrate the situation with its formula “Rather
death than dishonour”. The ‘total responsibility’, then, is not

avoiding

*The Republic of Silence, Ed. A. J. Liebling,

pp. 498-500. Ttalice
ours,
F13
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not aware of the subjective grounding of his wvalues in the willed
choice of his own self.

The relation to other selves sought to be introduced by the
notion of ‘responsibility’, clearing up the ground for a revolu-
tionary interpretation of the nature of social relations, is, therefore,
not of the essence of existential thinking. In some rather deeper
ways, it even seems to go against it. The ‘aloneness’ of the will-
ed choice can never he abrogated nor the fact that it is ‘choice’.
To ground the responsibility in other persons is, therefore, to
lose sight of the foundational fact of ‘choice’ on which the whole
structure and insight of existentialism rests,

The problem of other selves has been tackled by Sartre in
a variety of ways, which are sometimes even contrary to each
other. In his essay on ‘Existentialism’, originally given as a talk
to the Club Maintenant and principally as a defence against Ca-
tholics and communists, he has tried to interprent subjectcity as
human subjectivity in general and thus tried to show that the
freedom of all is involved in the ireedom of each. e has argued
that in choosing for oneself, one choses
what is good, and what i
sounds like the famous M
mnsight that Existentialis

for all “for one chooses
s good for one is good for all”. This
oorean argument and gives up the whole
m had gained for us in the beginning.
In fact, the very title in French seems to indicate that the Master
of French Existentialism has not been able to keep on to the
dizzying heights. It is entitled . Existentialism  est-il un
Humanism? The question mark is unnecessary, for the answer
1s a veritable ‘yes’. To treat ‘existential subjectivity’ as ‘subjecti-
vity in general’ is to fall into the famous idealistic mistake against
which the existentialists have been fighting from the very be-
ginning. To dissolve man’s unique reality into a flux of material
particles bound together by the relation of causality or into a
super-temporal, super-spatial universal consciousness which always
was, is, and will-be—is a position against which Existentialism
has asserted real menschlicher Evistenz. S
In both Materialism and Idealism the uniqueness of Man
as Man is denied. As Johannes Pfeiffer remarks “er vergisst
uber dem Allgemeinen und Unendlichen, dass er ein Einzelner
ist in der Endlichkeit.” (He forgets that in the universal and the
mfinite, he is merely an isolated individual in his hinitude). He
has written further, “Beidemal also wird der Mensch als Mensch
unterschlagen : beidemal wird die faktische Existenz des Einzelnen
in der endlichen zeit verraten an ein zeitlos—Allgemeines, an
in Naturalismus an das geschlossen
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_ kreisende Sein der Nature, im Idealismus an das geschlossen
__kreisende Sein der Idee—Beidamal wird das endlich zeitdaseimn
degradiert zum blossen Schauplatz, zur blossen Durchgangsstitte
eines unendlichen Lebens (hire der Natur, dort der idee).” (In
both, men as Man is suppressed ; in both, the factual existence
of unique individuality in a finite strech of time, is lost, almost
betrayed in a Universal, Timeless Infinity—in Naturalism, to
the self-enclosed Being of Nature; in Idealism, to the self-enclosed
Being of the Idea. In both, the finite, temporal Dasein is degraded
to a mere spectacle, a mere moment in an unending Life—whether
of Nature or of the Idea).* But Man—as against the contentions
of both Naturalism and Idealism—exists and partakes of both.
Boing-in-the-world and Being-in-advance-of-itself are, as we have
already seen, the two essential features of Dasein. As Pfeiffer
remarks: “Dasein meint: Ausgespanntsein zwischen Faktizitat
und Tdealitit, zwischen TImmer-schon-da und uber-sich-hinaus.”
(In tension between Facticity and Ideality, between Always-heing
there and Always-in-advance-of-itseli—that is Dasein).t Man,
is, therefore, the unique particular finite individual thrown-into-
the-world, limited-by-his-death, always-in—advance—of—himself and
hence irreducible to any universal essence, whether it be that of
Matter or of Spirit.

Sartre, however, has tackled the problem of other selves not
only on this level but on other levels as well. In L’'étre et le
néant, he has argued the existence of other selves from the direc-
tly experienced fact of the feeling of being-an-object-for-the-other.
“Tt is the fact of another’s looking at me. .. that reveals the exis-
tence of another subject. . . For in that experience of being looked
at by another I find myself becoming, not the transcendence I
otherwise feel myself to be, but a mere object, a body appearing
thus and thus in someone else’s world.” ¥  “Thus my
being-for-another, like the emergence into being of my consci-
ousness, has the character of an absolute event.” § The experience,
referred to in these sentences, is quite common and as much a fact
as the other experience of feeling others as an object to oneself.
The second, of course, is almost the continuous state of our mind
interrupted only, at not very infrequent moments, by the first type

of consciousness. This experience of being-an-object-to-others

% Existensphilosophie : Eine Einfuhrung in Heldegger und Jaspers, vom

Johannes Pfeiffer. p. 17.
tIbid. », 27.
+ Dreadful Freedom by Marjorie Grene, p. 78-79. Ttalics ours.
§ Sartre, L’étre ot le néant. p. 341. Ttalics ours.
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%é:ﬁ; r1s? ;:o the f_eeling of shame, as also of fear because of the
ks gs 0{;} é f:;guctlol;llof my subjectivity in another’s possession of
o indiﬁer)éuscu tle and profound_ analyses of love, sex, pride
o résult e c:,tcrlulflty and pain follow but what emerge;
e 1 ;‘}z}t act that we cannot escape the continuous
T n[ e—bemg—whf)—looks and the being-who-is-
e i.s e func ag_lenta] relat101.1, therefore, between different
b h0i~ C{J:m' ict, for .each Is an ‘T" and is violated in the
e 015 eing by hls‘ bfecomlng a not-I for the other.
T \;,hi Cl]fi 115 always a ‘thing'—“for in the idea he forms
\,erita]gle S wish to b_ecome—which is, for myself, my
e ban 1oes not enter into _consicleration at all.” * Thus
e yes d regp_qnsﬂn}:ty which Sartre has tried to make
ek an;a};i .ujte.ntu‘zhsﬂ'r., Is existentially non-existent
e ‘sgﬁ :]; and is, in essentfal respects, positively mis-
fundamental relationa::}(l);h;?eslfif)c;z’ts 1is Itll? tso}fidari;y e
o ntal s that of conflict. As
Canp]i)lxl'lslbﬂﬁ}; how can one feel responsible for those whom 522
- \;:1 c;;; y as a ‘thing’ and never as a ‘person’?
el aet hcaase lofhthe problem of ‘general subjectivity’ so also
ok pronouncennc the dread before death, Sartre has made con-
e Seel:entsl. In the above quotations from The Silent
utter an;lihilationqsofcg:;tlfhiZSSiiiy ir]idtlllg e
. 2 - -
}‘1:1;;3::?1 ei)yl thE", forfnula ‘Rather deatlhe at;ll:lfﬂtl C CPO]Igiltde?r-l
more real ff)rngglfét;s I‘Ehal‘i? Sfogef‘lllle ar%xue?\&th?t 'my(Y} S
S e - As Marjorie Grene ha -
rEalits;(L ;hte;) %c;smEJ?.. : My death is for me so complete ES;EE-
N oH 1t1t ¢ interest existentially.” + So also, dread
e the’ = mns‘ie_ll.egg:er, before.: the nothingness of death, but
el inl : 1bi 1113; mv_olved in the inevitably free choice of
values neither in :O:Iivirrzhlsflllcggisezies 'Objeqive e
o r i a material necessi
givless trli];e il(;nile;zzs(is ?irF{Ieeliiom%—freedom to create valuegf?cgzﬁ
: ;s % ave not, nor can I have s
igﬁh‘iﬁluia?a”m the fact t;fmt 1t 15 I who maintain fz;al;z;; Z:;u;;:nto'
o assure me against myself; cut off from the world ag(i

m i
y essence by the nothing that T am, I have to realise the meaning

of the
- wi\;;);];l E;I:,d _Of my essence : I decide it alone, unjustifiable
veause.” £ In his hook Ewxistentialism, he fur:

* Paul Foulquie. o it
1Dreadful Frecdom.p- pL:l -SS.D- o
I Sartre, L'étre et le néant. p. 77

Italics ours.
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ther suggests that the tragedy of choice lies in the fact that our
choice affects others and that we can never be certain whether
the chosen result shall be effected or whether it has even been
the best among the choices possible. The example given to illus-
trate this is that of a general who has to choose among various
alternatives, even though he knows that he can never be sure of
the results of any of them. What he can be certain of is only
the fact that each alternative would lead to the loss of many lives
and would, in its own way, determine the fate of his country and
even possibly those of the generations to come. This refers back
to the aspect of ‘responsibility’ involved in the discussion of Free-
dom given in The Silent Republic.

Tt becomes necessary, at this point, therefore, to disentangle
the two competing insights and their intimate relation to value in
the thinking of Jean Paul Sartre. The self (which is essentially
the willing-of-a-value) faced with the loss of all objective ground-
ing of values is the first and the fundamental insight. The other
follows from the double fact that the self cannot abrogate its
power of choosing and that it can never be sure of the results of
this choosing even though the results shall and will extend into
almost a temporal infinity. In the first, the self sees itself the
creative source of value; in the second, it feels the facticity of
both Sein and Dasein and the cause-effect relationship of action
and is interested in and, therefore, finds itself hound by, the value
of results achieved, the effects effected. Values, in the second in-
sight, still do not have an objective grounding, but they do have
an objective status which they certainly do not enjoy in the first
insight. This, then, is the radical differences between the two in-
sights—the values are not simply values because 1 have chosen
to accept them, but they are values because they are so. In the
first insight, the person who collaborates, the person who resists
and the person who does neither, are all free in the creative choice
of their values in the face of the utter Nihil which the existentiat
relation of their death brings before them. In the second insight,
however, it is the value-character of the effects—a value-character
that is independent of the act of our choice—that becomes the
important thing and that is supposed to determine the ‘ought’ of
our choice. There certainly remains the freedom to choose, but
not the freedom which certainly remains the freedom to choose,
but not the freedom with regard to the ‘what’ of the value one is
supposed to choose. One may not choose at all or may choose
otherwise but that would not confer value either on the content
or the act of one’s choice. Values are objective i.e., values-in-
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themselves, whether one choose them or not, even if there be no
transcend.ental necessity tending towards an inevitable realisation
of them in the spatio-temporal process we call actually.
This is the implication of the second insight and that it goes
counter to the first, is too obvious to be emphasized. The any
values that are supposed to be objective in the first insight are
those that are involved in the very being of Dasein as something
thgt wills the future in the form of value, knowing full well that
this value has neither an objective status norbis objectivel
grqtllld?(l. The seli-consciousness of Dasein in respect of its owi
Bel_ng, is the only intrinsic value that existentialism has recognised
He:1degger has called it the attitude of ‘authenticity’ as against th(;
attitude of ‘everydayness’—the state of ‘Verfallenheit’ in which all
of us most of the time are. A valuational distinction, thus, exists
at the very heart of Existentialism—an ‘ought’ that’ is p,erha s
more terrible and more exacting than any other ‘ought’ i’n histo{‘) i
This subtlest of ‘oughts’, however, does not wishbto bring ini?c;i
being what' is not but merely intends the self-conscious awareness
of that.whmh already and inalienably is. The continuous ‘flight’
the attitude of ‘everydayness’, the state of ‘Verfallenheit’ megreh:
cover the central, inalienable fact of Solitary Freedom faced with
utter valuelessness—a is-and-is-not that can, perhaps, best be des-
cribed by that magic word, Samkara’s ‘Maya’. 1\;Iar1y are the
differences between the radical thinking of the Existentialism of
to-day and that of Samkara and the Samkhyans of Ancient India
Yet there is a close similarity between the Atman or Purusa whic(hT
can never lose its freedom, because it is eternally free and the
Existential Dasein—though both, of course, get veiled by that
real yet illusory, and illusory yet real forgetfulness lil;dina
from—:tself_ that can never really hide. The insight that im-coveg_'
and un-ve.lls shows simultaneously that the veil never veiled 'an?
the covering never covered. Samkara could even say that cthe
hberatlm'l and the attempt at liberation were all part of the Ma:
—that, in truth, there was none to liberate for none was e ya‘
bound. The Samkhyan Purusa never got involved in Prak:f'r
iioglever thﬁre are metaphysical differences in the status of Daséillx-
Sk b: ?grllleor;ﬁd and Purusa and Atman on the other which can-
’.I‘he “ought" of authenticity, therefore, is the only ‘ought’ that
Temau}s in Existentialism. This, however, is not an g;xte 31_
ought. but merely the silent call of the Self to itself, to be It—ézf}f
Only in the terrible and inescapable loneliness I)e,fore suffering
and pain and death, as also the utter meaninglessness which thesgr:
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bring face-to-face hefore it, does the Self come to It-Self. Yet,
at this very point, the Self, being essentially a will, would have to
choose to decide the way in which to react to this fact of mean-
inglessness which stares in the face of its freedom. This choice
is made in full freedom and absolute authenticity—yet, the Exis-
tentialists have tried to exclude certain alternatives, which only
shows how difficult it is to be a complete Existentialist. Heidegger,
Sartre, Camus, Bataille—all agree in excluding the supreme choice
of which the Dasein can possibly be capable, the choosing of its
own non-being, its own annihilation i.e. Death. It should be
noted here that whatever the choice, it would have an equal vali-
dity and value, being made in the completest mode of authenticity
possible to Dasein. The Being-in-advance-oi-itself of Dasein
never attains Being except in the cessation of its Dasein charac-
ter and in falling or rising, whichever way one may prefer to put
it, into its character as pure Sein or Being. The most ultimate
choice, therefore, for Dasein, is to become Sein and to lose its
Dasein character. Sartre has called this the distinction between
‘pour-soi’ and ‘en-soi'—the being-for-itself and the being-in-itself.
The desire of the ‘pour-soi’ is always for the ‘en-soi’ but it can
never attain it except through its own annihilation. As he has
written: “The human reality is the desire-for-being-in-itself (en-
SO e e e existing as ‘being-for-itself (pour-soi).” *

The human situation is, thus, impossible in its straining
desire—an impossibility relieved only by the fact that it can
choose its own annihilation. This choice, however, is deliberately
excluded by the existentialists. “Man’s greatness lies in an atti-
tude of revolt against the ahsurdity of the world” writes Albert
Camus. But he has forgotten that neither greatness nor revolt
has any objective status as a value in the insight gained through
Existentialistic vision. Schopenhauer, long ago, in his The I orld
as Will and Idea, had suggested that the intellect is merely an
instrument of the will-to-live. This, perhaps, is the explanation
why the Existentialist intellect turns back before this supreme
potentiality of itself. The absurd meaninglessness of the world
is supposed to be relieved by the fact that Man chooses to live
in the fact of this meaninglessness. But this choice itself is
absurd and hardly a choice at all. One does not choose to live,
for one finds oneself already living. What one can choose is only
a particular kind of life and, in the ultimate analysis, perhaps,
only death. Death—not because a particular kind of life has

* Quoted in Paul Foulquie, op. cit. p. 91.
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not been available, but as a sheer alternative to all life, of what-
ever kind, involving as it does, a continuous choice in the face
of utter meaninglessness—a choice which itself seems to be mean-
ingless. Death, however, even in this case of willed choice of
its own annihilation by Dasein, should not be seen as a valuational
alternative—for, otherwise, it would be the supreme projective
illusion and would invest the very act of Suicide with value. The
existential insight makes an ‘iiberwindung’ of values possible
—an liberwindung that reaches its possible height in the act of
self-annihilation on the part of Dasein knowing full well that it
has no meaning or significance either to itself or to the world
of Being which can never not-be. With suicide, therefore, there
is no ‘ought’—all ‘oughts’ being already overcome in the exis-
tential reduction. Dasein stands free to choose but the ‘what’
of one’s choice no one can determine excepting oneself.
Existential thought, at this point, has made a most subtle
detour and raised a problem of great significance. However
radical the Being of Dasein, it is still a Being. The larger pro-
blem of Being (Sein) opens beyond the problems of Existence
(Dasein) that we have been discussing until now. The vista
discloses the problem of the relation between Sein and Dasein,
a relation that should be of utmost importance to Dasein, for it
would determine it in the very core of its Being. The Sein of
Dasein, however, is only a specific Sein and, thus, not really Sein
which in itself is not this or that Sein but merely Sein. Being,
as Werner Brock writes, “is not identical with any special kind
of being, such as that of a star or the earth or a plant or an animal
or a man. [t is in all that is; and while we live amidst all that
is, we think practically always of some kind of Being itself.” *
This Pure Being, which is neither this nor that, gives rise, as
Hegel remarked long ago, to its complete opposite i.e. Nothing.
It 1s at this point that Heidegger takes up the problem and shows
the intimate relation between Being and Nothing on the one hand
and Nothing and the Dasein on the other. He writes in the
postscript to his famous book What is Metaphysics?: “Being
is not an existing quality of what-is, nor, unlike what-is, can
Being be conceived and established objectively. This, the purely
‘other’ than everything that ‘is’, is that-which-is-not (das
Nicht-Seinde).” ¥ However, the bottomless Nothing into which
Being seems to dissolve, does not merely suck up Being into itself

* Exvistence and Being. p. 219. Italics ours. %
i Ibid. p. 384,
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but gives it a being in contrast to itself. Tt is only in the back-
ground of Nothing that Being becomes what-is. In Heidegger’s
famous phrase: “Nothing, conceived as the pure ‘other’ tham
what-is, is the zeil of Being.” *

One may be excaused if one is reminded of the recent
interpretations of the Buddhist concept of S‘unya, which
is not a Pure Nihil that merely negates but that which
in negating makes possible the determinate affirmation of
Being. In fact, the famous ‘neti, neti’ of Vedanta is brought
out in these clear words of Heidegger: ‘“‘Because what-is-in-
totality slips away and thus forces Nothing to the fore, all affirma-
tion (lit., is-saying ‘Ist’-Sagen) fails in the face of it.” + He is
trying to explain the dumb silence that pervades our being i
‘dread’. The Silence, in spite of the word ‘dread’, reminds us
of the famous phrase of Vedantic thought ‘S’anto’ yam Atma’ or
‘Silence is the Self'. The echos find a discordant note in the
notion of ‘dread’, which, at least as far as the word goes, is alien
to Indian thought. Still, the deep experiential metaphysical
nuances and undertones of the word are not so alien as they
appears at first sight. Distinguishing dread from fear and
anxiety which generally lead to confusion and loss of one’s
bearings, he writes, “In dread no such confusion can occur. It
would be truer to say that dread is pervaded by a peculiar kind
of peace.” TFear is always a fear of something, but “The inde-
finiteness of what we dread is not just lack of definition: it

rvepresents the essential impossibility of defiming the ‘what'.” %
The essential characteristic of ‘dread’, therefore, is the impossi-
bility of defining the ‘what'—an experience that is further posi-
tively described as pervaded with a peculiar kind of peace. Tt,
then, is very much akin to the losing of oneself in a difference-
less identity, or that which cannot be described even in this way
—and, yet, which giveth the peace that passeth understanding.
In fact, he has positively written, “Hence we foo, as existents in
the midst of what-is, slip away from ourselves along with it. For
this reason it is not ‘you’ or ‘I’ that has the uncanny feeling, but
‘one’.” § But why ‘uncanny’, if it gives peace? The reason, per-
haps, is Heidegger’s love for the ‘uncanny’ and not any distinc-
tive feature of the experience itself. Yet, as Being becomes
Being only when contrasted with Nothing which is nothing but

*Ibid. p. 392. Ttalies ours.

1 Ibid. p. 367.

LIbid. p. 368. Ttalics ours.

§ Ibid. p. 366-67, Italics ours.
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the weil of Being, so Dasein does not become Dasein till it pro-
jects itself into Nothing. Tt is only the projection into Nothing
that gives Dasein its freedom—otherwise, it would be merely a
what-is. Thus, Dasein comes to itself only when faced with the
Nihil of Nothing i.e., Death. Otherwise “we completely lose
ourselves in what-is. The more we turn to what-is in our deal-

ings the less we allow it to slip away, and the more we turn’

aside from Nothing. But all the more certainly do we thrust
ourselves into the open superficies of existence.” * In Heideg-
gar, therefore, the ultimate Negation and the ‘dread’ which reveals
that Nothing to Dasein, are merely preludes to the positive possi-
bilities of Being and Dasein becoming themselves. The indi-
vidual’s Being-towards-his-own-death returns him back into the
resolve that gives back to him the never-alienated, yet somehow
forgotten, authenticity of his own Dasein. And the same happens
also to Being which becomes Being only in contrast to, and as a
repulsion from, Nothing. But it is at this point that the think-
ing of Karl Jaspers, Garbriel Marcel and other Christian Exis-
tentialists takes its start.

Heidegger has generally been regarded as an atheistic
Existentialist. This, however, would be wrong if we consider
deeply the significance of ‘Dread’, ‘Nothing’ and the relations
of Sein and Dasein in his system. The “essential”, for Heidgger,
“is a thanksgiving and a Voluntary sacrifice in response to
‘Being’ ”.  How can the person who has written sentences such
as these, he called an atheist? He writes, “Freed from all cons-
traint, because born of the abyss of freedom, this sacrifice is the
expense of our human being for the preservation of the truth of
Being in respect of whatds. In sacrifice there is expressed that
hidden thanking which alone does homage to the grace wherewith
Being has endowed the nature of man, in order that he may take
over in his relationship to Being the guardianship of Being.” *
The darkness revealed by these sentences would not be so dark
for anyone acquainted with religious thought. Perhaps these
sentences from his essay on ‘Holderlin and the Essence of Poetry’
may make the meaning more clear: “The affirmation of human
existence and hence its essential consummation occurs through
freedom of decision. This freedom lays hold of the necessary
and places itself in the bonds of a supreme obligation.” & But

*1bid., n. 371. Ttalics ours, i
T1bid., p. 389. Ttalics author's.
£ 1bid., n. 398,
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obligation to whom? To the Truth of Being, of course. And
though he has admitted that this is “the time of the gods that
have fled and of the god that is coming; the time of need, be-
cause it lies under a double lack and a double Not; the No-
more of the gods that have fled and the Not-yet of the god that
is coming” * yet, the function of the thinker, for him, remains,
what it always has been, i.c., to utter Being just as the poet’s
function is and always has been to name what is holy.}

Yet, however profound the détour, it has been a détour all
the same. The investing of Nothing with supreme meaning and
value and the free choice of Dasein to dedicate itself to truth
of Being is, perhaps, the deepest and the profoundest truth that
Spiritual experience has yet given us. Whatever be the terms
of its expression or formulation, the insight has always been the
unconstrained choice of the Self to dedicate itself in its freedom
to the Divine which never compels, yet eternally attracts. Still,
the investing of Nothing with value is merely an investing; the
choice, only a choice. The positive turning is no more necessary
than the negative turning. If anything, it is far less warranted
by the existential reduction than the negative one. The ‘dread’
of death seems really to have become a dread—for, it makes every
Existentialist turn and find some reason to live—albeit, to live in
an authentic manner. Not merely Heidgger, but even Sartre,
who does not take this turning, flees back from death and finds
reasons in social solidarity and collective responsibility. To live,
they all chose—and into the bargain convince themselves that
there is a reason for their choice. Only Gabrial Marcel has ad-
mitted that “consent to life is a matter of free choice, and an act
of faith”.f Of course, he has chosen to live? At least, that is
what he claims. But how can one choose to live, when one is
bound to be forced to forego this choice? Life is only permitied
to one and, at any moment, this permission may be refused. One
may choose to live, but Death, when it comes, does not care for
one’s choice. It does not stay for one moment and ask, “Are
you prepared to choose me?” One finds oneself living and,
generally, one is forced to die. There is, however, one choice
left for the self-conscious human Dasein—the choice to walk grace-
fully out of the room with a gentle farewell and a smile half-form-
ed on one’s lips, instead of being kicked out unceremoniously

B s s
T Ibid., ». 319.
% Paul Foulquie, Existentialism, p. 108, Italics ours.
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when the wily vampire, we call Life, has had its fill and finds us
no more useful to saftisfy its lust, its ambition, its pride. We can
choose to make the “cosmic dance upon the marbled breasts”
cease, not by the withdrawal of Purusa into its ‘Kaivalya’ from
Prakrti but merely by a bullet through our heart. The veil of
Maya can be torn by an over-dose of morphine; the futility of
Dasein by a kiss from the cup that has cyanide at its lips. Free-
dom, therefore, s the freedom to choose Death, instead of being
chosen by it. Who shall be the hunter and who the hunted?—.
that has been the eternal problem of Man and the eternal fear
of the gods. The Great Refusal is not that of a Christ or of a
Buddha, for they refuse not Life but only certain things which
are generally sought after in Life. Tt belongs only to the person
who refuses, not this or that, however generally sought after,
but Life itself.

However, the freedom gained in the existential reduction is
too transcendent to be in need of any external positing, not except-
ing even the supreme positing of death. All ‘oughts’ having fallen,
the choice can only be left to the individual Dasein itself. What
we have been attempting is to show the supreme Either|Or that
Dasein must face if the implications of the existential reduction
have been genuinely understood. As Johannes Pieiffer has put
most pithily in his Ewistenzphilosophi: Eine Einefilhrung in
Heidegger und Jaspers, “Entweder ich bringe mich ganz auf den
grund der Glaubensgewissheit und will und tibernehme von daher
mein Leben wahrhaft und wirklich,—oder ich entziche mich der
Glaubensvoraussetzung in Sprung des Selbst-mords. Es fehlt
meinen Leben eine letzte und innerste Aulfrichtigkeit, solange ich
dieses Entweder—Oder mir uzir verschleiern trachte.” (Either
I bring my whole being to the fundamental ground-certainty of
Faith and take possession therefrom of my life as truthful and
real; or I withdraw myself from the fundamental precondition of
Faith into the leap of self-destruction. So long as T attempt to
veil from myself this fundamental Either|Or, my Life would lack
a fundamental and innermost sincerity).* - Of course, there can
be no ‘ought’ about either of the alternatives. Even the penum-
bral suggestion that one cannot choose to live without simul-
taneously having some ground-certainty of Faith, is existentially
unwarranted. Into this ‘Etweder-Oder’ has crept that subtle
illusion which makes Life and Value triumph even in death.
The ‘or’ of Death is a conditional ‘or’; it is chosen with a regret

*1bid, p. 50,
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and only because Life fails to come up to expectations. [If it had
been otherwise, one would have chosen to live Life. And thus
even in this choice of Death values of Life triumph. The meta-
physical suicide, however, is quite another thing. It is the choice
of Death even when there is the ground-certainty of Faith, even
when Life is seen as a value. Further, Death is chosen in such
a suicide not because it is regarded as more valuational than Life,
but because it is regarded as beyond both value and dis-value.
The act of metaphysical self-destruction is not invested with value;
it merely springs from the transcendence of both Value and Being
which seems to us to be the core of existential insight. There
is fundamentally, no ‘because’ of this choice and, therefore, to the
cause-seeking mind, it is essentially ununderstandable. The trans-
cendence of both Being and Value through the supreme category
of Nothing, made Heidegger only turn back and re-accept hoth
—though, of course, this time, in freedom. Even Metaphysics
he has defined as “an enquiry over and above what-is, with a view
to winning it back again as such and in totality for our unders-
tanding”.* But the ‘turning back’ is not necessary and Metaphy-
sics may be merely a preliminary clearing-ground for that last leap
into transcendence, which we generally call suicide. The
ground-certainty of Faith (Glaubensgewissheit) of Karl Jaspers
is not denied but transcended in the supreme category of Nothing,
which is the limiting concept both of Being and Value.

Existential thinking, thus, reformulates the problem of Being
and Value once more and leaves us face to face with Nothing
which transcends, and by transcending limits, both. Tt has given
up in a most radical manner the traditional presuppositions of
Philosophy. In fact, the task of Philosophy, as conceived by it,
is no more the knowing of the Real, but some sort of a clarifica-
tion and exposition of confusions which may bring the individual
face to face with his Freedom and the Liberty to choose. The
traditional pull of Reality, however, has proved too great for
individual Existentialist thinkers and even those among them
who have somehow escaped from the gods of the past, have
found it difficult to escape from those of the present.

% * * R * 5

This brings us to the close our ‘Discussion’ of those
alternative conceptions of Philosophy, which have either bheen

** Heidegger, op. cit. p. 375. Ttalics ours.
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involved in the practice of certain thinkers or formulated as a
matter of self-conscious theory by certain others in recent times.
Not that the alternatives discussed are exhaustive, but that they
seem, at least to us, the most important as well as the most repre-
sentative in our times. The two most obvious omissions are the
views of philosophy as conceived by the Marxists and the Freu-
dians—the two most influential thought-currents of this century.
Philosophy as the articulation of the class-interests of the dominant
class in the organisational mode of production relations, is held
by the Soviet Union and the Communist Parties all over the
world as the only true view of Philosophy. Orthodox Freudians,
on the other hand, think of Philosophy as an obsessive ratiocina-
tion of usually the anal-sadistic type of personality. These are,
however, matters too intimately connected with Sociology and
Psychology to be seriously discussed here. The causal-genetic
view is generally irrelevant to the validity of a problem ; moreover,
the Marxists have yet to explain the persistent problems of Phi-
losophy in different societies, and the still more glaring fact that
the alternative solutions have almost remained the same from the
times of Plato and Aristotle, with the occasional exception of a
Kant or a Hegel who has either raised a new problem or given
a new solution.

The negative result of the ‘Examinations’ and ‘Discussions’,
however, brings us back to the fundamental point of our enquif‘y,
viz., the nature of philosophical thinking or of Philosophy itself.
‘What then is philosophy’?, therefore, forms the next question
in our enquiry and we propose to treat it in the next chapter.

And so—What is Philosophy?
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CHAPTER XII

WHAT, THEN, IS PHILOSOPHY ?

If philosophy is not the determination of the ‘really real’,
a5 was generally supposed in the classical tradition, and if its
business cannot be reduced to any of those suggested by the
modern movements discussed above, the question naturally arises,
what really, if any, is its nature and subject-matter? The ques-
tion is not an arbitrary verbal pronouncement about how a word
1s to be used, but a deeper one regarding the articulation of the
very kernal of philosophical thinking as it has heen practised
through the ages. Any answer which excludes the classical
tradition in the thinking of the past or even in that of the present
—a thinking to which the adjective ‘philosophical’ has been con-
tinuously applied—wyill merely be an arbitrary announcement that
we are going to use a certain word in a certain way.

The philosophers, however, have not merely thought in a
certain way but also thought that they thought in a certain way.
What we need take into account is the former, i.c., the philosophic
practice and not the latter, which, in all probability, may be wrong,
We have previously argued that the philosophers’ conception of
their task as the determination of what was ‘really real’, was
wrong. But such a conception of their task even if wrong is
bound to give a wrong twist to their thinking, for the setting of
a false problem mevitably leads to pseudo-solutions or rather to
the impossibility of any solution, as the very positing of the ori-
ginal question has been wrong.

This is the explanation of the fact, noted in our ‘Introduc-
tion’, that radically different and even contradictory answers are
asserted as true by eminent thinkers. If this term ‘real’ is to he
distinguished from the term ‘unreal’, we would have to take some
selective criterion, the presence or absence of which would make
for reality or unreality, as the case may be. But at the point
of the choosing of the criterion, an arbitrariness enters which
would inevitably result in different philosophers choosing differ-
ent criteria. Any attempt to determine the choice of the criterion
is hound to fail for, unless one chooses to accept, one cannot he
forced to do so.  This is most evident in the presence of different
Logics which, however much one may be convinced of one’s own,
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physical universe, Newton, with' his idea of absolute space,
time and of particles in motion attracting each other in direct
proportion to the product of their masses and in inverse relation
to the squares of their distance, all obeying the three laws of
motion as formulated by him, has also been regarded as a philo-
sopher.

This was inevitable when philosophy was regarded as the
knowledge of the real. The determination of ‘what exactly is the
case’ has been the task of Science and if philosophy be regarded as
the determination of ‘“what really is', it is obvious why the two
have been considered so close to each other. Of course, the
scientists gradually came to feel that the philosophers’ activity in
determining ‘what really is the case’ was superfluous, if not defi-
nitely harmful. And rightly so—for, the philosopher had mis-
conceived his function and, with the advance oi science, felt more
and more the utter superfluity of his business with regard to the
determination of the ‘what’ of reality.

Yet, he also came at the same time to discover certain prob-
lems which could possibly admit of no scientific solution and
which, to his surprise, seemed to he persistent in more or less
identical forms from the time of Plato till to-day. Histories of
Philosophy became more and more disinterested in Plato’s cosmo-
gony and Physics and relegated them to foot-notes or included
them as additions in small print, more for the sake of scholarly
completness than specific relevance, Kant’s epistemology hecame
more important than his theory of the heavens and Descartes’
‘Cogito’ more significant than his physics or physiology. Genuine-
ly philosophical issues began more and more to be sifted from
the multi-variant interests of different philosophers. The fAirst
clear sign of this shifting is perhaps found in Windleband’s His-
tory of Philosophy which emphasises the concepts and the prob-
lems around which the thinking had revolved rather than the
detailed account of what each philosopher had said about all pos-
sible questions and things. Hegel’s History of Philosophy too
had grasped the essential philosophicality of certain problems.
but was vitiated by a metaphysical bias and by the still more
persistent attempt to fit the philosophical development into the
development of his dialectics.

This sifting, however, was continuously overshadowed by the
fundamental idea that the task of philosophy was the determination
of the real. A world-view seemed still the philosopher’s main
occupation and many of the newly-discovered facts of science pro-
vided the base for diverse philosophic constructions, The evo-

e "
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sell in his Qur Knowledge of the External World and in some of

—

% A History of Science and Its Relations with Philosophy and Religion,
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the essays contained in his hook Mysticisin and Logic. White-
head’s Concept of Nature is another brilliant attempt in the same
direction. The radical use of Occam’s razor may be disconcert-
ing to the scientist at first, but is ultimately bound to be beneficial
to him. Yet, however much the constructional element in our
scientific understanding of this may be, there seems no other and
better method for the self-articulation of various objects and
facets of our experience. The task of discovering a coherent
pattern among the divergent facts and contrary theories in differ-
ent fields of phenomena, may be left to the growing articulation
of Science itself. There must, of course. always be a criticism of
the metaphysical and valuational constructions built mostly upon
misconceived ideas of logic'and philosophy. One such, for exam-
ple, would be the idea that only the vibration-frequencies are real
and not the colours that we see. The notion of reality is a mis-
conceived notion taken from philosophy—a notion whose miscon-
ceivedness can only be established by an analysis which, if it is
to be called by any name, can only be called philosophical.
Philosophy, then, even if it is not a determination of Reality,
is still not a mere matter of emotion or action. It is a cognitive
activity par excellence. But if the object of this cognitive acti-
vity is neither any particular object nor any realm of ob jects nor
even the whole of objects including the subject itself, how can
it be said to have any content at all? That there must he such
a content is undeniable for, even those who have recently heen
engaged in denying the very possibility of any subject-matter,
specific or general, to this study, have themselves been engaged in
an activity which is distinct from all other types of cognitive acti-
vities, and thus, unless the prejudices against the word be too
strong, be called philosophical.
If we reflect on the type of activity involved in the conten-
tions of those who urge that philosophy can have no distinct sub-

ject-matter of its own, we shall find that it is a peculiar kind of

activity quite distinct from the usual types of cognitive activity.
It is contended th

at the truth or falsity of any proposition pre-
supposes that the proposition has some meaning. The meaning
of a proposition, however, is the “possible experiential state of
affairs” which, if it is as the proposition claims it to be, makes it
true and false if it is not. The subject-matter of philosophy was
usually taken to be the whole of Reality but if so, there must be
some possible experiential state of affairs which would make pro-
positions about Reality true or false. There can, however, be
1o such ‘state of affairs’ which can possibly prove or disprove a
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proposition about Reality. Supposing you say ‘Reality is spiri-
tual’, then what about a stone? Either you can deny tl‘lat it is
real or assert that its experienced materiality is an illusion. If,
on the other hand, you say ‘Reality is material’, you will be fore-
ed to deny either the reality of the human mind or assert_the
illusiveness of its experienced immateriality. Whatever assertions
you make, the problem of outright denial or some problem of
f]ltlsory appearance will stare you in the face. : :

The problems, however, are reveale.d to be of a ps&_tudo chcu'a.c-
ter through an analysis of the very notion of Reality 1_tself. - Th'15
whole activity, whether right or wrong in its conclusions, is dif-
ferent from any other cognitive activity in its mt-athod, purpose
and subject-matter. Its method is more an zmglys:s of concepts;
it is concerned more with arguments than with any t_spec:ﬁc'or
even general state of affairs. The reason why a philosophical
proposition cannot be proved or dis.pf'o_ved by an appeal to facts
as they are, is not, as the logical positivists have argued, th'?Lt they
are pseudo-propositions, but that they are not c.mzccimcd with any
state of affairs at all. It would perhf’ms he admlltted generally
that the proposition ‘this table is red’ is not a philosophical pro-
position. Yet, those who admit this would think that tlhe propo-
sition ‘the soul is immortal’ or that ‘God exists’, is a plnlosoplnca!
proposition. But if these two propositions are about matters of
fact, as they seem to be, then they can in no way be considered
as philosophical propositions. That eminent phzlos:oph_ers have
thought about them, is no more a reason for considering them
philosophical than it would be if we were to regard all th.e pl]ySl—
cal, cosmogonical and psychical speculations as phtlosophmalv just
beause it was the philosophers who made those speculations.
‘The attitude of psychical research, for example, to the problem of
immortality is as much an empirical-factual attitude as that. of
any physicist or biologist to his specific problems. The pgy.chdcal
research worker is no more philosophical than the physicist or
the chemist. :

The second proposition, ‘God exists’, may seem to bg impos-
sible of any possible empirical proof or disproof. But, if s0, it
would be philosophical in the sense of heing an o_bje_ct of philo-
sohpical analysis resulting in the conclusion that it is a type of
proposition which cannot have any empirical verification. 4 Sluch
a conclusion results from a type of thinking which is distinet
from the usual empirical kind of thinking. If, supposing for
example, God is a person sitting in high heavens, then the pro-
position is certainly capable of empirical proof or disprooi. This
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<conclusion follows from the analysis of ‘high heavens’ as having
a spatio-temporal location, but it would have by no means follow-
ed if the phrase had been interpreted as a mere metaphor.

The subject-matter of such an analysis, however, is distinctly
peculiar. It obviously is not an empirical subject-matter. Nor
is it the formal relations of a logico-mathematical kind or even
any of the other realms of essence discovered by the pheno-
menological insight. Tt seems to belong more to the realm of
concepts than to the realm of things and the problems that arise
therein, seem to arise from the active interrelation of concepts
rather than of things. It seems to be some sort of a mid-way
region between the formal relations studied by mathematical logic
on the one hand and the empirical and transcendental sciences
on the other. The problems in the other fields seem to be dis-
tinctly different from those that arise in this field. The problems
on the two sides of this mid-way region are problems in the sense
that answers to them can be found—and the very form of the prob-
lem, in most cases, suggests the type of procedure that would
determine the answer.

But this does not seem to he the case with the problems of
the mid-way region. Here, the problems seem to be insoluble in
their essential nature and, thus, i is the problems themselves that
form the subject-matter and not a subject-matter that gives rise
to any problems. Philosophical problems, therefore, are of a
kind different from that to which belong the problems in empiri-
cal, logical or transcendental studies. This, however, can only
be understood if we undertake the analysis of the very notion of
problem itself.

A problem exists only for consciousness or, better still, for
self-consciousness. There can be no problems by themselves.
The problems of nuclear physics, for example, are problems for
the human mind only, and cannot in any sense belong to the
nuclear world itself, unless, of course, we suppose that the indi-
vidual particle has some sort of consciousness. The statistical
nature of laws, if it is not to he merely an expression of the
inadequacy of our knowledge, can have meaning only if the indi-
vidual is really indeterminate or, in other words, if its activity
is really problematic. In the-whole-of-what-is, therefore, there
are no problems. All problems, thus, are, in a sense, abstract.

The problematic nature of the problem arises when two op-
posite solutions seem to he demanded by different aspects of the
same fact, or when mutually excluding hypotheses are entertain-
ed about different facts, or when the fact itself seems to he in-
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compatible with the whole existing structure of knowlec}ge. . T_he
example of the first and second are numerous. The third, in its
most radical sense, is confined to such facts as telepz_lthy_ and fore-
knowledge. The fundamental spa.ce-tit.ne structure is v1qlatedr by
such facts if they are supposed, even in one case, to exist. The
incompatibility, of whatever kind it may be, must, however, be
felt as an incompatibility. Otherwise the p_rc_)biem wcguld. 1\1ot be?
seen as a problem at all and, in all probab_zhty, be dismissed as
abstract. In itself, the incompatibility too is not a problen_a._ _It
becomes a problem only when it is felt that the incompatibility
should not be.

The dismissal of any problem as abstract, therefore, means
either that we do not feel the incompatibility or that we _do not
think the incompatibility to be a problem. The' C01.nmumsts f.or
example, feel no incompatibility between the 11_15tor1ca1 necessity
of Communism and the whole of their revolutionary attempt to
bring it about. The dialectical synthesis, of which the Communists
claim to be the most insistent discoverers, was asserted long ago,
in this respect, by religion. The problt_ém of grace versus
effort—the fact that nothing can happen WlthOL‘lt. th_e _wlll of the
Lord and yet, the insistence by the church on mc'hwdual effort
—has always been resolved by what th_e Commun'lsts, fgllowmg
Hegel, have so pompously called the dialectical synthesis. 'The-
incompatibility may not be felt by the devou? adheren‘g of either
church, but to the infidel, there as here, tl?e high-sounding phrase
only hides the bare, brazen assertion w_h1c.h, whether bacl::ed b}i
the self-righteous, contemptuous superiority of Fhe persecut.elc‘
church or by the militant power of the Church Triumphant, fails

mce.

s CO'I[I‘EE: C:xisteuce of a problem, howevf:r,_is itself a problr’ﬂ?}—
a problem which, in its very nature, is incapable of solution.
But it is not, for that reason, a pseud.0~p1‘0blem as most of the
logical positivists would contend. It is 1:ather a different type
of problem irom the usual problems of science and mathematics.
Why is not there Nothing ?—seems, to Heidegger, to be the most
fundamental . question in philosophy. Ye_t, thz}t very. ques;[ilon
appears to Carnap to be a Pseudo—quest101_1 of the first or ;.-Ir.
Bergson, in his own turn, thinks t!rle question to be profoundly
wrong and gives his reasons for thm_kmg vx-'hy' this wrong orien-
tation came to be given to philosophical thmkm_g.

We, however, are not here concerned watl"{ the truth or
falsity of either of these positions but with tl_le still more funda-
mental fact that all the three are concerned with a type of propo-

NATURE OF PHILOSOPHY 219

sition which is distinct from the empirical or logical kind of
propositions, and that the way in which they are concerned with
the proposition is distinct from the way in which the scientist or
the logician would have been concerned with it. The activity of
Heidegger, Carnap and Bergson presupposes the problem, even
if it be only to show that it is a pseudo-problem. Heidegger sees
in it a profound significance, while Bergson and Carnap think it
to be an equally profound mistake, but—and this is the point—
the activity of all would have been non-exvistent if the problem had
not been there as a problem.

This would seem, to most, an obvious triviality. But the
phrase is purely adjectival—and what we are concerned with is
the fact and not the adjective one chooses to apply to it. Why
are Heidegger, Bergson and Carnap regarded as philosophers and
not scientists? The reason lies in the type of propositions with
which they are concerned and the way in which they are con-
cerned with them. True, Carnap is also a logician, but so is
Eddington a scientist. One's being a philosopher does not debar
one from being anything else, but one is 2 philosopher only when
one is philosophically concerned with a philosophical problem.

‘This table is red’, we said, is not a philosophical pro-
position. Yet, the moment a philosopher gets interested in it, it
undergoes a transformation and only superficially looks like the
original proposition. The quality ‘red’ seems to belong to the
table, but would the table not be the table if did not possess this
quality ‘red’. Obviously, there are tables which are not red, and
even this very table which is now red may gradually come to
lose its colour and still remain a table. Yet, if a table gets burnt
it no more remains a table. The table, therefore, must have
some qualities other than ‘red’ etc., which it cannot lose without
losing itself. But if the table loses its ‘redness’, does it still remain
‘this’ table ? Does it not, in fact, become another table—the
table which is not red ? But the table which 7s 5ot red, was red
and may, perhaps, in the future, again become red. What, then,
is ‘this table’ which persists through the ‘was’, ‘is’, and ‘will be’?
Or, does it persist at all ? Ts not the table different at different
moments of time, and its persistence only an illusion > And
what is this time—this past, present and future ? Millions of
years have passed, but why millions ?—in fact, there is no end
to it. Shall we believe, then, that an infinity of Time hag passed ?
But how can Infinity pass? Or rather, how can anything pass
—for to pass is to be what one is not, and how can one hecome
what one is not ? Is not the whole’ notion of time and change,

e
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then, unreal ? And what is this table, a‘fter all ?_ We s‘;ee1 g;cl E;.il(l.
touch it. But does it exist when we neither see it 11101' O’Ld Sees.
How can one be sure ? And even when one tcn;c uisyv lar{[ ahou{
is the table not inside our mind zu_l(l not outside : A ha o
our bodies ? Well, they to]t]) are 111’11~:‘e ‘Ehe‘t?ablgja;l;lthe?c‘%_ﬁfor
i inds. But what is this ‘we’: : !
fl?iy‘ll'n SST 1zﬂways escape me and in being known become the
s : :
not z\f\}hat a mess | One should really be excusedllf c‘n:Le ~fe?'12
like Dr. Johnson and gives a resounding slap and ai*,ks(.1 ]wa; 1:;;:);1“1._
But, problems, as everbody knows, can never be so_lve ));(1 f(;rO'et
ding sleep. The better solution fvould be, to .‘s ec}zll_) 1a De;th‘
But, short of the final solution of all problems Whl(:l is o i%
one can only analyse each step and find where t e‘ mis nlv,be
any, lies, However mistaken the pr_oblems,. thely (Llan '—_[(')hedﬁrst
solved by a detailed exposure of the mistakes involved. T
demands the second, the sielcond pﬁgs?pygoseilzgesgﬁtti Ozllilc(iemand
oW 1, gives rise to problems, which, for ) Gl
Z\:‘Elfg’fflec,lbanalysis. Tﬁe circl_e al_ld the cycle ever goesl‘, 01}(;6?111?;
is required is only the sustaining interest of the few who
roblems. ;
pmblg?(sroti'sz,e tﬁe dominant interest of someone may not }Je p‘lrl:)l](:_
sophic at all. If so, he would not feel such p%‘oblems‘ to })letl.here
lems at all—and even if we can get his attention to L-:ECC t tireg“;ed
really are problems of a certain sort, h'e wou}d fail to f)elm st
in their solution. Supposinghthe do1;11nna(1{1t 111]1tt61;is;h2 2 ;];163@’1? e
ientific, he would ask, ‘what is red an what is :
};g]z;liﬂ;;ﬁ;;;t seen in the dark and hence light must ‘havtt;l ;c;)e di(;
something with the colour. On the table, of c_ourse, e
varnish which makes it red, but then the flowers are a st -eé
and so is the rainbow in the sky. Somebody hapl:{ens' (c))f :he
white light through a prism and, so, he finds .all ]thfil (:otn:)uiJ se L
rainbow present therein. He supposes wh1tg _ }g t(1 0e e
posed of seven colours and makes a colour dl&.l\. an Ir vlc{) s
at a certain speed to see WhEt}}l]er it \:ﬁulci Efeg1?n t’clzh eootable -
in speed. And what is the table : _ s,
Zgg 211?651‘[111(111: cl)jf wood. So the prs)bh.ﬂn reso]_ves 1tsleif 1111:?1
‘what is wood'? Supposing we burn it, it turns into as j’-‘fsda ;
a particular kind of gas in which .thmgs cannot burni1 111 tigu
it goes on—one problem giving dI:ISe to ano;sﬁf{iofc solu
i mn and demanding a new :
Settmégu? o?aiwwﬁgoibsler:ot sufficiently interes‘Fed in this whole problem,
would fail to be roused by it—and even if he can he made to see
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that these are problems, he would he disinterested in their solution.
The colour red, for example, would, for a woman, be merely the
colour of her lip-stick or that of her blouse or sari, which, in a
certain shade, can make her attractive to others. If somebody
starts telling her the whole set of physical, physiological and optical
problems involved in the colour she is intending to choose for
«dress, she would listen, at best, out of politeness and wonder how
the man can De interested in such problems at all. The logician’s
take-off from the proposition, on the other hand, would imme-
diately transfrom it into a purely formal relationship which shall
be studied only with regard to its formal properties. The pro-
Position ‘this table is red’ becomes immediately ‘this A is B’ and
the problem arises how to distinguish it from ‘All A is B’ and
‘Some A is B’. The Marxist, however, would see in the ‘table’
a certain sociological level which a society has reached and, most
probably, will start correlating the number of tables one possesses
with the social status one occupies in the class-division of that
society. He is hound to dismiss our whole discussion as well
as the activity of all others with regard to the ‘table’ and the ‘red’,
as a profound sign of ‘bourgeois decadence’, which, instead of
equally distributing the number of tables in a community, concerns
itself with such pseudo-problems to distract the attention of the
working-class from the tagk of proletarian revolution.

We have put, rather too crudely, the various types of problems
that can arise from such a simple proposition as ‘this table is red’,
The philosopher, the scientist, the Marxist and, perhaps even the
girl, will be more subtle in the posing of their problems and in
the reasons they will give for thinking the other people’s problems
to be no problems or, at least, to be problems of no profound
importance.

We should guard ourselves here against a misunderstanding.
We are by no means asserting the multiplicity of meanings with
regard to this or any other proposition. It is not that the Propo-
sition has no simple, determinable meaning which can immediately
be understood and verified by any person who knows the English
language and is not blind. What we are asserting is the multipli-
city of problems and not the multiplicity of nleanings, as most peo-
ple contend. 1In fact, the problems have no determinate relation to
the proposition. The philosopher, the scientist, the Marxist and
the logician are not interested in the proposition at all.

merely an occasion—an occasion that could easily have been
supplied by any other proposition. In fact, none of them deals
with such a trivial proposition as this : what they are interested

It provides
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supposed to refer to, one finds that there is no such st
which can be supposed to follow from th
assumed hypothesis and, thus, render it possible of direct or
mdirect verification. One does not go ahout establishing or refut-
ing such propositions as one does with regard to scientific pro-
positions. One does not ask, for example, what would he the
consequences if the supposed hypothesis were true and proceed
to see if the state of affairs was such, The whole procedure, in
fact, rests on certain arguments which are i
supreme importance by the person who offers them and of utter
unimportance by the person who rejects them.
Take, for example, the famous Idealist
abject of knowledge is never know

and, hence, to think of it as existing outside and independent of
the act of knowledge, is super

fluous and unwarranted. The
whole argument rests on the profound importance attached to the
fact that one cannot know an object without knowing it—a fact,
which to the opponents, seems utterly trivial and tautological,
Or, take, the famous reply of Moore that the very act of know-
ledge reveals the object of knowledge to he independent of the
act of knowledge—a fact

dismissed as unimportant and
by the Idealists. The other subtle distinction of

‘sensing’ and ‘sensum’ is admitted by Gentile in h
‘thinking’ and ‘thought’. But it r
istic construction where the
turn, the object of another

It should be noted tt

ate of affairs
e truth or falsity of the

ic argument that the
n outside the act of knowledge

illusory
Moore between
is distinction of
esults in just an opposite Ideal-
act of ‘thinking’ becomes, in its own
‘act’ and thus turns into a ‘thought’.
1at neither the person who advances an
argument nor the person who Opposes him are concerned with
some actual or possible state of affairs. They are concerned

with the arguments of each other, and not with any facts possible
of verification. Of course, they, g

enerally, do bring in facts, but
only as subsidiary to the main argument. The argument would
remain valid even if the facts are of a sort other than the philo-
sopher thought them to be, or even if there are facts of an opposite
nature. It is, for this reason that philosophical problems remain,
0 a great extent, unaffected by the changes in our growing
knowledge of objects. Plato’s physics and astronomy were out-
moded long ago but not so his formulation and solution of philo-
sophical problems. One is literally amazed at the perenniality,
not merely of the problems posed but of the solutions proposed,
when one reads those. leisurely dialogues -in which unbounded
philosophic curiosity is mixed with a wit and grace and a charm-
ing abandon and transcendence of even the philosophical proh-
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The problems are neither empirical nor logical, but of a distinctly
different type—a type that Prof. Reichenbach is forced to call
philosophical. Tt should also be noted that Prof. Reichanbach
refuses to take the course usually taken by logical positivists and
dismissing the whole set of problems as pseudo-problems. But
if the problems are, really, of no interest to either the physicist or
the logician, it is difficult to understand why Prof. Reichenbach
is so positively against the ‘evasion’ of such problems. The reason
can only be understood in the light of our discussion on the nature
of ‘problem’ itself. Prof. Reichenbach feels it to be a problem
demanding a solution, while the physicist and the logician do not.
Yet it will be wrong to accept Prof. Reichenbach’s statement
as a complete articulation of the nature of philosophical problems
in general.

Still it confirms our suggestion that there is a certain type of
problems which are neither logical nor empirical in character and
yet which cannot be dismissed as pseudo-problems. Whether
these problems are to be conceived of as relating to a mere logical
analysis of different sciences, is, on the other hand, a different
question, Comparing Moore’s analysis of ‘The Conception of
Reality’, for example, with Reichenbach’s analysis of Quantum
Physics, we find a great difference between the two, N ot merely
Prof. Moore's analysis but the very subject of his analysis is
peculiar, being different from the usual subject-matters of other
studies. The subject of Prof, Reichenbach’s analysis is Quantum
Mechanics—a subject which is as empirical as any other subject-
matter of science. What is peculiar about him is that his approach
brings to light a certain set of problems that are distinct from both
the empirical and the logical problems and, thus, are called
philosophical. The conception of Reality, however, is not a sub-
ject that can be ascribed either to science or to logic, but a sub-
ject of its own type belonging to neither. It is, therefore, not
merely the problems with which Prof. Moore is concerned
that are called philosophical but the subject, that gives rise to his
problems, is alsop regarded as being such,

Still, the distinction should not be pressed too far. Even the
problems of the conception of Reality may be approached in an
empirical manner.. One may try to analyse the psychological

aspects of the feeling of reality as a psychological phenomenon as
contrasted with the feeling of unreali
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sophy, however, is in no sense the study of such Essences, though
the study of any such Essences may give rise to problems of a
philosophical nature. The choice of the word ‘philosophical’ for
describing an approach and a subject-matter which is neither
empirical nor logical nor transcendental seems fairly appropriate
in as much as both the subject-matter and the approach refuse to
be reduced to any other subject or approach which has already
a distinct name for itself. Also, the region of problems denoted
by the word as well as the approach thereto, is fairly in accord
with the practice of most philosophers, past and present. Of
course, the philosophers thought about their practice differently,
but it is our contention that thejr thinking was misconceived and
their practice correct,

The early Eleatics took their denial of motion and plurality
to be a denial of their reality. 'What they, in fact, were doing
was to bring to light a set of problems involved in the concepts
of motion and plurality, as understood by them. The mnumerable
problems that arise in Plato’s dialogues are problems that arise
during the clarification of certain concepts and it is a significant
fact that many of the problems remain unsolved. With this is
involved, in Plato, the halting intuition of the phenomenological
search for Essences—halting, not in the sense that his search for
Essences is lukewarm, but in the sense that he has not grasped
the problem of Essence. Aristotle’s synthesis of Being and
Becoming, which was the central problem of Greel philosophy,

nental Rationalists and the English Empiricists revolves, With
Kant, philosophy consciously circumscribes itself to the synthetic
@ priori—a realm which is neither logical nor empirical in nature.
Kant called it ‘transcendental’ but in a sense different from that
in which the phenomenologists generally use the word, With
Kant’s successors, the problem resolves itself into that of the
analysis of the notion of “Thing-in-itself’—a resolution that is done
n various ways by Fichte, Schelling and Hegel. Modern philo-
sophy, in its various streams, is trying to analyse
as ‘Space’, ‘Time’, ‘Dependence’, ‘Meaning’,
‘Value’ etc. etc.

Modern or Ancient, Eastern, or W estern—the philosopher has
always been interested in problems that seem both futile and trivial
to others. These problems are of a recognisably distinct type
and, thus, have always attracted a distinet name to themselves.

such concepts
‘History’, ‘Success’,
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This name has been applied simultapeously to the p}r}oblemér lt}l:last
are analysed and the attempt to clarify and analyse ‘; S £ ot:
philosophy is not merely the name for the analytic ¢ (Emﬁcaf e
conceptual confusions, but also of tkose. conceptua lcon u1'10.
themselves. The philosopher, however,. is not merely a phi :
sopher but also a man. Ie, therefore, inevitably trxes_tohc;)r::e
late this activity of his with other activities. Ip Oli?el} tha o
activity may be regarded as sup}'emely worthwhile, eh 1ta:ei g e
rally convinced himself and, at times, other.s as wse]l, t E 1ehwVE
attempting to know the really real. Ind1a1lu phllo_sop ers ?Or
even conceived of such knowledge as es§entlal to llberatlon,L o
unless one knows the true nature of reflhty, how can one I(Z[SLa )
lish the right relation to it ? Plato's Co,ntemplan%n of - eaj‘é
Spinoza’s ‘Intellectual Love of God’, Ka.nt? ,a{]d Sc Ope}ld aut(_et :
Ethics, Samkhya’s ‘Kaivalya’ and ‘$a‘mk§ras Supren.le ?n 1Iyn
—are all supposed to follow from their view of what is real. 2
fact, to them, this was the supreme _feature of thellr v1ew¥m j
reality though, to the historiz_m of phllo_sophy what 15;1 pe;l CeI;_
important is only their discussion of certain concepts arch_ co i}[h
tual problems and their envisagement of new alternatives w
roblems.
regar”‘lc‘lh:zoail;iiiedep and the analysis were related, h.owever, only
by the peculiar psychology of the thinker an.d_not in ;my t(;:s.:e{:i:
tial way to each other. The value and' validity of the atti }:-:1 _
is in no way dependent upon thle solution of the diverse pd fo
sophical problems that these thinkers p'os'ed an(} attemcjlgte.d_n
solve. Omne can he moral and even religious Wlth_out ec151 Ifg
the innumerable problems centering round. the notlonshof elf,
God and Matter. One can, of course, convince o_nese!f that one’s
own theoretical solutions are essential for behaving in ghcertain
way, but the very fact that others can ?md d'o _behav_e n t ?:ﬁ Sa}mi
way without holding to those theoretic opinions, is a su c11e1.1
proof that the supposed essentiality is only psychological in
Chal‘?s}f‘;:’ : imaginative construction or .interpolation, gene?lly
known by the proud name of mfata?physms, has‘ only one thing
certain about it—and that is, that it is fa1§e. This does nothm:;gi
that metaphysics is, or should _be,. for]_31dd.en, i}ﬂt only t:. i
should be recognised for what it is, wiz., imaginative cons rucj
tion. TIts difference from the other.type c?f imaginative construc
tion i.e., Art lies in its greater umversz_lhty e.md a'bstrjdctnes_s'as
also in its utter disregard of the aesthetic loglc_ wh1c}1 is decllsnfe
for Art. It is supposed to be moved by considerations of logic
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but, in fact, there is inter-locked in it the analysis of concepts
with the construction of concepts. The genuinely philosophical
elements, thus, lie interfused with constructional elements which
are, generally, not seen as constructional at all but as essentially
philosophical,

The diverse elements that have found place in the writings
of most philosophers, thus, need a disentangling, which would
disengage the philosophical element from the scientific and the
logical on the one hand and the imaginatively constructional on
the other. The increasing articulation of experience, on all its
levels, is the task of science. Its imaginative completion is the
task, in their different ways, of hoth art and metaphysics. The
articulation of formal relations involved in the very notion of
relation and the assumptions required for the building of any
system, is the task of logic. The problems of science and logic
are specific and have, in themselves, the possibility of solution.

tality of man. What is more important for our purposes, how-
ever, is the fact that in all these fields a certain set of problems
can arise which for their solution require a different methodology
than the usual one adopted for the solution of problems that
specifically belong to that field. These problems seem only appa-
rently to belong to those fields. In fact, they are conceptual
problems arising because of a supposed conceptual incompatibi]ity
which, for their resolution, require a reformulation of concepts,
Or a renewed analysis of them, or both. To the worker con.
cerned directly with the problems in the field, these appear trivial
and superfluious—and rightly so, for they are mostly irrelevant
to the problems with which he is concerned.

Philosophical problems, then, arise because of conceptual
confusions and, for their resolution, always require conceptual
analysis. This, we submit, has heen the essential nature of philo-
sophical thinking in the past and in the present. There have
generally been other factors interfused with this, but those factors,
as we have already pointed out, have always been ‘other’. Philo-
sophy has been the comprehensive name hoth for the confusions
and their clarification. The philosophic activity is peculiarly
parasitic upon a particular type of confusions. The confusions
are conceptual, z.e., are of such @ nature thar they can be resolved
n no way other than that of coneeprual analysis. . The resolution
gives us freedom from the problem ie., from philosophy itself.

A e 8 i o
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Philosophy, therefore, lives in the clz&rifis}:lation of its own confu-
i ificati is its own death.
SwnSitav:éilildﬁ?:(‘z:rgggiglst:)tsimagine that the realisatipn of the
general nature of philosophical problems .v&tould re;‘.ult mta fcot[}?e
plete overcoming of the philosophical activity on the p;ér 5?) o
thinker himself. Yet, it does not ge}‘lerally haPpen tol_ ei étt'ed
the person who happens to be a ph‘llosop_he.r is ¥ecu l}irf e
by his temperament just for th(? entertaining o SLIC d );E o
problems. Hence, even if certe;m pé'oltalen;iiiez ns;{) ‘;gage -
satisfaction, certain others are bound to Sl
ion. Even such a thinker as Prof. Moqre, who 1as cot
?;zzzgo?hat he would not have !aecome a phllOSOé)hert1£Y?;£§r
philosophers (i.e., their %hilosoﬁhlc cofnﬂil;;osnil?la:w;m ILC; : étiu .
has not yet found an end to the confus ; e
ify. Professor Dewey, another great thinker who has .
Ez)alzi};lain the traditional plioblemtsh o(f1 p;nlitz)lsotzgﬁﬁ gj:ehl;lc:.;ii j flrr:;
conceiving of the nature of the method o ! : 5
division in ancient Greek Sgc1ety betwc_aen’t ose v
:Jlichilz,?(‘ip ‘doing’ and those tha:c practised ‘lmowmgf, ?:]ass Ef;r:
doing nothing else except criticising the self-same con ‘_usfli 1;11 s
and over again. All sulch pI}llllosoII;her's.{a,r(;1 :taélcigiz :1(—)131 rnmnten-
ine function of philosophy. For, if o :
%Zi?lllhe philosophifal problems of the past h'avfl lzl)leen pesliiglss
problems and once their pseudo character is realise tf ere r’lm 2
nothing for philosophy to do. Professor Dewey, o}: e:lc:.t pm,
in his Reconstruction wn Philosophy had .contende.d that it Jva
be seen that the task of future philosophy is to clarify Ln:n sI i 6131 i5
as to the social and moral strifes of their own day”. ;1 ks
‘Introduction’ written twenty-five years later to the same)E )th,
he observes more explicitly that “it must undertake to. do for 1e
development of inquiry into human affairs a_nd h'ence ‘mto motri:(l) s
what the philosophers of the last few centuries did foldpl_‘omo :
of scientific inquiry in physical and physaolggmal con 1t101}115 ;lmt
aspects of human life”.§+ And what th? philosophers gf the ﬁe
few centuries did, was to produce “a cl:m:ctzte that was favourah
initiation of the scientific movement”. )
- Hi:{’l}i:f l;Z'rofessor Dewey wants philosophy to d.o is to p}'odgge
a climate which would be fayourable to the initiation of scientific

*P- 35’ wew
t Ibid. p. xxiii. :
$Ibid., p. xix. Italics ours.
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movement in social and moral affairs, The function of philosophy
would, thus, mainly consist in an analysis and exposure of con-
fusions : which stand in the way of such a scientific study.
Apart from the fact that sociologists, anthropologists and psycho-
logists have already undertaken such a study, the question about
the function of philosophy when such confusions have been cla-
rified, remains, Unless, therefore, Professor Dewey believes that
his clarifications will not be accepted or that some other confusions
will arise when these clarifications have been accepted, he is bound
to agree to the fact that his specifically philosophic function pre-
supposes and is parasitic upon the confusions of the past and the
present which he has taken as his task to expose.

The nature of the conceptual confusions, however, has been
misunderstood by Professor Dewey. He has found the cause in
the sociological conditions of ancient Greece, with the obvious
corollary that the confusions should cease when the conditions
have ceased. But the confusions are conceptual and arise more
because of the nature of concepts—not this or that concept, but
beacuse of the Very conceptual nature of concepts. The confusions
have a certain kind of objectvity in the sense that anybody who
can be sufficiently interested, will find himself holding, one after
other, almost all the classic positions of philosophy—albeit, in a
crude manner. It is only because the common man is not suffi-
ciently interested that his attention is not held by the immense
complexity of these problems. The philosopher, by temperament,
is one of those who, in the famous phrase of the Urdy poet, Ghalib,
gets more and more involved in his attempt to unravel the problem
till he gets caught and can find no end to the unending string he
seems to be unravelling.

Philosophy, thus, is unending in a deeper sense than Prof.
Dewey or Prof. Moore seen to imagine. It is the inevitable
accompaniment of a self-conscious humanity which reflects not
merely on the objects that confront it, but also on its reflection
thereof. However, a self-consciously misconceived function of
philosophy can be of deep harm to the human spirit. For, man
is not merely static but dynamic as well. Human experience
does not merely need an increasing articulation, but also an increa-
sing deepening—a reaching out for new dimensiors and new
depths. This, in its experiential essentiality, has been, in general,
the task of religion. Any misconception about the function of

philosophy can stand powerfully in the way of such deepening.

It is the task of philosophy to become self-conscious of its function
and, thus, avoid dictating the limits to either Science or Religion
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—a dictation that seems to have been its continuous task in every
age and clime

It, however, cannot be avoided—at least, for a person who
thinks. It is as inevitable as the confusions it seeks to clarify
and, hence, is a necessary moment in the life of most thinkers and
a persistent one in the life of some. Philosophy is, thus, the eternal
watch-dog between the increasing articulation of all levels of ex-
perience, which is the task of Science, and eternal deepening and
widening of experience, which is the task of Religion.

Marx said in his theses on Ludwig Feuerbach that philoso-
phers had tried to interpret the world, while the task was to change
it. But the function of the philosopher is neither to understand
i. e articulate the world nor to change it. His function qua phi-
losopher is merely to clarify certain conceptual confusions in
which he finds himself involved when thinking about certain
problems. Whether these problems are important or trivial is
an irrelevant matter, for the answer would always depend on the
simple fact whether the person answering is sufficiently interested
in the problems or not. Every person changes the world—
whatever we may mean by this blanket-term—in some way and
understands it to some degree and is engaged in philosophic
confusions and an attempt at their philosophic clarification to some
extent. Whether one is to be regarded as primarily a man of
action, a man of knowledge or a philosopher is mainly a matter
of emphasis or degree. But Marx would say the task is not
meraly to change it, but change it nearer to the heart’s desire.
But whose is the heart to the tune of which the world is to dance ?
To no man, even if he be a Christ, a Karl Marx or a Gandhi,
there is the shadow of a doubt. The tune to which the world is
to dance, is the tune of one’s own heart—the eternal Aladdin’s
Lamp, the omnipotent human wish. Of course, Marx, like the
prophets of old, has claimed that the universe is moving towards
the realisation of his heart’s desire—in fact, that there is an
inherent dialectical drive compelling its realisation, and, thus,
has claimed the sanction of Reality, with a capital R, behind his
will and effort. What Marx has done for society, Sri Aurobindo
seems to have done for the Individual. Immense Vistas of
Possibility with the assurance of a metaphysical sanction behind
them. Still, these have been the persons who have given us the
vision of Dynamic Possibilities with regard to the Individual and
the Society and if there linger among them still some vestiges
of the metaphysical sanction, it is only because of a past that they
have not yet outgrown.

it s

NATURE OF PHILOSOPILY 233

Phllosophy, then, is simultaneously a name for the conceptual
confusmns‘ that arise in thinking about any subject and the attempt
at the clarification of those confusions. Here is a region, a realtﬂ
a set ?f problems. Tt only needs a name and we submi; that the
word_ ph1Ioso_phy’ can adequately perform this function. We also
submit that it is in accord with the practice of most of those
persons who have been known as philosophers in the past and
the present. If this be disappointing to some who seem to imagine
tha't philosophy should provide a back-door peep into the 1?1-1 s-
teries of the universe, it cannot bhe helped. Tt is time that phifo—

sophers dispel the general impression th inti
. at they are
terms with Reality with a capital R, Y s

If he is ashamed of his job, he may as well leave it

deceive the peonl : ¢ : )
g people with regard to a function which is not
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