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Discussion and Comments

How Empirical is ‘Empirical: Some Reflections
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term ‘empirical’. In fact, the debate was also epistemological as it

indirectly centered around the question: what was a strictly ‘cogni-

tive attitude’? even though it was neither seen nor formulated in
that way.

The story since those days, which seem so far off now, would
reveal perhaps even more clearly the issues at stake. The very re-
ality of that which was denoted by the term ‘inner sensibility’, or
even that which is supposed to be denoted by the term “conscious-
ness’ is in question. But if there is no consciousness, then not only
would there be no such thing as is conveyed by the term ‘inner
sensibility’ or ‘introspective observation', but no ‘outer sensibility’
either. To talk of sensory qualities such as colours or sounds or
smells, etc., would be as unmeaningful as to talk of pains and
pleasures, hopes and fears. One cannot have the former if one
rejects the latter. The point was argued long ago by Berkeley,
though the argument was neither as straightforward nor formu-
lated the same way for it primarily concerned the distinction
between secondary and primary qualities and not between those
designated by the terms ‘inner’ and ‘outer’ sensibility.

In fact, the reduction or translation of all that is apprehended
by the senses,—whether it be outer or inner-—was attempted by
the behaviourists on methodological grounds, and in the service of
what they called objectivity in science. But, ‘behaviour' too has to
be observed and even if we take the help of a camera, or film, it
itself will have not only to be observed, but also ‘interpreted’. There
seems to be, thus, no escape from not only the senses, but also that
which ‘attends’ and not only becomes ‘aware’ of but communicates
and articulates through all the resources at its command, including
that of language.

The problems with the interpretation or
munication raise issues which one would ha
Is ‘language’ something empirical or non
halfempirical, for obviously,
The problem can be made m

understanding or com-
rdly know how to classify.
~empirical? Or is it only
it is not grasped by the senses alone.
ore complex if one takes into account
not only the type of entity that language is supposed to be, but
mathematical formulae, equations, Systems which not only can't be
grasped by the senses but which, strangely, are supposed to be
necessary for comprehending and understanding what is sensorily
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‘thinking’ is supposed to have both a psychological and ‘logical
dimension which have been attempted to be radically distinguished
from each other but, both the extend that ‘thinking' is an activity
of the mind, it shares with ‘experiencing’ certain common prop-
erties which, if reflected upon, would suggest a commonality
between the two which is supposed to be denied by the distinction,
Experience can be clear or confused Jjust as thought can be. And
one can get ‘tired’ of thinking Just as one can get in respect of
‘experiencing’ as there may be too much of it. In fact, the con-
cepts of ‘significance’, ‘meaningfulness’ and ‘importance” or ‘value’
apply to both, and both are related to, and conditioned by, ‘ob-
Jects’ which they are concerned with. Experience is always—or at
least mostly—'experience’ of and thinking is always thinking about
something.
The point is that the distinctions,
not result in the type of absolute

ally been supposed to have in philosophical thinking uptill now.
Ultimately, ‘thinking’ is as much ‘experienced’, and is as much an
activity as anything else. And it is $0, both from the view point of
the person who ‘thinks’ and from that of the one who tries to
un.d-erstand the ‘thought’ of another, whether it be embodied in
writing ‘or speech.

The ‘empiricality’ of ‘objects’ of human creation has
erally ignored and seldom been thought a
epistemological and logical problems relating to them have been
discussed in philosophical literature since the earliest times. The
reason for this lies perhaps in their what may be called their am-
phibian character, the fact of their belonging to two ‘worlds’ at the

same time. To the extent they are ‘empirical’, i.e., they belong to
the ‘natural’ world, they are not cultural objects at all and, thus,
can be hardly regarded as having in them that dimension which
comes, from their being products of human creativity. Language is
perhaps the clearest example of this though art in its multifarious
forms attests to this equally. What is, however, surprising is the fact
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including the images, empirical or not? This is even more impor-

tant as the entire question of ‘truth’ and veridicality of an informative

or declarative statement rests, ultimately, on that which is sensu-
ously experiencible. In other words, without the empirical content
of these statements, no verification or even falsification is possible.

The relation of language to the cognitive enterprise of man has

not been sufficiently explored or investigated or questioned. Nor
has it seen that language inherently destroys the distinction be-
tween the ‘real’ and the ‘imaginary’ and somehow makes the
‘imaginary’ palpable. Not only this; at still another level, it creates
‘objects’ of thinking which are generally called ‘conceptual’ in
character, But should these concepts, which are ‘objects’ of think-
ing, be considered as empirical or not? After all, these are as much
objects as the ‘objects’ of sensuous apprehension and subject to
the same kind of investigation as the latter are supposed to be. It
is true that a distinction is usually made between concepts—which
are called empirical concepts—that have an element of ‘transcen-
dence’ in them in the sense that their content is never completely
exhausted by the sensuously apprehended objects which they are
supposed to represent.

But, even if one grants this distinction, the problem would still
remain in respect of those concepts which are regarded as non-
empirical. Why should they be considered as non-empirical? Take,
for example, the concept of ‘justice’ or that of ‘honesty’ or that of
‘infinity’ or those innumerable concepts which philosophers and
theoreticians invent in order to ‘understand’ any subject-matter.
Mathematics and logic are the obvious examples but there is per-
haps no subject whatsoever which does not invent and elaborate
concepts distinctive to itself which become subject of investigation,
discussion and dispute amongst those who are involved in the study
of that particular field of knowledge.

At a deeper level still, shall we call the activity of thinking itself
as empirical for, after all, one does engage in it and one stops. Is
it, or is it not like other activities .in which man engages such as
walking or talking? And, if the latter are empirical, then why should
the former not be regarded as such? But if ‘thinking’ is regarded

as an empirical activity, then shall not its object or product also be
regarded as such? v
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