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Naturalism also contribute their mite to the area of methodology in

idern education.
The education of the present times can only be summed up as one
which the entire context of any pupil’s educative experience is
anging fast and constantly. The very idea of a complete preparation
-life is becoming illusory, and education can only be of conditional
lue in the light of kaleidoscopic new situations (Thakur, 1977: 64).
w items of learning claim priority, new constellations of subjects
provide new insights and the primacy claimed by science and technol-
ogy is already being challenged by the human and social sciences, In
such a scenario Eclecticism, leading to an emergent synthesis, alone
can guide us and form the basis of our education system.
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Fichte’s Science of ! x:zowfedge was published in 1789 in Leipzig,
Germany, just eight'years after the second edition of Kant’s Critique
of Pure Reason wds:published in that country. Yet, while Kant’s work

is known all the world over, Fichte’s is still an unknown quantity,

hardly known even amongst the cognoscenti who are supposed to be
familiar Wi[l’;l western Hhilosophy in general and modern philosophy in

particular. | _
It is time Fhat this deficiency is remedied, and the recent new trans-

lation of the work by Peter Heath and John Lachs and published by the-
Cambridge Univer:sity Press, 1982, provides us just the opportunity for

doing that. [ ]

Fichte’s is a stralnge work, perhaps unique in thie history of philbso-
phy as it takes us, step-by-step, through the process by which ‘think-
ing’ reaches the conclusion in a dialectically developing manner, re-
minding us both of Plato in the way that Socrates develops his argu-

" ment in the Dialogues and of the manner in which Hegel unfolds the

progress of Reason in his Phenomenology of the Spirit.
But Plato, though he knew of Dialectics, did not use it systemati-
cally. His was a piecemeal approach, taking each concept individually

and trying to understand it through an analysis which was dialectical
in nature, Hegel’s, on the |other hand, was a systematic approach but

it started from ‘Being’ or rather what Aristotle called ‘Being-qua-Be-
ing’ or ‘Pure Being’ whicl} was neither ‘this’ nor ‘that’ and hence was
as good as ‘Nothing’. | :
The ‘Being’ of Hegel, however, though the most ‘universal’ of
‘universals’ has no ‘self-evﬁdenl’_certainty in it as it is not ‘self-grounded’

as Spinoza’s ‘Substance’ of Descartes’ ‘Dubito’ or rather ‘Cogito’ as he

called it. The difference between the two is enormous, even though it
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h'as not been noticed, Spinoza’s "Substz‘mc?’ hag c‘;n ly a ‘deﬂ‘nit;nnal
necessity’ while that in Descartegs is an exrstenAt:al on;)‘ Th;:'l,eai f;';[
tological argument in Descartes is the one relating Ito ne.se and
the one relating to God, even though he tlloiljght o.h(?rw1se. -
"Fichte opts for the Cartesian mo.ve but ground§ it 11111 the se hceir 1
fying necessity of logic without which self-revﬂectn_/f t (l)ught w 10‘1 1\s
anothér name for ‘philosophy’ cannot move. lFor hlgl', hthlnk'.l,bliet-
ondary to ‘I am’ and the latter reflects and is re‘ﬂef:te !,m .t e }:O-gllctd a\tz
of identity which Aristotle had forrr’lu.latcd as ‘A 1s3 01‘ TS« ul:] e phu
it ‘A = A", The former, that is ‘1 am’, is more funda henta for -m‘nf dln
the latter, as the latter only formulates the form‘er at t; 1f: ret}ectlv’c Iuye};
‘But this formulation can only be in the fo;mg I.am [ (?r | = 'l. \.Vhil(.:
surely is different from the foundational ex1st¢nt1al reality emb_.odle( in

the statement ‘I am’. ol = e :
Kant ‘had already drawn attention to this distinction but did not

know what to do with it. He had made a, fourffold distinction i‘n .this
context. Besides the ‘self-as-it-is-in-itself’, h_e,ha(li drawn the dlStlI};:
tion between ‘I-as-I-appear-to-myself ‘I-as-l-‘am-cqnscmus-of-npys{e f
and what he called ‘1 am’. The last, straqgely, as Flchtel ]re:cogmzl;z((i I-St
not a judgement proper or rather not a judgement at all. He.: 1ca te i
a ‘thetic judgement’, perhaps because it is a sk‘ger assemfn.] wit ou alnfy’
predication at all. It is what he cal]e.d tht? sel.f’s gosmn,g of ltse. b
which, like the ‘performatives’ of Austin, brings into ‘being’ that whic L
it talks about. Perhaps, the word ‘posit’ does|not convey exactly what
is meant and the word ‘assert’ or ‘affirm’ would conyey better the sense
erman word ‘Setzen’. 7
COTII_;’ in/dczze:d:;ci one starts with the absolute self-certitude of" 1 am,
the problem is what to do next. 1t should be remerpbered at thl§ point
that the ‘T° being talked about is not a substam.:e as it has no properties.
In this, it is unlike Spinoza’s substance which is supposed to have
‘attributes’ and cannot be thought without them. o .
But what is perhaps even more important than. thlj 1s that the ‘I o
the ‘T am’ is not an ‘object’ of reflection or re.ﬂectl‘ve _wareniess‘ as.then
it would become in Kantian termino,logy either I-as,-l-am-f:onsc'lohuS_
of-myself’ or ‘I-as—I—appear-to—my‘self .In fact,‘ one W<,)r:1dersI v?hat F 12 t‘?:
or even Kant, would say to the formulation ‘1 am I ,las the; secon
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s not exactly a predicate nor the pure self-positing of the self as the
first seems to be. 1t is nor a ‘posit’, but a positive assertion analogous
(0 that of the ‘T am’ but of a radically different kind, though seldom
seen as such and usually confused with it. It Is, to use Kant’s term, ‘[-

as-l-am-conscious-of-myself”’, half-way on the road to ‘seeing’ oneself

as an ‘object’, but not yet achieving that ‘objecthood’ which comes
with what has been called the ‘empirical ego’.

Fichte does not clearlydistinguish between these different stages as
Kant does. But he is aware of the complexity involved in the assertion
or ‘positing” which Kant is not. The assertion is an ‘act’, a ‘determina-
tion', y “limitation and hence points to, or rather presupposes in the
Kantian ‘transcendental’ sense of the term, that which is ‘unbounded’,
undetermined’, “infinite’ and yet which itself has become to some
extent at least the ‘opposite” of these by the very fact that ‘I am’ has
been asserted or posited. Yet, it is not clear to what extent it has been
limited”, but only that it must have been so limited by the very fact of
the sityation. Fichte introduces the notion Qf:_divisi.b.itli;y’ or ‘quantita-
tive limitation® to denote this, o I y

Kant had already opened the way to this by his strange and enig-
matic postulation of the Judgement he called ‘infinite’ which occurs
under the heading of ‘quality’. This Judgement is a strange concoction
@ it is, in a sense, both affirmative and negative at the same time.
Taking a cue from Aristotelian logic, where a technique was invented
to change a negative proposition into jts corresponding affirmative,
Kant picked up the same but ‘saw’ in it what the Aristotelians had not

seen. The negative predicate which was formed out of the negation and
b affirmed of the subject contained practically an infinite multitude of
membership ‘excluding’ only those which belonged to the class which

the negative Judgement had denied of the subject. Any negative predi-
cate formed from ‘p’ such as ‘not-p” will contain in it everything except
P and hence will be ‘infinite’ in character. The judgement ‘s is not-

- punlike ‘s is p’, therefore, was said by Kant to be ‘infinite’ or ‘unendlich’

8 he called it in German. But he also saw that inspite of its being

‘infinite’ it introduces a limitation and hence called the corresponding
category ‘Jimitation’.
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Fichte saw the transcendental possibilities of the Kantian innovation

and suggested that the counter-assertion or the counter-positing of ‘not

I’ was involved in the very positive assertion of ‘T am’ which was the

primordial fact one encounters when one embarks on the process of
self-conscious reflective activity which was ‘reflective’ in character
ald hence was called philosophy. But the moment one sees this, one
is faced with the problem of the interrelationship between the two and
the quantity and extent of the influence, effectivity or determination of
each by the other.

Kant had opened the way for that also. In his discussion of judge-
ment and categories under ‘Relation’, he had mentioned the categori-
cal, the hypothetical and the disjunctive judgement along with the
corresponding categories of inherence, causality and reciprocity re-
spectively. Inherence, it should be remembered, is a relation between
substance and ‘accidence’ while causality is a relation between cause
and effect. As for ‘reciprocity’, at least for Kant, it is not what is called
‘circular causation’, but a direct result of the fact that the disjunctive
judgement divides the totality into two parts through unbounded nega-
tion which, though excluding each other because of this, still form a
totality which exhausts the universe, at least logically. Kant, of course,
did not anticipate the logical possibility of ‘non-exclusive’ disjunclion
accepted in modern logic, nor did he see that pure dichotomous divi-
sion does not obtain in the empirical domain as there it always gives

' tise to fuzzy boundaries, an observation that has given rise to what are
called ‘fuzzy logics’ in recent times.

But Fichte somehow seems aware of this, as he continuously talks
of the shifting boundaries between the ‘I’ and the ‘not-1’, or the self and
the not-self. The very notions of quantitative and qualitative variation
within and between the self and the not-self involve this. Besides, the
continuous fransition and variation in the use of the concepts to de-
scribe the shifting shades of the linterrelationship attests this. And,
e'irerything comes in a pair, for it is a relation between the self and the
not-self where each is defined by the other, at Jeast within the frame-
work of Kant’s critical philosophy which he unreservedly accepts. But

there still remains an asymmetry between the two which Fichte does - '

not know how- to deal with.

1
]
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The asymmetry is two-fold: the first relating to the indeterminate,
almost infinite extent of E{nything that is defined purely negatively by

to the self of the ‘1’ which in asserting or positing itself proclaims it
as loudly aslanything can. The ‘am’ of the ‘T am’ does just that. The
free act’ wh!ch evidences this freedom is, as Fichte is careful to point
out, withoutlany ‘object’ just as the ‘I’ which is posited has no predi-
cate. This is the most primordial ontological ‘performative’ to use a
term from Austin, on which everything seems to be based at least in

exclusion, tT second by the fact that ‘freedom* seems to belong only

a phenomel;riogical existential perspective whose first draft Fichte’s
|

Science of Knowledge is, long before Husserl used the term and laid
claim to be'the original founder of that type of ‘philosophizing’ in
philosophy. | !

But in spite of these basic asymmetries, there is a strange element
in Fichte's thought Which not only mitigates, but runs counter to it as

it tends to niullify the ‘opposition’ produced by the analysis. The very’

fact that there is a primordial ‘act’ involved in the assertion or positing
of the self implies, for.Fichte, that the self must have been ‘formed’ or
‘determined’ by this act to some extent and hence must have had an
element of ‘passivity’ which is opposed to it. In fact, at a deeper level,
even though Fichte does not seem to see it at least as clearly as he
could have,. the not-self or the not-1 is within the ‘self” or the T, or

rather an integral pﬂartiof itself. But if it is so, the ‘opposition’, though.

genuine at évery level, is ultimately secondary as even its possibility
is sustained by the uﬁ\der]ying_unily which supports it. Without this
underlying Jmny, the opposing elements would fall completely apart
and thus cease to be opposites, as to be ‘opposite’ they have to be
conjoined ahd ‘felt’ to be such. And, it is this ‘feeling’ that provides the

dynamic fofce for the attempt at its overcoming which leads Fichte's

thought in a direction that Kant never took. -
The dynamic direction that this gives fo his thought makes not only
the boundaty between self and not-self ever-changing but brings im-
agination and time into the picture which is perhaps unique in the
history of thought on the subject. L
Kant had already brought both in the centre of philosophical discus-

sion, but not in the way Fichte did. Time, for him, was an a priori form
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of inner sensibility, but not of the infinite outward movenent of the
self in its striving to resolve the opposition it continuously! encounters
in its ‘reflection’ on itself which is an intrinsi¢ and inalieanlble feature
of self-consciousness. | l
But self-consciousness does not have only the so-callefl ‘outward’
movement necessitated by the awareness of the not-self and the ‘con-
flicting oppositions’ this awareness engenders but also thaﬁ ‘re.versi-on’
or ‘turning back’ into itself which is another side of the san?e situation.
Fichte does talk of this but does not see that this involves as much an
‘infinite’ movement ‘inwards’ as the outward movement abouit which
he writes so eloquently. Perhaps he did not do so as the distinction
between the ‘self” and the ‘not-self” cannot. be drawn sharply in the
inward direction and is, in any case, relative|in character. This point
clr in some traditions of
Indian philosophizing as that of Samkhya but inj Fichte it is, or ought
to be, a necessary consequence of the insight thét the self and the not-
self are related by a ‘reciprocal inter-determination® which affects them

at every level. l_r :
The ‘feeling’ which gives rise to this perennial attempt at a recon-
ciliation of opposites’ is not that of pain pr suffering, as has been
asserted ad nauseam in the Indian rradition,'_’ but rather that of *dissat-
isfaction’ with what one apprehends ‘reflectively” as obtaining at every
level .of self-consciousness, There is thus felt a jdrive’ arising from
~ within and a ‘demand’ shaped by ‘imaginati?"n’ resulting in a ‘longing’
for ‘something’, a sort of ‘know-not-what-I-want’ jimpelling one “out-
~ward’ and ‘onward’ into the future and thus getting involved or caught
in the endlessly stretching infinity of time.
But neither the ‘demand’ nor the ‘longing’ is |ever satisfied as it
always meets a ‘check’, to use Fichte’s phrase, and results many a time
in the self’s reverting back to itself in what He calls the ‘return-journey’
by which the self seems to seek itself. Both the|journeys’ are in a
sense ‘unending’ though, for some reason, Fichte does rot seem to
think so about the latter. Perhaps, this is because !hc had started with
the .self-as-positing-itself or the I-am’ as asserting itgelf. But this, though
‘absolute’ and ‘unconditioned’ in a certain sense, finds also a ‘check’
not in any external sense, but within itself as, ﬁrstlg;, the ‘act’ is hardly
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an act as it has no power of any kind and, secondly, the so-called ‘T’
is as empty as it can be. The ‘act’, to use Fichte’s phrase, has no
‘object’ or rather end or purpose or ‘objective’ and hence the question
of ‘being efficient’ or ‘effectivity’ cannot even arise. As for the T, it
has not and can have no predicate and hence is as ‘vacuous’ as the ‘act’
which it is supposed to perform. |

It is not that Fichte is not aware of this but, basically, he does not
know what to do with this. Is this the ‘real’ self which one has to
‘realize’, the self which has no predicates and no ‘object’ as it alone is,
without even the sense of the ‘I’ which, as he sees rightly, has to have
a ‘not-I’ to distinguish itself from. This, for him, is sheer nothing,
though he also calls it ‘the absolute’ many a time. But even if one
accepts that this equation of the ‘absolute’ with ‘nothing’ is correct, as
Hegel said later of Spinoza’s ‘substance’, there still remains the prob-
lem as to why in the ‘striving towards an ever-extending infinity’, it is
only the not-self that demands or requires that it ‘ought’ to be moulded
or shaped or patterned according to the ‘ideals’ or the so-called ‘cht-
egorical imperative’ which is involved, for him, as for Kant, in the
very notton or idea or reality of the self.

One reason for this may be that, at the level of reflection, where
alone philosophy exists, everything has to be seen as a not-self, as the
so-called ‘self” is only a formal logical, or rather ‘transcendental’, pre-
supposition which also somehow seems to be ‘existentially’ real be-
cause of the sense of the ‘T" which, though perpetually changing in its
reference being an ‘indexical’ expression like ‘this’, projects an illusory
sense of substantiality providing the ‘self” with an ontological being
distinct from the not-self.

But the idea of the not-self would have to be analyzed more care-
fully, if this way of seeing Fichte is accepted, as what we would
actually have on our hands at the phenomenological-existential leve] is
only the not-self masquerading as ‘self’. This, however, Fichte could
not do as, unlike Kant, he started not with the ‘given’ of sense-expe-
rience or even what both he and Kant call ‘presentation’, but rathet
with the self-as-positing-itself, the correlate of what Reason finds in
itself at the foundational level, the law of-identity in which it articu-
lates itself as ‘A=A’. This is what Kant had meant by ‘transcendental
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unity of apperception’ and which (the self) Fichte sees as providing the
unshakable fundamental unity that synthesizes all the oppositions and
contradictions that his analysis discloses in the course of a work that
should have been a landmark in the history of philosophy, but which
somehow has been forgotten for reasons best known to those who have
written on it.

Fichte tried to present the views propounded in his Science of Knowl-
edge in a clearer and more intelligible manner in his subsequent writ-
ings, the two of which have recently been published under the title
Foundations of Transcendental Philosophy edited and translated by
Daniel Breazeale, published by Comell University Press, Ithaca and
London, 1998. He seems to suggest a slight shift in the emphasis as he
now seems to accord primacy to practical reason over the theoretical;
something that had begun to be evident at the end of the Science of
Knowledge itself. The theoretical reason, according to Fichte, reveals
itself in the activity of reflective ‘reverting’ of self-consciousness on
itself as it tries to understand what exactly happens in the movemeit
and structure of consciousness where alone philosophy arises and has
its being. The practical reason on the other hand reflects on the primor-
dial act by which the self posits or asserts itself and the dialectics thus
engendered between itself and the not-self which indefinitely extends
in the outward movement of consciousness, the successive stages of
which he has tried to delineate to some extent in the latter part of the
Science of Knowledge itself. Fichte’s enterprise has to be carried fur-
ther and as he perhaps suggests, both the ‘ontward’ and the ‘inward’
movements are two sides of the same consciousness, one of which is
called ‘practical’ and the other ‘cognitive” or theoretical.
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In the second section of: Synonymy and the Analysis of Belief Sen-
tences,” Hilary Putnam offers a solution to a problem that Benson

Mates raises’ for Ruddlph Carnap’s proposal’ to use the notion of

intensional isornorphism| as an explicans for synonymy.* The general
idea behind Carnap’s suggestion is that two sentences are SYnonymous
if they are {ntensionally isomorphic with each other. Carnap’s effective
definition of ‘intensional isomorphism’ may be stated as follows: -

If S and' S* are sentences that are grammatically constructed in the
same way fromicorresponding constituents having the same inten-
sion, then S and S* are intensionally isomorphic with each- other.

Let us say|that two sentences that are constructed to the specifications
of this def:mition are Crimensionally isomorphic. Further, let us agree
that by ‘Carnap’s Propesal’ we mean: _

Two se{ntences are synonymous if they are C-intensionally isomor-
phic with each other.

Mates' prbblem’sihows: that Carnap’s Proposal may not be workable
because contexts exist in which substitution of an expression occurring
in a sentence byl another expression that is C-intensionally isomorphic
with the first ex'p:res';sion does not result in a sentence that is synony-
mous with the first sentence, even though both sentences are C-
intensiondlly isomorphic. Mates’ example will clarify this. The sen-
tences | ! ;

(1) Whoever blelife\/es that D believes that D
| 1
and |
2) Wliaoever believes that D believes that D*




