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LOOKING BACK

There is a history behind every work—relevant and
irrelevant. The past flows into the present and the present looks
back, lingering over moments that are of no interest to the
reader. Biography crosses objectivity—the Subject intrudes and
the ghosts walk alive in the corridors where they were, perhaps,
never dead.

A nebulous nucleus taking a determinate form—that is the
story of all creation whether it be a thought, a poem or the
stars that circle around. To the environment, its attitude is
always ambivalent. Like the parents from whom it grows, it
cuts off the umbilical cord and asserts itself in opposition to
them. It is sustained from and yet stands in opposition to that
which surrounds it. And like all determinate beings, it will have
its day and then pass into the silence of the night.

The nuclear idea—the central intuition as Bergson would have
called it—had already taken full shape when the accident of a
Research Fellowship from the University of Delhi tempted me
to sit and write. 1948-50 was the period when it was written,
though the Fellowship lasted until 1951. When completed,
friends and teachers suggested that it might be submitted for the
Ph.D. degree of the University of Delhi. After some delay, the
authorities granted the permission and it was submitted as a Ph.D.
thesis to the University of Delhi. The examiners included Prof.
Gilbert Ryle and Prof. H. H. Price, both of the University of
Oxford, and Dr. S. K. Maitra of the University of Calcutta.
Their reports were highly appreciative and suggested that what
was intuitively grasped and ratiocinatively developed had also
some trans-subjective validity about it. A friend’s turning a
publisher completed the series of accidents or the chain of causa-
tion that resulted in the publication of this book.

There is little change between the original and the published
versions. The changes that have been made are minor and
mostly of a linguistic character. The credit for them mostly goes
to Prof. H. H. Price whose extensive corrections in his copy
have been incorporated in the published version. If there are
fewer ‘dashes’, it is because of Prof. Gilbert Ryle who found them
strewn “like autumn leaves” in the body of the book.

Not that the book did not need changes other than the
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linguistic ones! But, then, it is far easier to write a new hook
than to correct the old one. Laziness, combined with the
feeling that no fundamental changes were required, dictated the
easiest course of letting everything to itself. Of course, it could
have been brought more up-to-date, some recent thinkers discus-
“sed and several possible misunderstandings removed. But, then,
when is a book really up-to-date and when have misunderstandings
been avoided? And, after all, something should be left for the
critics and the reviewers to exercise their function upon.

Still, one thing may be pointed out. The issues in Part II
entitled ‘Examinations and Clarifications’ have been discussed
only as far as they were relevant to the problem under discussion.
There is, therefore, a certain inconclusiveness about the multi-
farious issues raised, though the same, perhaps, cannot be said
about the main problems that have been discussed. In Part ITT
entitled ‘Discussions’, the same thing should be kept in mind.
The various thinkers have been discussed only in so far as a view
of philosophy was supposed to be implicitly or explicitly contain-
ed in their writings. It is hoped that no serious injustice has
been done to their positions—particularly, to those*of the pheno-
menological and the existentialist schools, as a heavy reliance has
been placed on secondary sources in their case, both because the
books were not easily available and because the author’s knowl-
edge of the original language was not very proficient.

One’s mind inevitably turns to the friends in whose asso-
ciation one has grown and to the teachers at whose feet one has
learnt. The long walks with Sita along the banks of the Yamuna
in the post-graduate days and the equally long discussions into
the late hours of the night with another of the same name who
is now no more; Om and Ratan, in discussions with whom almost
every philosophical problem of mine has taken shape; Vivek, who
has suggested so many points before the “amber liquid in marble
cups” at the Coffee House on the Queen’s Way. These are names
that stand out, but there are others whose resonance mingles with
almost every page of this book. The understanding patience of
my parents, the loving care of my friends, the amused kindness
of strangers—all live in these pages, though the reader shall
never know them.

As for my teachers, to them is this work dedicated—To
Dr. Indra Sen, who has been disappointed at its negative conclu-
sions; to Dr. S. K. Saksena, who will like but perhaps never
read it; to Dr. N. V. Bannerjee, under whose direct supervision
the research work was undertaken and without whose guidance it
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would have had unmanagable paragraphs and even some positive

blunders. :
Intuited, argued, written, proof-corrected, published—the book

is there, independent of everyone who had any hand in it. With

its faults and its virtues, it stands there ready to meet its destiny
till, like every child of time, it goes under he waters of Eternal

Creation.

March 2, 1955. DAYA
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PART ONE
PRESUPPOSITIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

L



CHAPTER [
INTRODUCTION

Since the Vedic Seers sang their hymns to Varuna and Indra
and since Thales went about musing regarding the origin of the
cosmos, Philosophy has continuously been an occupation of the
human mind. For two thousand years or more, man has wrestl-
ed with the problems of origin, reality and worth of the world he
has found himself in. Gradually there has occurred a differen-
tiation through which the . problems regarding the constitution,
origin, reality and worth concerning any particular group or
groups of objects; have been separated from the problems con-
cerned with reality as a whole. The former is known as Science 3
the latter, Philosophy. And though two thousand years are
nothing in that vast stretch of time through which humanity has
lived and hopes to live, yet it would be a matter of serious con-
cern if the same arguments still revolved round the same prob-

.lems and if they were as far from any solution as they were
before.

It may be that the problems arise inevitably from the nature
of the situation in which Man finds himself in the universe. Or
it may be that the constitution of the human mind is such that
these problems are inevitably raised and equally inevitably remain
unsolved. But, whatever the inevitablity, this, at least, is cer-
tain that it is not of a mechanical or of a compulsive kind. There
have been whole ages and in all ages there have been men in
whose minds the so-called questions regarding reality as a whole
have seldom arisen. And whatever be the feeling of a historian
of philosophy, there certainly have been philosophers who have
thought themselves to have solved these problems to their utmost
satisfaction. Equally certainly there always have been others who
have failed to be convinced of the validity of such solutions.
This would not have been surprising, for there always are indi-
vidual differences, if Philosophy had not claimed to be the supre-
mest of Sciences. If knowledge be the claim—and absolute and
ultimate has been the claim of Philosophy—then certainly the
situation is disquieting, if not desperate. Divergent and opposite
beliefs held to be equally true is a situation more akin to Taste,
Faith and Religion, than knowledge.

Philosophy, however, since its very inception, has claimed
to be knowledge rather than opinion. Philosophers have not
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2 NATURE OF PHILOSOPHY

been unaware of each other’s arguments—and Reason has claim-
ed to be the universal as opposed to the indefinite particularity of
sense-perception. Yet, though it has been the organon of
Philosophy both Ancient and Modern, it has seldom resulted in
the philosophers being convinced of one another’s arguments.
Modern philosophy started with a universal doubt, in quest of
2 mathematical certainty that shall remove the very possibility
of doubt and yet we are as far removed from any agreement as
before. No doubt, every great thinker has had his disciples and
every ‘ism’ its followers yet, eveil to day, the disagreements
between the schools are as vital and as sharp as ever. It 1s
not implied that in other fields of knowledge there are no differ-
ences but there they are either due to the lack of relevant facts
or, what is the same thing in another sense, a possibility of
alternative explanations owing to the inadequacy of final data.
Divergent theories in the field of Science are provisional in the
sense that the decisive data is not yet Sorthcoming—and, in truth,
we are aware of a certain set of facts which would decide conclu-
sively between the rival theories. This is rendered possible by
the fact that the theories of Science stand always in need of
verification. Their validity is not assured by the mere fact that
they are rational but also that they conform to the facts they
seek to explain.

Such is, by no means, the condition which a philosophical
theory is expected to fulfil. At least, there certainly is no set of
facts which may, even possibly, be supposed to decide in favour
of one theory rather than another. Philosophy, somehow, is sup-
posed to concern itself with ‘interpretation’ only—and as the
history of thought has amply confirmed, the facts can bear any
interpretation, at least, to the complete satisfaction of the
thinker concerned. Therefore, perhaps, the differences in philo-
sophy are more permanent and radical than the differences pre-
vailing in the other departments of knowledge. Verification not
being the objective test for philosophical theories, the objectivity
is supposed to be found in the objective (supra—subjective) uni-
versality of Reason. That is the most simple explanation why
Descartes turned to mathematics for finding out a philosophical
method that might result in certainty. Mathematics is; perhaps,
the only science which does not depend for its validity upon
verification and hence Philosophy, the knowledge without veri-
fication par ewcellence, was to model itself on the mathematical
method. But while mathematicians are generally agreed about
their solved and unsolved problems, the philosophers, even those
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wh i
neac;e:g;sed to use the mathematical method, have hardly come
,cal i 3(/1 a}1gree}11ent on most problems. Rather the mathemati-
commverc;y a’; hItSeIbeECOI‘IIE one of the subjects of philosophic
tr¢ : us Reason that has fough i
= ; ought both Faith
opl?;?;?f; i)é‘aglgei, seems to tfesuit in nothing better than contrﬁi
claiming to be the sole and ultima .
. te truth.
‘eachl\z)?}tleiglyarhgi‘: tlze philosophers failed to be convinced by
nents, even though they I i
the most rational anim: i e man e
' als of all, but they have
: 1 ; ) equall
;1:1 bl_lzoit recent times, failed to arrive at an agreer(llwntyz,tbzgwiltle?lSt
2 és.: -11%1;&:1‘ 'of their study. Thinkers like Prof, Moore—witlﬁ
= utation of Iu.iealmm the recent realistic movement in
o pt% may _be consm!ered to have started—seem to he of th
tiﬂns VI:rhi ?lt philosophy is merely a correct analysis of proposi?
o arc we know to be true. Thinkers like Collingwood and
s abe conl\\/rlmced th.at Philosophy is identical with History;
merel_thout ‘Cta.ph}’SICS, Collingwood’s opinion is that it y1;
& th}o ugﬁtexphiatlon of the ultimate presuppositions of a scienti
-epoch—opresuppositions which can nei ’
) neith
::1;)5 éalsi, as they are ultimate. Whitehead, who ha:rbel; A
- r‘fn ,te courage of building philosophy in the ‘grand Czlljci
i }?irci] c;)?cizves of it as a general Speculative Scheme of Reali-
i Conlg t apply to an'd explain every phenomenon or fact
e o 11f1ent, persons like Husserl think of philosophy as an
e oThtrans_cende.nthI Eidetic structures involved in all
e b,;;e. e .exxstentrahsts, on their part, are concerned witl
ﬁndf % int:nzif oi Llfle and Death and of the Situation of Man as I’l;
s aced with an absolute ‘Nothing’
= : : n e ‘Nothing’ on both sides.
_pr(zﬁggl}; v:;lt:t tl;e_m 1sfa living consideration of Life’s Prob;e:;ss
rise ituati
e rom the very situation of Man in the
E
. (:re;lq tll}lose who belong to the more traditional schoals of
o f gI, ave cseased to expect much from it. Mectaggart, th
Ig:(1 oderi ; egelian interpreter and one of the greatest idealis‘;s ?f
S al;:u?, wrlltmg of the use of philosophy in his Studfifz)s
sophyt ok givfészzso ogy, iatjt(]s “The result seems to be that philo
very little, if any, guidance in acti :
: ! : o QM
E:;an ofnl.)hllos%phy lies not in being deeper than Science bu’trhi?
- bg;arizgr Otn anllth.eologji—not in its bearing on action, but il‘i
religion. It does not give us gui s
ne uidance.
us hope.” * Another translator of Hegel g] BnceBaiIIiEiegwi?S
5 s 1Bk Jein

*p. 196.




4 NATURE OF PHILOSOPHY

his introduction to Hegel's Phenomenology of Mind, writes :
“Philosophy as an attitude of mind towards the world.......
occupies a region midway between Poetry on the one hand and
Science on the other...... It always implies an individual point
of view and a perspective of the world, which are central and
fnal for the individual, but are different in each case. There is
thus no final philosophical theory for all men, any more than
there is one poetic vision for all. If philosophy were to claim
the universality of Science the history of philosophical systems
would refute the claim, since no two philosophers agree in the
theories they advance.” *

Joad has somewhere compared Philosophy to Art, but to
find a Hegelian translator like Ballie expressing the same senti-
ments is really astounding. In the last sentence in the above
quotation the claim of philosophy to be considered as knowledge
is expressly given up and it is reduced to mere opinion. Further,
the very sentence reveals what the writer considers to be know-
ledge and, surprisingly for the idealist, it is neither Art nor Philo-
sophy nor Religion but Science. There seems to be a growing
suspicion among philosophers that mere reason cannot provide
that objectivity which alone can bring agreement hetween differ-
ent thinkers. If philosophy, as Mctaggart says, has no bearing
on action then it can hardly be knowledge. It cannot provide
even hope, unless hope were to mean a mere fancied wish-fulfil-
ment, At best, it would be an intellectual pastime ; at worst, an
intellectual escape ; and if really such be the case, Milton would
be right in consigning both the philosophers and their problems
to hell.

The result of all this is a growing lack of mutual under-
standing among philosophers regarding one another’s position.
More and more we find them describing others’ positions as
‘Nonsense’. ‘Sects’ and ‘circles’ are becoming commoner in philo-
sophy—and with this all a general defeatism, a sense of useless-
ness seems to pervade the whole philosophical atmosphere.
Philosophy is perhaps the only branch of knowledge which seeks
to justify the subject-matter of its study and the more recent
the book, the more apologetic is its tone. Somehow, the philo-
sophers have been feeling that they have just been turnimng round
and round and the acuter the feeling, the more vociferous the
justification. This mutual unintelligibility is taken by some
writers as a sign of ‘philosophical sterility’. Mure, for example,

¥ po5l
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in his Iniroduction to Hegel says : “There are signs, at any rate
among our professional thinkers, of an inability to grasp even the
ba're meaning of an idealist Philosophy...... It may be that in
this and_ some other countries the main impulse of European
'Speculatlon is destined to sterility for a time.”* But this
is merely the use of an adjectival phrase which simply denotes
Mr. Mure’s dislike of all those who do not understand, or rather
agree with, Hegel. :

In fact, this unintelligibility is rather the symptom of that
df:ep-rooted. crisis which is finding it more and more difficult to
hide J{'rom itself the lack of any objective criterion in the study
of phllOsqphy. L. S. Stebbing in the I)EQiniﬂg of her A modern
Introduction to Logic writes : “Neither Bradley nor Bosanquet
nor any of this school of Idealist Logicians, has ever succeeded
in makong clear what exactly is meant by the principle of identity
in difference upon which metaphysical logic of the idealists is
I.Jasec_l.']‘ Prof. Collingwood, on the other hand, writes
in his ]}/Ietaphyszcs : “The theory of knowledge cal]edj ‘realism’
is based upon the grandest foundation a philosophy can have
—namely, human stupidity.” This is merely a sample of what
‘can be quoted ad nausewm from the writings of cc_mtemporz-Lry
phllosqphers. Russell, for example, took the trouble of going
to a cinema to understand the ‘cinematographic’ view of r:alit;
as presented by }?.:ergson and, even then, found it unintelligible,

: Such a growing unintelligibility has made the philosophers
thm!c of Philosophy as a more or less personal matter. Not t(;
remind the reader of Baillie's statement already quoted, here is
another one from Ward made in Contemporary British Philosophy
Vol. II : “The answers which these questions receive will
depend upon the character of the person considering them i.e
on the system of values which determine his conduct "y
And here is another by Sorley from the same book : “Even \:Vit-]rl
these postulates it is not contended that the events of the world
?.nd 'the,(,:'areers of particular minds can all be explained and
justified’.”§ Many are such statements scattered over the whole
book and the phenomenon is important for it is an autho-

ritative statement of the personal philosophies of some of

the most eminent thinkers of the modern world. Of course
each of the philosophers thinks that his is the most apt solutio:;
of tht'a ]_:Erol'Jlem but, however much he may be convinced, he feels
that it is impossible to convince others. Collingwood hias given

*p. 161. tp. x. Italics ours. Tp 54 §Dp. 265,
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a vivid description of this feeling in his Autobiography and it
is a commonplace of any meeting of philosophical societies.

Philosophers seem to be beginning to believe that, somehow,
their reasoning is irrelevant to the nature of Reality. The world
of experience which can bear any interpretation or interpreta-
tions which are so wide as to fit any world have been the charac-
teristic of philosophic thought. But if so, then it is certainly
irrelevant for both knowledge and action. Philosophers them-
selves have defined ‘Nothing’ as that whose presence or absence
makes no difference to anything whatsoever, and if this be the
definition, then philosophy certainly is very near being ‘Nothing’.
Of course, it may give hope—hut only to those whose hopes and
fears depend upon an elaborate rationalized Reason. And if this
be its sole justification and value, then, though we would hardly
grudge the philosopher his satisfaction and his hope, we would
scarcely be to blame if we refuse to take him seriously. Philo-
sophy, then, would be merely a habit, a necessity without which
certain persons cannot do and if they cannot be satisfied unless
they find a Cosmic Necessity for their every triviality, let them,
by all means, seek it. But William James was certainly more
frank when he said let us accept God, Soul and Immortality—
for, well, it is useful to believe in them. Certainly, if somebody
cannot be happy without believing in God, he should do so. But
a philosopher would hardly agree ; he would say that no we
should first find sufficient reasons and then alone, if the reasons be
adequate, believe in God. The choice of ‘sufficient reasons’ is
certainly large, for many have been the philosophers who have
found adequate grounds for such a belief.

Of course, philosophers are troubled at this growing tenderncy
to regard philosophy as something personal, a matter of
reasoned faith, hope or belief—reasoned, but faith all the same.
Thus writes one of them : “Some of us who believe philesophy
to be Science, and attempt at truth, are troubled when we hear
philosophy described as merely a work of art, the lyrical out-
pouring of the mind of a philosopher ; beautiful, perhaps, but not
knowledge ; only comparable to a statue or picture or poem ;
making no doubt the impersonal appeal to human feelings, but not
itself a reasoned account of the, simplest things.”* Here again
the author betrays himself that he considers only Science as know-
ledge and though troubled by the comparison of philosophy to a
work of art, he fails to see that philosophy lacks that element

*S. Alexander, quoted‘in Contemporary British Philosophy, Vol. 1T,
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of objectivity which Science finds in verification. Reason, as
we have already said, has failed to supply it.

Yet, inspite of all these difficulties, philosophical thinking
coes on and has gone on for the last two thousand years. It
may be because of sheer inertia, for thanks to language and
social heredity, every manifestation of the human spirit tends
to survive. Or it may be, as some have suggested, the vested
interests of the University Professors which does not let the sub-
ejct die its natural death. Others would see in this continued
survival some vital necessity for the needs of the human spirit.
But if survival were the real criterion, then ritual, magic, super-
stition and a hundred other manifestations of the human spirit
would become equally vital. Of course, whatever survives must
have some value, at least, to those amongst whom it survives.
But, then, this-is an obvious truism, so obvious that we have
already accepted it. But it may be said that while everybody need
not be a magician, each has to have some kind of philosophy.
As Bradley once remarked, the choice is not between being a
philosopher or no philosopher but between being a good philo-
sopher or a bad one. It would have been equally true if he had
said that the choice was between being a good physicist or a bad
physicist, a good biologist or a bad biologist, a good singer or a
bad singer, a good man or a bad man and so on. What the state-
ment means is only this that all the specializations of skill, art
and science occur out of the common continuum of experience
reached by all men. But if so, the statement would become of
such an abstract universality as to lose all significance whatsoever.

Yet, even if philosophy is not so general an occupation of
the human mind as some philosophers have supposed, still it
would certainly belong to some phase in the development of the
human spirit. Hegel claimed that it was not a mere phase but
the final fruition of the human mind in its concrete completeness.
It would hardly be surprising if a philosopher came to that con-
clusion. What is really surprising, however, is that most of the
philosophers do not agree with this contention of Hegel. ‘Final
Fruition’ or a ‘Phase’—philosophy is ‘something’.......... an
‘activity’ that happens in some minds at some period of their
development—an activity that flows in certain channels and takes
certain forms that have almost crystallised into typical moulds
in the course of centuries of thought. What exactly is this
‘phase’ will be the subject-matter of our study.

Different, as we have already said, have been the beliefs
about the function of philosophy. Still more different have they
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been in modern times. Reiteration of arguments which fail to
convince is a feature which hardly any student of the sub-
ject could have missed. ‘Mutual unintelligibility’ is another. And
all these have heen more on the increase in recent times. Of
course, there is a certain broad current but it is the current of
the epoch. And equally competent thinkers have made contrary
estimates of its character. It would not, therefore, be wrong
if we claim a certain ‘radical relevance’ for our enquiry and
even if we fail to make any clarification regarding these and
other allied problems, we would be justified in merely having
drawn attention to a state of affairs that, to say the least, demands
the closest attention of our most competent thinkers. We would
feel ourselves sufficiently recompensed if the attention of any of
them is drawn to any of these problems.

We would try to delineate and examine the character and
presuppositions of Philosophy and its problems as conceived in
times both Ancient and Modern and then indicate what, in our
opinion, it has always been trying to do as distinct from what
it has thought it was trying to do.- In this connection, we shall
try to show that it has both an importance and a necessity, but
the importance and the necessity would hardly be of a kind which
philosophers have taken it to be. Even Marx who said ‘Philo-
sophy tries to interpret the world while the task is to change it’
gave it an importance in his system which is hardly second to
anything else even in his revolutionary strategy. As a matter
of fact, it has been a debatable question whether Marx’s philo-
sophy was a theoretical adjunct to his revolutionary strategy or
his revolutionary effort merely a practical consequence of his
philosophic thought. Thus, as Hegel would have said, the
notion of philosophy itself is the subject-matter of our study,
but we fear he would hardly have agreed with our conclusions.
In fact, he would have declared us pseudo-philosophers of the
worst type. But the chiding from the Master we would have
borne with a smile, for we hardly consider philosophy to be the
supremest of values—and, well, it is good to be chided, if it he
only from a Master.

In the first part, then, we propose to articulate the funda-
mental presuppositions which, in our opinion, have governed the
philosophical activity of most thinkers. In the second part, under
the general title ‘Examinations and Clarifications’, we undertake
a detailed criticism of these presuppositions. In the third part,
under the general heading ‘Discussions’, we discuss some of the
alternative conceptions of Philosophy advanced by eminent

T
- e e N e
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thinkers in the recent past. After this negative work of clari-
fication and discussion, in the fourth part, we attempt to articu-
late a view of Philosophy that we consider to be fairly adequate
and correct.




CHAPTER II
PRESUPPOSITIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

Philosophy, in its age-long search for what philo.sophers
have agreed to call the Real, has generally mac!e_ a clamj _that
it alone among all the sciences has no presuppositions. Neither
are its presuppositions, it is claimed, e.ithe{‘_lnal'tlculate.01' un-
proved. They are either held to be so intuitively self-evident as
to admit of no doubt or they are supposed to be such tha't their
very denial would involve their affirmation. Further, it is held
thaJt their denial would involve the ruin of Reason, f(_)r they are
nothing but the self-articulation of that very Reason itself. T_he
very beginning of modern philosophy is supposed_ to start with
such a Doubt, a doubt that breaks its own edge as it cannot doubt
itself. Descartes’ ‘Cotigo, ergo sum’ is supposed to possess bpth
the “intuitive self-evidence’ and ‘the impossibility of its den}al’.
Hegel would deny to it the third characteri;tic, since it cert.zunly
is not for him the complete self-articulation of Reason itself.
In fact, he has characterized the ‘Cogito, ergo sum’ of Descartes
as an abstract identity which lacks the concrete content of his
‘Ahsolute Idea’. s

Yet, whether abstract or not, such a distinction between
‘contingent’ and ‘necessary’ truths has always been_ 1}1ade.
Leibnitz's criterion of ‘the inconceivability of the oppos1te, has
generally been admitted as true of the ‘necessary truths” and
philosophy has always claimed to be a knowl.edge of such truths
as opposed to the ‘contingent’ truths of Science. Even Hegel
distinguished between the ‘correctness’ of a statement and its
‘truth’ ; the former being conceived as mere correspor}dence
between the statement and its object while in the latter it was
identical with its own ‘notion’. It would, on the other hand,lbe
needless to remind ourselves of the famous Greek distinc’_clon
between ‘opinion’ and ‘knowledge’. Kant, who charac.terlsled
the whole previous philosophy as ‘dogmatic’, undertook an inquiry
into the presuppositions of knowledge and came to the_ conclusion
that ‘universality’ and ‘necessity’ were categoreally involved in
the very conception of knowledge. For him, too, therefore, the
necessity of knowledge was given in the very notion of knowledge

T T
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itself. Kant, of course, differs profoundly from Hegel or even
from Descartes and Leibnitz and the status of ‘contingent truth’
1s a difficult problem in his philosophy. Yet it is certain that for
him too the truth and necessity of philosophical knowledge is
involved in the very structure of knowing consciousness. If for
Descartes the truth of his ‘dubito, sum’ lies in the fact that its
denial would break its own point ; if for Hegel the truth of his
Notion lies in the fact that its opposite is always turning into
itself as it itself is turning into its own opposite and finding
itself therein ; then for Kant too the necessity of the categoreal
knowledge lies in the fact that its very denial would involve the
whole categoreal structure over again,

These three characteristics, ‘the intuitive self-evidence’, ‘the
inconceivability of the opposite’ and ‘the self-articulation of
Reason’, thus, have been usually considered sufficient ground
for the proud hoast that philosophy has no presuppositions or
assumptions. Leaving aside the question whether or not there
could be any such self-proved presuppositions, it is a matter of
real surprise that philosophers have failed to take serious notice
of the contrary and divergent propositions that have been held
to have such a characteristic. If any proof were needed of the
conceivability of this so-called ‘inconceivability of the opposite’,
there could be nothing better than to show that it has been so
conceived. However impossible it may appear to the philosopher
concerned, it can hardly be denied that the so-called ‘impos-
sibility’ has been affirmed as a self-obvious truth by some
philosopher or other. Far be it from us to exploit the scandals
in the domestic house-holds of philosophy ; yet it certainly would
be a disservice to let the ‘pretension’ pass and hush and hide
the whole affair.

This is not to deny that philosophy, in the largest and
deepest sense of the word, has continuously tried to articulate the
presuppositions involved in natural science, in moral and aesthetic
experience and in its own intellectual pursuit and endeavour.
In fact, the effort has been both prolonged and sustained and it
would be difficult to say that the result has been scanty. But
philosophers have thought that their presuppositions, in contrast
to those of Science, Art or Morality, are self-deduced and thus
have a self-obvious necessity. Rather, the presuppositions of
Science, Art, Morality and Religion lose their arbitrariness and
find justification only after they have heen philosophically
deduced. The arbitrariness of a fact is supposed to lose itself
when it can be shown as a part or an element in some system
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and the arbitrariness of a system is supposed to lose itself when
it can be shown to be involved in the very structure of self-
consciotts Reason. To ask the ‘why’ of a fact is considered legiti-
mate and so also the ‘why’ of a System or Law, but to ask the
same of Reason is considered otherwise, for it is considered to
be its own justification and explanation. How, it is asked, can
the standard itself have a standard, the source of all explanation
and justification itself have a source ? Hence in the classic
example of Hegel a thing is understood only when seen as a seli-
necessity of Reason, while in that of Spinoza, it is intrinsically
deduced from the self-obvious axiomatic definition of substance.

The general problem of logical involvement, presupposition
and implication will be discussed in a later chapter. Here we
are only concerned to show that apart from these three safety-
devices regarding any philosophical presupposition whatever,
there are presuppositions which few philosophers have admitted,
at least as presuppositions. As regards the safety-devices here
we shall only say that the great variety and contrariety of pro-
positions held to satisfy the criteria should be considered a pre-
sumption against the truth of the doctrine. Relativity or even
contrariety, we shall be told, is no sign of untruth and though
we agree, yet the criteria themselves make a claim for unity—a
claim that can hardly be ignored. But even apart from this,
the presuppositions that we are going to discuss seem to be of
such fundamental and final character that they can hardly be
dealt with through the usual method of the safety-devices.

The first great presupposition of philosophical thinking has
been the belief that the nature of ultimate reality is such that it
can be discovered by pure thought alone. No doubt, there have
been thinkers who have tried to set limits to the °knowing
activity * of this ‘reine Vernunft’; others who have denied the
very possibility of knowing anything at all and still others who
have dismissed the ‘reine’ as a pure abstraction dissolving into
sheer nothing. Some would remind us of those for whom expe-
rience was the sole source of knowledge and others point at
that great idealist in whose ¢ Phonomenology * Experience found
its complete articulation from the bare ‘this’ of sense-certainty
to the self-knowledge of the Concrete Absolute. But whether
it be a question of the limits of knowledge or of the nature of
Reality, the philosopher has always believed that by thought
alone he can solve his problem. There is hardly any set of facts,
present or future, which can be held as relevant in establish-
ing the validity or truth of a philosophical theory. Facts, at best,
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have merely an illustrative or a suggestive significance for him.
The constitutive significance belongs always to the argument and
it is because of this that a philosophical theory is criticized not
on the ground of its inadequacy to meet certain particular kinds
of facts but on the ground of some incoherence in its arguments.
Otherwise, the standing refutation of the Eleatic contention re-
garding the impossibility of motion would have been to point out
that motion actually occurs. But no philosopher, even in his
dreams, could have the crudity of advancing such a common-
place objection against the contention, not because the fact does
not occur in the common experience of philosophers but because
it is the argument that is all-important for them. Of course, the
philosophers think they have sufficient grounds for the adoption
of such an attitude, but we are concerned here only to show
that such a presuppositional attitude is held by most philosophers,
whether with or without an additional belief that such an attitude
is justified. The question of justification, both actual and possi-
ble, as we have already said, will be discussed in the next chapter.

However, we should guard ourselves against the misunder-
standing that pure reason is a reason which has no content at all.
Some content, of course, there must be, for mediating thought
must have something to mediate ; but what is of importance to
note is the fact that this something has only to be a ‘some’ thing
i.e, anything. It is not contended that philosophers have been
completely indifferent to the specific ‘what’ of their thought.
Rather their thinking has always tended to gravitate towards the
moral, religious and aesthetic experiences. But even here, as
in the case of ‘ cognitive consciousness’, the philosopher is more
interested in the form and type of the relation between the subject
and the object than in the specific ‘what’ of the object itself.
This, in fact, is the reason why the particular ‘specificity * of
the content, whether in cognitive, moral, religious or aesthetic
experience, is uninteresting to a philosopher. His task is served
by any and every content, for he is not concerned with the
content as such but with the form of the relation subsisting
between the subject and that type of content.

To take but one example—any content of the °cognitive
consciousness = would suffice, for in Epistemology we are con-
cerned not with the object but with the problem of knowledge.
So also for other kinds of experiences. One single instance suffices
for the philosopher’s purpose, for he is concerned with the essence
underlying the experience and the essence is equally manifested
everywhere. Of course, some contents are supposed to manifest
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the essence more explicitly and thus enjoy th; fayvour of the
philosophers concerned, but, as even those philosophers them-
selves would admit, it is more because of a human and psycho-
logical limitation than because of the intrinsic nature of t_he
content concerned. This, perhaps, is the reason why the claim
is sometimes put forward that a philosophy is, unlike sciences,
seldom superseded by later philosophies. Be the reason whatever
it may, the presupposition that the real can be known by'an
exercise of pure thought has generally been made by most p}11lo-
sophers. And if philosophy be an enquiry into the nature ot the
Real, as it generally has been supposed to be, then the presuppo-
sition seems to be involved in the very nature of that enquiry.
Otherwise, the enquiry would defeat its own purpose, for bot.h
the amount and the unfinished nature of fact would make it
impossible for us to be ever sure that we have determ‘ined_the
nature of the Real with any degree of accuracy. And thlls brings
us to the second presupposition of philosophical thinking that
hoth the object and the organon of knowledge are finished, un-
changeable and final. :

This unchangeability and finality both of. the object and
the organon is, to some extent, presupposed in all knowledge
__for, otherwise, the knowledge process itself would becc?me
impossible. If an object of knowledge is continuously. chang}ng,
it would be difficult to know it. A certain stability is required
even for perceptual discrimination and ‘repeat:jlbility .’ is.a neces-
sary characteristic of phenomena without which scientific com-
prehension would become impossible. The phenomena of change
are treated by Science as a stable, repeatable phenomena and
this stability and repeatability is supposed to come from the
unchangeability of the laws according to which the change 1ts.elf
occurs.  The self-identity of the law results in the self-identity
of change and hence, though a change, the che?nge is always the
same. As for the organon of knowledge, Science has behe\.zed
it too to be complete, fixed and unchanging. Modes of knovx?ng
other than the scientific it has tended either to ignore or consider
as ‘merely subjective’. Technological advapces aside, its me‘Fhodp—
logy has remained the same. From classﬁcatory ob§ervat1g11 n
the early stages of science to the hypothetico-deductive verifica-
tion in the advanced stages of it—this has been the usual pro-
cedure of scientific method. The possibilities of the evolution
of new senses or of new faculties of the mind is hardly considered
a serious limitation on the existing organon of knowledge—and
this when it itself has been a witness to the proof that there was
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a time when even such faculties as exist were non-existent. Of
course, that which does not exist can hardly be taken into con-
sideration, but the very fact that what exists to-day (senses and
faculties) was non-existent once should make us, at least, pause
and consider.

New senses and faculties, we shall be told, may give us
a new qualitative mode of experience but would hardly affect
the conceptual scheme of Reality that science has built up. To
this we will only say that it would be really surprising if a
new mode of conscious experience were to leave the conceptual
scheme of science unaltered; for the conceptual scheme itself is
supposed to be based on facts of experience. Further, the objec-
tion assumes that there is some unitary conceptual scheme of
the universe which Science presents to us, yet, as far as we are
aware, we know of no such scheme presented by science qua
science. Rather, science has given us conceptual articulation
within relative fields of phenomena and the reductive unity
remains only an ideal cherished by persons working in the basic
sciences. In fact, the distinguishing categories of one can hardly
be reduced to those of the other sciences and the unitary ideal
remains merely an interpretative scheme through the selective
categories of a single science.

Yet, howevermuch the presupposition of unchangeability
may have been made by science, philosophy has always done so
in a way bhoth greater and deeper. Methods of investigation
and even the criteria of truth and validity have been adapted
to the nature of the subject-matter, and Science, in its sober
moments, has seldom claimed to be anything more than a gene-
ralised description of the ways in which things behave. That
things do not change, science has never said; but only that if
they change, they become another thing. Of course, there is a
methodological presumption that the change itself should be
completely explicable by the inherent state of the antecedent con-
ditions, but on a wider view it seems pretty difficult if any of
the great changes from Matter to Mind can ever be completely
explicable in terms of the antecedent conditions alone. In fact,
Science can seldom go beyond the assertion that things happen
because they happen; its task being only to describe the ways
in which things behave and to believe that there is a very high
probability, amounting to almost a practical certainy, of their
continuing to behave in the same way for a sufficiently long
stretch of time. The new evolutional emergents—meaning in
the strictest sense a new organisation, whether with the quanti-
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tative variation or not, yet in either case having a deterr.nmate
qualitative novelty with a determinate new :1.10_cl_e. of behavmt}r—
continuously make manifest the inherent possibilities of behaviour
that lie embedded in the nuclear notion of .the thlng.. .}.&_thmg
can only be defined as a matrix of determinate p(.}ssﬂnhtles: of
behaviour—possibilities that are realised only w.hen it comes into
effective contact with other things. The coming into being of
new emergent entities makes it possible for many of the_ possi-
bilities of existing things to become actualized. In this way
there is assured, for science, a continuous novelty, for unless a
potentiality has become actual we never know what exact, deter-

minate character it has,

Philosophy, on the other hand, canno:: even adt,nit the in-
comprehensibility of ‘this happens becguse it happe_ns. It must
appear to it as the self-inherent necessity of tEle no,tzon, oth?rwls.e
it would be a mere ‘is’, an ‘accident’, a ‘fact’. 'I:he 1)1‘1.?1.6
objectivity ° must be resolvable intp a mere 1‘1‘1{‘)1“1]{'3’[1t in the life
of the Spirit separated from which it is a mere “is’, an existence
hovering on the brink of sheer nothing. The. li:eal, just hecause
it is real, can be known by pure thought, for it is what it always
is, even if what ‘is’ is pure change. The Real, for .Bergson, 1s
sheer ¢ élan’—for it alone €is’ ; the rest i.e. the‘ static sll.ces cut
from the Living Reality by Intellect, is som'etlnng.that is both
“is” and ‘is not’ and hence no object for philosophic study.

Both the object and the organon of pl}ilosophic knowledge
are eternal, whether eternity be interpr'eted in the sense of nonci
temporality or duration. The distinctions of past, present an
future are equally repugnant both to Bergson who thl.nks of time
alone as real and to idealists like Mctaggart whq think of it as1
completely unreal. The logical Reason‘ pf I.If.agel’ is non-tempora
as also is his Absolute Spirit. The ‘intuition’ of Bergson is
‘L’intuition durée’, an intuition that does not _hg,ve the d1s‘t1_nctlons
of past, present and future in it. Kant’s' ‘c1:1t1ca1. reason’ is I}O'n-
temporal and so also are his ‘categor_ms . Time is for llnil
merely transcendental, a priori, forma&l——m short, a non-tempora
form of sensibility. Descartes’ ‘ cogito’ can hardly.be said to
have the distinctions of past, present and future, for it can ne;;c_er
cease to be ‘cogito’. Logical thought, the usual organon of pb11~
losophic knowledge, is non-temporal :cmd therefore unchai}gea le
in character. Its content is the universal—the real universal,
which because it is universal, does not change. ..and because it
does not change, is Real, ,
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Those who have turned to ‘feeling’ or ‘intuition’ as the
organon of philosophy have also conceived it as a  super-
temporal, non-relational, distinctionless mode of feeling which
grasps at a super-temporal reality and, losing itself, becomes
identical with it. The mystic in his blissful ecstacy of the divine
union and the logical philosopher in his thinking awareness of
the ‘really real’ are hoth making the claim of being aware of a
reality which is either super-temporal or non-temporal in charac-
ter. This awareness of the supreme, unchanging Real, whether
in the form of the self-articulate logical Reason or in the concrete
immediacy of mystical experience, is also considered as the
supremely valuational. This identity of the Real with the valua-
tional is the other counterpart of that previous identity which
we found between the Real and the Rational. This triune
identity of the Real, the Rational and the Valuational is the key
to the nature of philosophic thought and its ultimate presupposi-
tions as evidenced in this age-long search for the really real.
The identity of the rational and the valuational is, thus, the third
great presupposition of philosophical thinking.

The presupposition destroys the usual distinction between
the ideal and the real, the possible and the actual and finds value
within Reality or rather as identical with it. Value is not some-
thing opposed to Reason, for, being Real, it is rational as well.
Of course, there have been thinkers who have disagreed with such
a view of values but only in the sense that they found in values
a more powerful clue to the nature of Reality than the ordinary
logical reason seemed to permit. In fact, value may be consi-
dered as the experience, par excellence, on which philosophers
have drawn or rather continuously over-drawn for the purposes
of building their systems. On the contrary, the bifurcation of
Value and Reality has been so seldom held by any eminent philo-
sopher that we may consider it quite safe to recast the presuppo-
sition as the identity of the Real and the Valuational. But as
the nature of the Real can be determined by pure thought, so
also it has been thought that the nature of value too can be deter-
mined by just a ‘thinking  consideration of things’.  Some-
times, as in Kant, reason is supposed to show its own limitations
and point to values as a more efficient key to the nature of the
Real. Sometimes, as in Hegel, and this happens more often,
Value is considered to be identical with Reason.

But whatever the shape this presupposition may take, it is
quite certain that in either of its forms it is present in the thinking
of almost all philosophers. With regard to this presupposition

2
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there is a difference that may be f‘lOted here. This, 11‘!11 c:ontlnz:jsl'ac1
to the second presupposition regarding the object and the ((311"gte_1nct_
of knowledge, is seldom shared by science. In fac't, t et is hl ;
ness of the scientific attitude lies just in this that it treafs ft 1:1g!
in their non-valuational aspects and treats value in its factua
i. e aspect of sheer occurrence. \
aspec’f‘l:.ees.eththreg presuppositions, correspt_)ndmg. to tl;e thre(el
usual divisions of philosophy into Metapbysms, Epistemo olg'ydag :
Axiology result in a fourth presupposition Whmh is 1;111) Ee.t d}f
all these three taken together. This implication articu a;eb 1s.th
as the ‘final and ultimate absolntem?ss of the_ knowledge wi :
which philosophy is concerned . Philosophy, in c'ontr.astﬁ tol z;n
the other sciences, claims to give a kr?owledg"e.whlchll‘s na ¥
its pronouncement and complete in its vahfitty. This tl;i?sll;low
from the very nature of the presuppos1tu3ns pointed out upﬁ =
_for, the discovery of the ‘really real’, the unchanging Ean ;{
of the object and organon of knowgedge a‘nd the'realland ;'adme :
character of values combine to give philosophical knowle tgl; .
final and ultimate absoluteness because of the reason 1_:ha£i noT's_m:
falls outside it and whatever is, is con_lpletely‘ determined. : _}[m_s
cannot make or mar the truth of a 'pl‘ulosophmal theory and pi -;-
perhaps because of this that the writings of a Plato or an Ari
ay as fresh as ever. 2 :
tOtle’;l;Ztt%(%lgosophers are not unaware of this charac]‘;:r Tof tllr:;u:
thought can be easily seen from these lines of A k aj{ed é
“ But, unlike all other knowledge, our n}etaphysxcrftl mi')w hg1
of the formal character of an a!l—mch?s_we experiencec ?;/ doz
would be final in the sense that no addition .ofi fr'esh know .i Sga
could modify it in principle.”* To J. B. Ba}lhe .1t“%)pearsré 2
problem of great and vital importance ; he writes : (cljw a il
to reconcile the claims of knowledge to supply valid an 1‘un11lv : e
truth about the world with the undoubtefi fact‘ that the kun i
mind—and, therefore, all that it produced, 111c1u<:111r1g1 ‘human' _‘.nog‘E
ledge—is subject to temporal change and has a 11:*:t10ry. Py
course, Prof. Baillie has forgotten to charactenz‘e _i:nowh' gl’
that claims to supply valid and universal truth as _ph1 0sop 1caCh,
but, like Taylor, he has no doubt about the validity 10f anyrisql;no-
claim, though he certainly feels puzzled by the problems arising

therefrom, e .
The reason for stich a claim is not far to find. It is because,

* Elements of Metaphysics, p. 32.
',‘Ca;:;em{mmry British Philosophy, Vol. I, p. 15.
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if we may use the words of Bernard Bosanquet, ‘no experience
of life, nor any partial aspect of knowledge, can be more to it
than a suggestion or a stimulus’* We need not remind the
reader of the classical thinkers of the past who built up systems
of such forbidding completeness that few dared to enter them,
Kant wrote with confidence The Prologomena To Any Future
Metaphysic and Hegel, without a wink, claimed to be. the final
consummation of all previous and perhaps future philosophy.
There have been voices in recent times that have urged the
giving up of this pretension of philosophy but they invariably
have retained the definition of philosophy as the determination
of the ‘really real’. L. T. Hobhouse, for example, writes :
“1It follows that philosophy must abandon the dream of
educing final truth from meditation on simple and elemen-
tary conceptions to follow another and a longer road. It
must share the incompleteness of the sciences, and may well be
contented if in return for the admission of partial and broken
knowledge it secures something of their assured continuity of
advance.” 7 = And here is Belfort Bax writing in his The
Real, the Rational, and the Alogical : “If there be one thing
that we must learn to give up, it is the notion of finality.”
But Prof. Hobhouse continues to thihk of philosophy as “ the
attempt at a rational interpretation of Reality as a whole”§
and does not see that the two are incompatible. The absoluteness
of philosophical knowledge comes from the very fact that it is
the knowledge of Reality as a whole. The giving up of the one
would imply the giving up of the other, If philosophical systems
were at the mercy of scientific discoveries, then Plato and Aris-
totle would certainly have been outmoded long ago—for, without
doubt, Greek science has already suffered the same fate.

These presuppositions are, as it would have already heen
noticed, intimately related to each other. They are concerned

respectively with the problems of Reality, Knowledge and Value

with which philosophy has been supposed to be specifically con-
cerned. Just as these divisions of philosophy are intimately
related to each other, so also are the respective presuppositions
thereof. By calling them ‘ presuppositions ’ we neither wish to
imply that philosophers have always been unaware of them nor
that they have never thought they had sufficient grounds for
believing in them. Nor do we wish to imply, in the strict

* Contemporary British Philosophy, Vol. T, p. 51.
T Ibid., p. 151, $Ibid., p. 244, § Ibid., p. 151.
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logical sense of the term, that they are mutually independent and
jointly sufficient for the building up of philosophical activity.
The first three are simply different facets of the same presuppo-
sition that there is something that is ‘ really real’ and the nature
of which can finally be determined. The fourth is so obviously
the implicated result of the first three that it needs no comment.
That we have called them ‘presuppositions’ is because they are
of such final and ultimate a character that to give them up would
mean to give up philosophy completely in the traditional sense
of the term. The word also denotes our doubt regarding the
very possibility of any proof regarding such propositions and
though we have not discussed the so-called proofs that have satis-
fied most philosophers, we certainly have pointed the indubitable
fact that many have been the philosophers who have been uncon-
vinced by such proofs. A detailed discussion of the actual and
possible arguments for these presuppositions will form the content
of the subsequent section of our work. IHere we were only
interested in showing the ‘what’ of these presuppositions and,
we hope, we have done so as far as our interests required.
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PART TWO
EXAMINATIONS AND CLARIFICATIONS
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CHAPTER III
LOGIC AND REALITY

That there is something which is ‘really real’ and that its
nature can finally be determined is the central presupposition of
which, as we have already seen, the rest are mere facets. Thus
the distinction between ‘ Appearance ’ and ‘ Reality ’ seems to he
implied in the very nature of philosophical thought; while the
question about the ‘final determinability’ of the ultimate nature
of that which is ‘really real’ needs hardly any substantiation
after what we have already said in our ‘Introduction’ and the
chapter on ‘Presuppositions and Implications’. The distinc-
tion between ‘Real’ and ‘Unreal’, thus being fundamental to
philosophic thought, there arises the problem of its criterion.
Philosophy, since its very inception, has held universality and
unchangeability as the self-obvious, inalienable characteristics of
the Real. Thales, who is mentioned as the first philosopher in
any history of philosophy, is supposed to have considered water
as the most common element in all things and hence also the most
real. Parmenides and Zeno, the two greatest representatives of
the Eleatic School, held only the unchanging Being to be real
and relegated all Becoming and Change to the realm of the un-
real. In the East, the Vedic seers said : “One alone is the Real ;
the wise call it by many Names.” And so through the whole
history of philosophy one finds the tacit acceptance of these two
criteria—and even when, though in exceptional cases, unchange-
ability has been given up, universality has always been retained.

These two criteria have generally been considered to be
so self-evident as to require hardly any proof. To the common
mind, the reality of a thing is in correlation to the range of its
extent and the degree of its permanence. Philosophers—who
generally believe that they are merely carrying out the task of
commonsense, albeit in a more systematic manner—have, in this
case as well, carried the prejudice to its logical conclusion, As

nothing abides in the world, nothing is real and as things are '

particular i.e. not universal in their extent, they are unreal.
The unchanging universal alone, according to philosophers, is
real. Such has been the message of philosophy since Parmenides
thought and Plato built. But philosophers have thought them-




24 NATURE OF PHILOSOPHY

selves to be reasoming animals and reasons must they give for
the beliefs that mankind holds in such unreasoning innocence.
The only reason that has, perhaps, ever been given is that of the
ancient Zeno who tried to show that the very notion of change
involved self-contradiction and, hence, was unreal. The same
argument has been used with vigour against the reality of ‘finite
particulars’ by such thinkers as Bradley and Spinoza,

The arguments given by all these thinkers, however, pre-
suppose that what is self-contradictory cannot be real ; if what
seems to be real proves to be self-contradictory, it should cease
to be considered real. ‘Freedom from self-contradiction’ then,
may either be considered to be the criterion, both sufficient and
necessary for the determination of the notion of Real, or be itself
considered as constitutively identical with it. Both the realist
and the idealist concur in this belief ; what they differ about is
only the question whether ‘change’ or ‘finite particulars’
involve such a contradiction or not. Russell, for example, in his
Our Knowledge of the External World makes much capital
out of Cantor’s solution of the supposed contradictions involved
in the mathematical concept of the infinite, but the jubiliation
would be fitting only if he had agreed with his opponents in
assuming that a thing would be unreal if it involves contradic-
tion. It seems to be an unacknowledged assumption of his thought
which he shares with his opponents, differing only as to the
question whether ‘change’ or ‘finite particulars’ involve such
a contradiction or not. His repeated complaint is that their
logic is faulty, their analysis incomplete but never, nor even once,
does he discuss what would have been the status of their result
even if their logic were correct.

The question involved is not merely of ‘this’ argument
or ‘that’, but the still more fundamental one whether any argu-
ment could ever decide what was ‘real’ or what was not?
Russell, in his paper on ‘ Logical Atomism ', observes: “I hold
that logic is what is fundamental in philosophy, and that schools
should be characterized rather by their logic than by their meta-
physic.’* But he has forgotten that the still more fundamental
problem is to decide whether logic could ever determine Reality.
No doubt, he has considered “as the distinguishing characteristic
of the classical tradition, and as hitherto the main obstacle to a
scientific attitude in philosophy” the belief “that a priori reason-
ing could reveal otherwise undiscoverable secrets about the
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universe, and could prove reality to be quite different from what,
to direct observation, it appears to be ”.* He further observes
that * while it (i.e. logic) liberates imagination as to what the
world may be, it refuses to legislate as to what the world is”.§
In this he forgets that his ‘s’ is merely a form of the ‘may be’
—the possibility of actuality being provided by logic, and the
mode of actuality by its being a fact. If what ‘is’ were to
lack logical possibility, then Russell, we are sure, would hardly
agree to call it ‘real’. But inspite of this, he deserves to he
congratulated on his masterly attempts to remove the so-called
contradictions made capital of by idealist philosophers in general.
However, a searching examination of this so-called ecriterion
with its supposed relation to the other two criteria, universality
of extent and unchangeability, seems to be urgently called for.
That some persons may choose to call ‘ real > what lacks self-
contradiction or is wuniversal in extent or unchangeable, can
hardly be doubted. But if it is considered to establish anything
more than that their supposed analysis of phenomena reveals
them to be possessed of incompatible characteristics and that
somehow they consider this characteristic, with those of univer-
sality of extent and unchangeability, as far more important than
the hundred other facts which the phenomena show then, cer-
tainly, the problem arises, what, after all, is this ‘something
more’ which has struck the philosopher as so important that his
mind has revolved round the same problems for the last two
thousand years or so. This, perhaps, is the feeling that things
are not what they appear to be. What is ‘really real’ as op-
posed to what is only ‘apparently so’ seems, then, to be the
fundamental quest governing all philosophic thought. This dis-
tinction which quite naturally arises in the course of experience
itself, is one which the philosopher merely takes hold of and
universalizes but from which he finds it difficult to get himself
out. The commonsense view that a thing is what it appears
to be unless there be some reason to think otherwise, is, in the
sophisticated attitude of philosophy, replaced by its opposite viz.
that everything should be doubted unless reasons be shown why
it should not or cannot be doubted. Thus there arises the uni-
versalization of doubt, the questioning of every nook and corner
of experience and the refusal to be convinced of the reality of
anything unless its denial is shown, by its very nature, to be
impossible. The very possibility of a thing’s denial is, thus, taken

*Our Knowledge of the External World, p. 16.
+ Ibid., p. 19.
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to be the sign of that thing’s unreality and, as in Descartes,
unless the denial involves its own affirmation, the thing is not
considered real. The prima facie doubt, thus, gets still another
turning and becomes the belief that the real could only be that
whose denial would involve its own affirmation. Such is the
real meaning of Descartes’ famous ‘Cogito, ergo sum’ and of
Leibnitz’s doctrine of ‘the unthinkability of the opposite’.
I eibnitz’s distinction between the ‘contingent’ and the ‘necessary’
truths also revolves around the same problem.

This doctrine of the unthinkability of the opposite is the
positive result of the Law of Contradiction which, in its negative
aspect, had declared the world to be unreal. This positive result
ends either in the declaration of the whole world of sense-experi-
ence as unreal or as necessarily and inevitably involved in the
very nature of some self-identical and self-necessitating Real. The
‘contingent’” must either be shown to be ‘necessary’ or declared
unreal. Both alternatives have, however, been adopted by
philosophers. Thinkers like Spinoza and Hegel have tried to
show the geometrical or’the dialectical necessity with which the
seemingly ‘contingent’ facts are or rather cannot but be in-
volved in some self-obvious self-necessitating Real; while thinkers
like Sarnkara, on account of this very ‘seeming’, have felt them-
selves forced to reject such supposedly ‘necessary involvement’.
‘Necessity’, then, by another turn of the same thought, comes
to mean, that the ground or reason of a thing lies in its very being
or that things which do not have their ground within themselves
are involved in some Reality which, at least, has its own ground
within itself. ‘Unreality’ then arises when a thing is viewed
in its ‘isolated particularity’ and is regarded only as such.
Yet, even on such a view of the real, the things which are
“nvolved’ are considered as only ‘derivatively real’, for they
are dependent, even if logically and necessarily so, on that which
has the ground of its own being within itself and, thus, is * really
real ’.

This idea that a thing has a ‘lesser reality’ if it depends
for its existence or being upon another thing is not confined to
philosophers only. Scientists too tend to regard the cause as
more real than the effect. Otherwise the electro-protonic vibra-
tions could not have been considered as the most real things in
the world. It is the same principle which makes the scientist,
at a lower level think the light vibrations more real than the
colours we see and the vibrations of air more real than the
sounds we hear. It was the great merit of Hegel to have made
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the stupendous effort to show that the ground is as much depend-
dent on the consequent, the cause on the effect, the subject on
the object as wice wersa. In his category of ‘Reciprocity’ at
the end of the categories of ‘Essence’, Hegel comes to the
concept of mutual dependence which certainly goes beyond the
usual idea of one-sided dependence and its derived notion of
‘derivate reality’. We are not here concerned with the correct-
ness or otherwise of Hegel's conclusions but with the mere fact
that the ‘dependence’ of a thing is no ground for the assertion
of its ‘unreality’ or even ‘lesser reality’ unless we are infer-
ested more in getting at the ‘dependent’ than in the depen-
dent itself. This ‘interest’ is purely psychological in character ;
and though it can provide a sufficient explanation of the view held,
it can hardly be said to be a justification for it. Even Hegel,
who fights and goes beyond this view, implicitly assumes it.
What he differs about is not the view that ‘dependence’ is a
sign of ‘unreality’ or perhaps a ‘lesser reality’ but whether the
notion of ‘one-sided dependence’ could be legitimately maintained ;
for, according to him, it leads to contradictions and, therefore,
must be unreal, If such a ‘dependence’ could have heen possible,
Hegel would have had no objection in calling the ‘dependent’
‘less real’; what he maintains is only that such a ‘dependence’ is
not possible.

Thus if we try to disentangle the notion of ‘ reality * from its
historical trappings, we find that different but related thought-
currents have gone to form it. Some have been merely half-
articulate heliefs while others have been the self-explicit assertions
of self-conscious reason. ‘Unchangeability’, ‘ Universality of
extent ’, ‘Lack of self-contradiction’, ‘ Unthinkability of the
opposite ’, ¢ Self-necessitation and Self-dependence ’ have been the
characteristics that have gone to constitute the philosophical
notion of the real. That all these characteristics are interrelated
—we have been trying to show in the last few pages. In fact,
they all stream forth from the Law of Contradiction and revolve
round it. But that they are relatively independent is shown in
the philosophy of Bergson who rejects both Unchangeability and
the Law of Contradiction and yet considers the wumiwersal élan
alone as real, and not any particular manifestations of it. Intel-
lect, according to Bergson, cuts the Living Flow of Reality into
dead, static bits of particular things and thus falsifies the universal
élan into the appearance of a multitude of things. But the static
bits of particular things can be declared unreal only if it be
assumed that the universal élan and the particular unchanging
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things cannot both be real. This assumption, however, can only
be made if the law of contradiction is held to be true. The con-
tradiction can be supposed to hold either between the unchanging
appearance of particular things and the real change of the univer-
sal élan or between the changeability of ‘finite particulars’ and
the endurance of the universal élan. But whatever the reason,—
and the two have a seeming contrariety—the presuppositions
seem never to have heen examined, nor does any such need seem
even to have been felt. The law of contradiction seems to be
having a subtle influence even on such a thinker as Bergson forc-
ing its entry by the back-door and making him declare the whole
world of ‘particulars’ unreal. Thus if this notion of ‘real’, which
has dominated philosophic thought since its very inception, is to
be examined we will have to consider both the necessity and the
justification for all the characteristics that have historically gone
to build up the notion and, in particular, the law of contradiction
which has been the central pivot around which they have revolved.
But before any such detailed consideration, the notions of ‘neces-
sity’, ‘justification’ and ‘calidity’ themselves need an examination
and an establishment.

That such notions can be matters of linguistic usage and
verbal definition, we have already asserted ; what we are parti-
cularly interested in here, however, is only ‘the state of affairs’
to which they are generally supposed to refer. The notion of
necessity refers to the feeling of the impossibility of the denial
of a situation, no matter whether that situation be the pure
logical relations of ‘if...... then’ or the perceptual configura-
tions of multiple sense-data. The notion of justification, on the
other hand, refers to the feeling that something, until now felt
to be arbitrary, has been related to some other situation or thing
which, for reasons that we need not consider, is regarded as
necessary or self-evident. The notion of validity simply means
that persons have agreed regarding the objects or situations
which are to be considered as necessary and that with regard
to something else a relation of justification has heen established.

Viewed in the light of above considerations, the character-
istics that have been supposed to constitute the notion of the
‘real’ seem both justified and valid—but with one reservation
only. And this reservation is, whether there can be any grounds
at all, excepting the purely linguistic ones, for regarding these
characteristics alone as constituting the notion of the ‘real’. If
no further characteristic is added by calling these as ‘real,
except that we feel them to be wery important, then we are cer-
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tainly in very grave doubt whether any problem is solved by any

such additional characterization. In fact, that a thing should be

called ‘real’ seems entirely superfluous unless, of course, we are
specially interested in some specific feature and wish to convey
by such an assertion that the thing concerned is possessed of
such a feature. Commonsense, when it declares a stick appear-
ing to be bent in water to be unreal, does so only because it is
more interested in the stick as it appears outside water. So also
a hallucinatory table is considered unreal because one cannot sit
on it. Science, on the other hand, considers the secondary quali-
ties as unreal, for they are causally ineffective. It is interested
more in producing and controlling the phenomena and hence that
which is causally ineffective is, for it, always unreal. In Art,
where the secondary qualities alone are important as producing
the aesthetic experience of Beauty, they are generally regarded
as also the most real. That is why the scientific analysis of
colours wrings from Keats that famous cry “There was once a
rainbow in the sky” : the poet finds it difficult to say with
Wordsworth “My heart leaps up, when I behold a rainbow in
the sky ”, for he feels the rainbow to be something illusory, some-
thing unreal. But a philosopher is supposed to have no interest
of his own. Why then the use of such a word that connotes nothing
but °preferential importance’? The very use of the word
should be sufficient to throw doubt on such lofty pretensions, and
if we have the temerity to peep through the back-hole, we shall
find the philosopher coddling his own love—the Law of Contradic-
tion. What fails to satisfy such transcendent love, the philosopher
terms unreal. And who shall blame him—for, has it not been
said through ages past that “ Love is Blind” ? But the philo-
sopher will only be irritated at our levity and if he still condescends
to say something, he will point to the intrinsic impossibility of
anything real being irrational in its nature and thus evading the
Law of Contradiction. That ‘the real must be rational’ has
been the first of the presuppositions of philosophical thinking—
has already been pointed in our chapter on ‘ Presuppositions and
Implications’. But we now see the central importance of the
Law of Contradiction being vindicated by an appeal to this higher
and deeper Law. What then are the reasons for this fundamental
presupposition and is it anything more than—well, a mere pre-
supposition ?

‘That something must be so’ can only be asserted on a
priori grounds, for the notion involves the logical impossibility
of its being otherwise, and this, as Kant told us long ago, can
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never be had out of experience. The rationality of the real,
" therefore, must be established a priori, if it is to carry any neces-
sity about it. Hegel is the only person who has tried to give
some reason for such an a priori necessity, though Kant too, in
his own way, tried to show that the Real could not but be con-
ceived as rational and if attempted to he conceived in any other
way, would reveal itself as impossible of being conceived at all.
Hegel and Kant, then, between themselves, have tried to establish
the propositions that ‘the Real must be rational’ and that ‘the
Real cannot but be thought (i.e., must be thought) as rational’.
The classic argument of Hegel is that the Real cannot be un-
knowable, for to be known as unknowable is a contradiction in
terms and as everybody knows a ‘contradiction in terms’ can
never be true. On Hegelian principles, this should be taken as
a sign of a dialectical contradiction demanding a synthesis but
what synthesis could possibly resolve the element of unknow-
ability is difficult to say. The complete synthesis of the cate-
gories of ‘Inner’ and ‘Outer’, as with all other categories,
is found in the ¢ Absoluté Idea’ where the subject finds itself
completely in the other and the other in itself. The element of
‘unknowability’ is, therefore, predominant only in the categories
of ‘Essence’ and gets gradually eliminated as we approach the
categories of the ‘Notion’. But below the complete synthesis
of the ‘Absolute Idea’, the element of ‘unreality’ and thus of
‘unknowability’ persists till it gets eliminated or transmuted
into the ‘Other’ of the ‘Absolute Idea’ which is not really the
other. Though the categories of the ‘Inward’ and the ‘Out-
ward’ ot of ‘Essence’ and ‘Existence’ are, as Hegel himself says,
immediately synthesised in the category of ‘Actuality’, yet the
abstractive unreality that still remains and that continues to result
in dialectical contradictions, does not get eliminated till we reach
the complete synthesis of the ¢ Absolute Idea’. :

The elimination of unknowability, therefore, depends for
Hegel upon the logical development of his Dialectic. The con-
crete development of the Dialectic, on the other hand, itself
depends upon this element of unreality or unknowability that
continuously results in contradictions and thus necessitates the
synthesis. Hegel is supposed to have given the final go-bye
to the Law of Contradiction, hut if closely examined, his whole
system would reveal itself as based on it. In fact, it is the
moving impulse behind his whole Dialectic. The need of the
synthesis is felt because the unsynthesized categories lead to con-
tradictions. The sign of reality for Hegel, as for so many other
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philosophers, is the same. It is the ‘lack of contradiction’'—the

one measure by which they judge the reality of their table, their

friends and their God. Thus the element of contradiction, result-
ing in unreality, lies at the basis of the concrete development
of the Dialectic, for without it the Absolute Idea could not have
been shown to have any concrete content. What exactly is the
status of these categories, excepting the purely instrumental one
of showing the concrete content of the Absolute Idea and of
declaring themselves inadequate as leading to contradictions, is
difficult to understand. In fact, they seem to have no status by
themselves and whatever status they seem to possess results only
from their relations either to the categories they are supposed to
have synthesised or to which they themselves have given rise as
Antithesis and Synthesis. The doctrine of ‘ Degrees of Reality’
is purely a pragmatic and relativistic insertion in this theory of
Absolute Idealism. From the view-point of the Absolute, the
question of ‘ Degrees’ does mot arise at all, while from every
other view-point, there would only be an ‘ appearance ' of reality
and not the reality itself. Calling a thing ‘less unreal’ is not
only no solution of the problem, but a definite evasion of it. This
problem of ‘less’ or ‘more’ should, in fact, have made the philo-
sopher suspect that there was something wrong with his notion
of the ‘real’. That this notion is a quantitative one would hardly
be agreed to by any philosopher of this school or even of any other.
Further, if, as we have seen, the Law of Contradiction is the under-
lying criterion behind the movement of the Dialectic, then it is
difficult to see how the quantitative concepts of ‘less’ or ‘more’
could be inserted on the basis of this law. There cannot be
‘more’ or ‘less’ of a contradiction ; either it is or it is not and
if it is, it is completely so and if not, then completely not.
The very fact that such a notion has been introduced inspite
of this obvious absurdity, should make us suspect some deeper
reason behind this almost universal assertion. And this we shall
find quite easily, if we remind ourselves of the identity between
the real and the valuational which we found among the great pre-
suppositions of philosophic thought. Tt is, therefore, not the Law
of Contradiction but the waluational distance that creates the notion
of ‘Degrees of Reality’. The more distant the category from the
Absolute Idea—the absolutely real and hence the absolutely valua-
tional—the less real it must be, and so also wice versa. The notion
of ‘distance’ here seems to be apparently purely logical in charac-
ter, but, if examined, would be found to reveal great difficulties.
The category that is supposed #mmediately to synthetise the con-
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tradiction obtaining between the thesis and the antithesis, reveals
on a closer examination to give rise itself to a contradiction. And
this goes on till we are supposed to reach a category which not
only synthetises the contradictions of the categories prior to if,
but also does not give rise to any further contradiction. Now,
though there seems to be an immediate synthesis of the thesis and
the antithesis yet it is only apparently so, for otherwise it would
not have shown itself so unstable as to give rise to a contradiction.
Thus, the ‘distance’ also is only an apparent ‘distance’, for even
the very first opposition between ‘Being’ and ‘Nothing’ 'does
not become really synthetised in the category of ‘Becoming’ but
in that of the ‘Absolute Idea’. This ‘distance’, therefore,
reveals itself as something psychological which, nobody knows
how, has got associated with the valuational presupposition. The
distinctions of quantity thus finding no support among the logical
or the valuational criteria, the problem of the status of the cate-
gories becomes still more perplexing. But whatever the status,
the element of unreality will have to be granted a positive reality
if the categories below the  Absolute Idea’ have to be given any
status at all. Hegel, in fact, has not denied the negative element
a positive status in his Dialectic, but then what makes him reject
as unreality that which leads to contradictions we fail to
understand.

We have been trying to understand the element of unreality
in the categories of Hegel and suggest that the very presence
of this element in all of the categories up to the Absolute Idea
should be taken as a sufficient sign of the fact that this element
is not an element of unreality at all. In this context, we have
been using ‘unreality’ and ‘unknowability’ as almost identical not
because they mean the same thing but because they imply each
other. The positive presence of this element of unreality is un-
understandable and incomprehensible on Hegelian principles and,
therefore, intrinsically unknowable in its ultimate nature. How
can that which is All{Real have even a semblance of unreality,
is rather difficult to understand. Unreality, therefore, would be
an ultimate unknowable in any system which chooses to make
this distinction and as there is hardly any philosophical system
which can be said to have escaped this infectious contagion, it
would be difficult to find one that does not have the ghost of an
‘anknowable’ in its cup-boards, whether acknowledged or un-
acknowledged. But, even leaving aside this general question of
unreality and therefore of unknowability, if we examine the so-
called contradiction involved in the very notion of ‘the unknow-
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able, we shall find it to be untenable. Hegel has made out this
point as against Kant’s doctrine of the unknowable thing-in-
itself,

He writes : “It argues an utter want of consistency to say,
on the one hand, that the understanding only knows phenomena,
and, on the other, assert the absolute character of this knowledge,
by such statements as ‘cognition can go no further’, ‘here is the
natural and absolute limit of human knowledge’. But ‘natural’ is
the wrong word here. The things of nature are limited and are .
natural things only to such extent as they are not aware of their
universal limit, or to such extent as their mode or quality is a
limit from our point of view, and not from their own. No one
knows, or even feels, that anything is a limit or defect, until he
is at the same time above and beyond it.”* And slightly further
on he continues : “A very little consideration might show, that
to call a thing finite or limited proves, by implication, the very
presence of the infinite and unlimited, and that our knowledge of
a limit can only be when the unlimited is on #his side in
consciousness.” {

These rather long quotations from Hegel, bring out clearly
what he wishes to mean by the alleged impossibility of the notion
of intrinsic unknowability. If something is intrinsically unknow-
abl'e, then—and this is all that Hegel proves or wishes to prove
—it can never be known to be such. But if inspite of this
anyone continues to assert the unknowability of things, it is
obvious that he must be using the word knowledge in a double
sense. It requires no great subtlety to suspect this and this, in
fact, is what Kant was doing and with a perfect consciousness
too. He writes, for example, in his Prolegomena to Any Future
Metaphysic : “But the bounding of the field of the understanding
bﬁy something, which is otherwise unknown to it, is still a cogni-
tion which remains to reason even at this standpoint, and by
which it is neither shut up within the sensible, nor does it strair
without it, but confines itself, as befits the knowledge of a boun-
dary, to the relation between that which lies without it, and that
which is contained within it.” £ And he states further: “But
this limitation (confinement of a priori principles to possible

* Wallace, The Logic of Hegel, p. 116.
hlBsd e 117

I Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysic, p. 129, Mahaffy and
Bernard's translation,
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experience) does not prevent the reason leading us to the objec-
tive boundary of experience, viz., to the reference to something
which is not itself an object of experience, but is the ground of all
experience.” * The whole section on ‘The Bounds of Pure
Reason’ is replete with such statements and it is extremely sur-
prising how such a thinker as Hegel could ignore such explicit
assertions. The type of unknowability which Kant is asserting
in these lines, remains completely unscathed by all of Hegel's
. arguments, for it is not the absolute unknowability against which
Hegel has been arguing but the unknowability of a world per se,
whose relations with the world as experienced are alone known.
Thus, he writes : “The question now is, what is the attitude of our
reason in this connexion of what we know with what we do not,
and never shall know ? This is an actual connexion of a known
thing with one quite unknown (which will always remain so),
and though what is unknown should not become the least more
known—which we cannot even hope—yet the notion of this con-
nexion must be definite, and capable of being rendered distinet.” §
Hegel, of course, would have replied that this whole notion of
connexionless in-itself, per se, or essence is a pure abstraction

~ dissolving into sheer nothing and preserving itself from dissolu-
tion only by a phantom assertion regarding ‘something that is yet
nothing’. The categories of ‘Essense’ and ‘Existence’ are unreal
abstractions and exist only as synthetised in the category of
‘Actuality’.

But we are not interested here in judging the relative cor-
recthess of Kant’s and Hegel's positions, but merely in showing
that Kant, while fully aware of the type of objections that Hegel
later urged, was convinced that they hardly affected his position.
Tf anyone remains unconvinced, even after reading our long
quotations from Kant's Prolegomena, we shall advise him to
read the whole section 57 on ‘The Bounds of Pure Reason’
from the same book in order to judge our assertion that Kant
was completely conscious of the charge of inconsistency that
might be brought against him and that he regarded such a charge
as completely out of the question.

But even if Hegel's arguments be taken as proof of the
knowability of the real they certainly do not prove its rationality.
What they prove, if they prove anything, is only the fact that
there must be some faculty commensurate with the nature of the

* 0p. cit., p. 130
+Ibid., Pp. 121-22. Ttalics ours.
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object of knowledge, and not that this faculty must always be
rational or even that all such faculties must be found in man.
Of course, if you choose to mean by knowledge nothing except
what is ‘rational’, then the question does not arise. But then
Hegel's argument would cease to apply, for, certainly, in that
case the mere assertion that something is ‘on this side of cons-
ciousness’ would not be considered to constitute ‘knowledge’.. In
that case, to be ‘above and beyond a limit’ just because ‘you feel
it" would not be considered ‘knowledge’ at all. Therefore either
‘knowledge’ is to be taken in the wide sense of ‘consciousness’
or ‘awareness’ or Hegel's argument must be considered inconclu-
sive,

The possible argument for this further characteristic of the
¢ rationality-’ of all knowledge may, perhaps, be guessed from the
supposedly necessary movement of Hegel's Dialectic. The most
generalised awareness, as in the category of ‘Being’ in the
Logic and that of ‘Sense-Certainty’ in the Phznomenology,
when sufficiently examined, would reveal itself to be nothing but
the articulate, concrete, absolute spirit itself. But even if this
be granted, Hegel himself would not be able to deny that' there
was a genuine phase of generalised awareness which was not the
Rational Whole of the concrete spirit itself. The very fact that
the complete, self-conscious articulation of this Absolute Spirit
had to azvait the coming of Hegel is a sufficient proof that abstract,
non-rational awareness did exist without developing into the full,
concrete consciousness itself. If it be replied that to the extent
it was abstract or non-rational, it is bound to be characterised
as unreal, we shall only say that ‘calling names’ hardly matters.
To call a thing ‘ unreal’ solves no problem ; but perhaps Hegel
is trying to show the inadequacy of most categories to describe
the real and, if so, he is correct only in so far as his negative
assertion is concerned. Positively to say that some category des-
cribed with complete or greater adequacy, is, as we have already
said, incorrect, for quantitative criteria are inapplicable to reality.
Further, here we were trying to understand the so-called a priori
necessity of the real’s rationality and, therefore, the argument
from contradiction cannot be used at all for it itself stands under
the necessity of proof. The assertion, therefore, that there must
be some faculty commensurate with the nature of the object of
knowledge does not prove either the rationality of the organon
or that of the object of knowledge. Rather, the very fact that
something is known proves that there is some faculty commen-
surate with it, for otherwise it could not be known at all. But the
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‘what’ of this faculty as also that of the object, remains un-
determined ; what is established is only the commensurability of
the two. For example, that a thing be visually known requires
the co-adaptability of the visual faculty to the object seen. There
are light-vibrations which cannot be seen, for the visual faculty
is not adapted to receive them. So also there are eyes that are
colour-blind or ears that are tone-deaf or even minds that are
incapable of appreciating the beauty of a work of art or the moral
quality of an action.

We are not, however, trying to revive the ‘ faculty-psycho-
logy ’, but merely pointing out that the mode of awareness intrin-
sically limits you to the type of object that you can know.
Perception may not be called ‘knowledge’ at all, but then, as
we have already seen, Hegel’'s argument would misfire. On the
other hand, it is not a purely linguistic question ; what is at
stake is the question whether there are different types of aware-
ness, and this, we are sure, nobody would deny. Of course,
perception and conception have been regarded as ‘confused’
and ‘clear’ representations or rather as different stages in the
awareness of the same reality. This view is held not only by
philosophers but by scientists as well. And hence, because of
its greater clearness, the ‘real’ is supposed to be better known
in thought rather than in perception. Sense, Understanding and
Reason, it 1s urged, do not give us different orders or types of
reality, but they are articulations of the same Reality which,
because of their inadequacy, press forward till they reach the
completest self-articulation in philosophy as Absolute Spirit. But
it would be difficult to assert that no residuum is left in this
transformation of one level into another. As Hoenigswald puts
it : “The question remains as to whether the fact becomes absorb-
ed in the notion without any residue.”* In fact, the question
hardly remains at all, for the very distinction shows that there
is some basis of distinction and this basis certainly cannot be
the mere adequacy or inadequacy of the level concerned. No one,
we hope, would deny the distinction between what Russell has
called ‘knowledge by acquaintance’ and ‘knowledge by descrip-
tion’, as also the fact that ‘knowledge by description’ never
gives by itself, or even obviates the need of, ‘knowledge by ac-
quaintance’. Thought, as Hegel says. may not be a mere oppo-
site of sense, but that it lets nothing escape itself is rather difficult
to believe. However much he may talk about the concreteness

* Twentieth Century Philosophy, p. 272.
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of thought, yet to a person born blind the idea of colour can
hardly become concrete by all the dialelctical derivation that _he
can make out of it. What we are urging is that there remains
an inescapable residuum, which thought can never grasp and,
thus, never find. Hegel writes : “Now language is the work
of thought ; and hence all that is expressed in language must be
pniyersal .. . Language expresses nothing but universality ;
and so I cannot say what I merely mean. And the unutterable—
feeling or sensation—far from being the highest truth, is the
most unimportant and untrue.”j ‘Whether Hegel thinks the un-
utterable to be untrue because it is unimportant or because it is
not the highest truth is difficult to determine. But whatever the
reason, it seems clear that the ‘unutterable’ is not denied but
only that it is considered ‘unimportant’ or as not the ‘highest
truth’. The denial of any being to what is unutterable is quite
different from regarding it as unimportant or as not the highest
truth. In the first case, Hegel would have proved the impossibi-
lity of the unutterable ; in the second, only that he regards it as
unimportant—which is quite a different thing.

It would be interesting here to note that the same reasons
which make Hegel regard the feelings or sensations as unreal
drive Bergson to assert the unreality of thought. Thought, being
essentially static and universal, fails to grasp the intrinsic flux
and change of things and is, thus, by its very nature, condemned
to be unreal. This ‘unutterable’ feeling or sensation, however
unimportant or untrue, remains uneliminated despite Hegel’s her-
culean labour to show that it is a mere moment in thought. As
‘matter’ in Aristotle, as ‘givenness’ in Berkeley, as ‘the
manifold of sensations’ in Kant, as ‘the universe to be repre-
sented’ in Leibnitz—it continues to persist as something alien,
something arbitrary to the philosopher’s self-constituting, self-ex-
plaining “Thought’. If the individual ‘this’ of sense-percep-
tion cannot be grasped in thought, it is only because thought is
thought and not sense-perception. Thought too has its own indi-
viduality and determinateness but it certainly is not the deter-
minateness of sense-perception. Thus, if even in sense-perception
there is something which cannot be reduced to thought, it is diffi-
cult to see how the claim of rationality with regard to all reality
can ever be justified. For, there will always be some element
of reality which would refuse to undergo such a transformation.
No better reason for this can be given than that of Hegel himself

* Logic of Hegel, p. 38.
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thz%t thought and language are intrinsically and unavoidably
universal. If it be really so, then, on Hegel’'s own admission,
the particular individuality of experience could never be convey-
ed by thought and would thus eternally remain outside the sphere
of rationality. Tt might be replied that leaving aside the ‘irra-
tloz.mhty’ of these elements, at least their structure must be
1'at10_na1. But even the relational structure would have an
eﬂ%pw"ical deterninateness which would be incapable of any a
priori determination or deduction. Logic, whether Aristotelian
Iq{egelian or Mathematical, can hardly determine the ‘what’ ot,'
h}flstence or even whether anything is to exist at all. That some-
thing should exist and, if it exists, what particular relational
structure must it have is hardly a matter of logical necessity.
Hegel, in whose system, ‘Existence’ occurs as a category in
the development of his Dialectic, conceives of it as unreal and
ultimately non-existent, for it, with all the other categories, is
absorbed into the complete synthesis of the Absolute Idea. ‘
The relations of logic to reality are difficult to determine.
Yet, it may be said with some confidence that the sphere of the
Iatte:r is far wider than that of the former. Not only that some
Feah?y is non-logical in character, but if we examine it carefully
it will reveal itself, at some of its levels at least, even illogicai
in character. Nobody can deny the fact of fallacious thinking
and fallacious thinking is not only non-rational but irrational in
character. These levels which are non-logical or illogical in
character can easily be dismissed as ‘unreal’ if we desire to save
thfz ‘rationality’ of the °‘real’, but whether it would be any-
thing more than a linguistic triumph we fail to understand. Thus
the very fact that something ‘is’ is sufficient to establish the
non—absqluteness of Logic. The further claim that whatever be
the empirical determinateness of the existent relational structures
or even of the perceptual objects related thereto, they, in all cases
must exhibit the purely a priori structure of logic can only be
defended on the ground of the famous Kantian position that the
res_d cannot but be thought as rational. The a priori necessity of
thinking the real as rational accords more with the already quoted
argument of Hegel that “ language expresses nothing but univer-
salii‘:y " than with the supposedly necessary conclusion he seems
to infer from it. Hegel seems to argue that the particular of
sense-perception is unreal, because we cannot think about it. But
fche obvious rejoinder is that the particular of sense-perception
is to be perceived and not thought about. The obvious conclu-
sion, therefore, should have been that an object of thought must
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be universal and hence rational, for to think is only to think of
2 universal—a tautology that would have hardly sufficed for the
grand system of Hegel.

In fact, Hegel is misconceiving the function of language when
he argues “I cannot say what I merely miean ?. The logical
linguists of the present day find themselves in the same meshes
of linguistic solipsism into which Hegel, in this argument at least,
seems to have fallen. Language is only referential and has 1o
intrinsic relation to particularity or universality. Its reference
may range from the ‘ purely general’ to the ¢ uniquely particular’
and, in all cases, it should be considered as successful if the
‘referent’ has been understood. From the unique particularity
of both the terms in ‘I love you' and ‘this red rose’ to the
most universal category of ‘ Being’, language is able to express
all, and the success of the expression on each occasion lies in the
fact that we understand the ‘ referents’. Hegel objects that ‘I°
‘you' and ‘this’ are all universals and hence unable to express
that unique particularity which some think to be so important,
hut it is only because ke has chosen to refer to them as universals.
No person who wishes to use the terms &I, S you Hor s athise
as referring to some uniquely particular object will find himself
confused by the supposedly necessary universality or even fail
to get himself understood by others. This instance should be
sufficient to make it clear that words have no intrinsic characteris-
tics or meanings of their own, but are purely instrumental or
referential in character. The point can be further understood by
the simple experiment of listening to a language which one does
not know. Thus language, which is in its very nature referen-
tial in character, cannot have any intrinsic universality of its
own. But leaving aside these confusions arising from a wrong
view of language, Kant's position that “the real cannot but be
thought as rational ” demands an independent investigation of
its own.

If, “to think of something” is but “to think of it as
rational "—and this is what Kant seems to hold—then the con-
tention seems obviously true. But—and this is the point—what
do we exactly mean by ‘rational’ in this context ? The term
‘knowledge’ implies for Kant synthetic ‘universality’ and
‘ necessity ’ and this becomes possible because of the transcenden-
tal, a priori forms of intuition and the categories of understanding
that are logically presupposed by all knowledge and hence neces-
sarily involved in it. The ‘rationality’ of knowledge, thus,
consists in this very involvement of the transcendental categories
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of understanding. They, by their involvement, make all know-
ledge ‘rational. But ‘to think’, in Kant, is not identical
with ‘to know’. It is only ‘knowledge’ "and not ‘thinking’
in general that involves the categories of the understanding, The
term ‘knowledge’ in Kant has a much narrower meaning than
in ordinary usage. As Norman Kemp Smith has written :
“ Aesthetic, moral and religious experience, and even organic
phenomena, are excluded from the field of possible knowledge.”*

The restriction of the term ‘knowledge’ to only a parti-
cular kind of itself is, however, purely arbitrary. It would be
merely a verbal device to prove the ‘rationality’ of all know-
ledge when both knowledge and rationality have been defined
in terms of the involvement of the categories. Leaving aside the
distinction drawn in the Prolegomena between Judgments of
Perception and Judgements of Experience—a distinction laid
aside in the second edition of the Critigue—the distinction hetween
‘thinking’ and ‘knowing’ continues to operate in the distinc-
tion between Noumena and Phenomena. A correlative distinc-
tion is supposed to be drawn between ‘thinking’ and ‘judging’.
The judgment is always objective and, thus, involves the cate-
gories. But it is not so with thinking. Commenting on the
relevant section of the Critigue, Norman Kemp Smith writes :
“The opposition is no longer between subjective and objective
judgment, but only between association of ideas and judgment
which as such is always objective.” § Terminological distinctions
aside, this is what Kant seemed to be implying in his distinction
between Judgments of Perception and Judgments of Experience
in the Prolegomena.

He writes, for example, in the foot-note on D 578 = Asiian
easier example, we may take the following : ‘when the sun
shines on the stone, it grows warm’ This judgment, however
often T and others may have perceived it, is a mere judgment of
perception, and contains no necessity ; perceptions are only usual-
ly conjoined in this manner. But if I say, * The sun warms the
stone’, T add to the perception the understanding’s concept of
cause, which necessarily connects with the concept of sunshine
that of heat, and the synthetical judgment becomes of necessity
universally valid, consequently objective, and is converted from a
perception into experience.” % The first part clearly refers to
the fact that ‘sunshine’ and ‘warmth’ are merely conjoined

* Commentary to Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason, p. lv.
T Op. Cit., p. 289. Ttalics ours.
% Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics, p. 57. Italics ours.
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or associated together and however often such a conjunction or

association be perceived it gives no necessity. There seems,

therefore, hardly any distinction between Judgments of Percep-
tion and Association of Ideas except a purely terminological one.

Of course, such a distinction is wrong. But the distincti_on
cannot be saved by putting it one step back and substituting for
it the distinction hetween ‘associating’ and ‘judging’. The
distinction between ‘thinking” and ‘judging” would have to
be given up if the proposition ‘ whatever can be thought, carmnc’)t
but be thought as rational’ is to have any meaning. In faCjt, Kant's
great influence in the history of thought has comple.tely ‘d1sregard—
ed this distinction between ‘thinking’ and ‘judging’. For
example, writes A. C. Ewing in his contribution on ‘I_(ant‘ian.ism’
in Twentieth Century Philosophy : “Kant's a priort principles
hold, not because they are logically necessary in themselves, but
because they can, according to him, be shown to be presupgosed
‘n all our thought about anything, so that we cannot get r1d.of
them without ceasing to think and therefore even to recognize
physical objects as such, since it is one of Kant’s great contrlbu'-
tions to show to what extent even the mere recognition of physi-
cal objects involves thought.”* 3

Can there be ‘association of ideas’ without involving the
categories, is the whole question ? If such a possibility be
admited, as Kemp Smith seems to admit it, then Kant should
be deemed to have surrendered his fundamental position that “ to
think is but to think in terms of the categories ” and hence what-
ever can be thought must be thought as rational ; for * to
think in terms of the categories” and “to think rationally ”
are identical. If we distinguish between thought that in_volves
the categories and thought that does not, it would become impos-
sible to establish that whatever can be thought must be thought
as rational, if by ‘rational’ we mean what can be thought i'n
terms of the categories only. Of course, we can .adopt the classi-
cal way of declaring the thought that does not involve tl}e cate-
gories, unreal. But whether it would solve any problem, is more
than we can say.

The distinction which is being pointed out by the terms
‘association of ideas’ and ‘judgment’ may be connoted by the
phrase ‘psychological assertion’. Taking the two statements
by Kant in the Prolegomena, we can see that in the first, he
wishes merely to assert the experienced concommittance of sun-

* Twentieth Century Philosophy, p. 259. Italics ours.
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shine and warmth, while in the latter he also wishes to convey
the necessary, intrinsic relationality which he supposes to hold
between the two. But this®fact of ‘assertion’ or lack of it, is
extra-logical, extra-rational and extra-transcendental in character.
In this connection, we might réfer to what Meinong calls
‘Supposals’ i.e., propositions which may provisionally be re-
garded as true. The difficulty of distinguishing between an
‘asserted’ proposition and a proposition of this sort is insoluble
on grounds of pure logic only.

However, even overlooking these discrepancies in Kant's
position and taking him in the light in which he has been under-
stood in the history of thought, we shall find that his doctrine
can be true only by becoming insignificant. That to think is but
to think rationally, for all thinking logically involves the trans-
cendental categories of the understanding, is a position which, if
closely examined, would reveal a view of ‘rationality’ that can
hardly be considered to be of any significance. Obviously if all
thinking is rational, then ‘rationality’ can hardly be a criterion
for the distinction between thinking that is false and that which
is true. Further, ‘rationality’ being necessarily involved, by the
very nature of its case, in all thinking, it would be equally ex-
emplified not only in the ‘thinking of the so called normal, rational
man but also in that of the maniac and the schizophrenic. It
is indeed a very strange notion of ‘rationality’ that makes us
accept the thought which is untrue or even that which belongs
to a mad man as rational. Categories have been understood by
Alexander as ‘pervasive features of the real’, but if we substi-
tute the term °‘thought’ for the ‘real’, it may be taken as an
adequate description of Kant’s own position. But if the features
are ‘pervasive’, how can they ever be absent ? The category
of casuality, even if always present, can hardly decide about the
truth of a determinate causal relation. That ‘the sun warms the
stone” and not cools it can hardly be decided by the category of
causality which is equally present in both. In fact, Kant was
groping about for those relational structures of pure form which
seem to he necessarily involved in all thought, being the arti-
culate structure of the very notion of relationality itself.

These pure, formal relational structures have been discover-
ed by modern logic, but their very discovery has brought out
clearly the fact that they have got nothing to do with either reality
or existence or rationality. Indirectly, of course, it may suggest
certain views about reality to be unwarranted, but it is only
because it shows itself indifferent to the whole specificity of either

= —
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content or relational structure in the real. Logic has revealed
itself to be a study of pure deductive, formal structures where
with a few formal assumptions we can build a deductive system.
These assumptions must be mutually independent and joinily
sufficient for the building-up of the system. But they, then,
have no intrinsic or self-obvious necessity about them excepting
the necessity of the system. On the other hand the system itself
has no ewceptional nzcessity about it—for, there can be different
deductive systems, each equally valid from the viewpoint of logic.
As in the case of different Geometries, which themselves are
nothing but pure deductive systems, the choice between differ-
ent systems can only be on some grounds of extra-logical consi-
derations and never on those of pure logic alone. Thus ‘logical
necessity’ is.the purely formal necessity of a deductive system
and can never determinz in any a priori manner the character of
the Real except that, in any such determination, this fact itself
must be taken into account.

We are not unaware of those who have tried to discard such
a view of logic on grounds of its ‘impotent’ formalism and
abstractionism. Here is, for example, Bernard Bosanquet, writ-
ing in Contemporary British Philosophy Vol. I : “But pure
thought as an ideal, whether imputed or accepted, of thinking
which has learnt nothing from the universe and in no way deter-
mines it by affirmation, exhibits itself to my mind as the very
type of impotence and self-contradiction, false alike as an
imputation by the foes of Reason, and as an aspiration of its
would-be friends.”* Bosanquet charges such thinking with
‘impotence’ and ‘self-contradiction’. We have no objection
to the first charge, for it is a purely adjectival phrase with rather
a bad odour about it to describe a state of affairs that is, in
essentials, correct, But how it is self-contradictory, is, for us,
rather difficult to understand. Bosanquet, of course, has a legi-
timate right to differ from this view of logic, but he cannot deny
that there can be such a study of relational structures of pure
form, because such a study actually exists. One may deny the
title of logic to Principia Mathematica of Russell and White-
head and the work related thereto ; one may go even so far as
to characterise this whole work as impotent, unimportant and use-
less, but no one can consider it as non-existent or as concerned
with mere nothing.

However, we were concerned with the inevitably realised

*p. 60.
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tra_ust;endc_eutal structures in thought which would give it an «
priory rationality and this, as we have come to realise, can only
be _found.in pure form, for form alone can be universal. But the
11111ver§a11ty of form, even if inevitably realised in thought, would
make it neither true nor rational. A formal proposition is a
tautologic:cll identity of different symbols where their formal equi-
valence gives us the right to substitute one for the other. Just
as a proposition in pure logic is not a proposition but a ‘proposi-
tional function’, so also in pure logic there is no truth but only
‘truth-values’.* The inferential propositions of pure logic on
the other hand, can only be of the B7DE O W 6o then?. ,But
whether the ‘if’ is to be ‘asserted’ or not remains a purely
extra-logical question. Further, this ‘inevitability’ of realisa-
tion is itself not guaranteed by logic, for it shows the possibility
of dzﬁq’@t deductive structures which are all equally true as far
as l_oglc. 1s concerned. This consideration of the inevitability of
realisation of categorial structures in thought, if not in Reality
has brought us face to face with the question: “What is ration:a-,
Ity 2 ' ‘

The distinction hetween ‘reason’ and ‘sense-perception’
regarded respectively as sources of ‘knowledge’ and ‘opinion’
is as old as philosophy itself. Not to speak of Socrates and Platc;
with whom the contention was a self-conscious assertion, it is
?Ireafdy found implicit in the doctrines of the early Eleatics.
Rational’ would, therefore, be that which is known through
reason. Plato, for example, discussing the problem of knowledtée
in the .Theae‘tetus, makes Socrates say : “Knowledge does
not consist in impressions of sense, but in reasoning about them :
in that only, and not in the mere impression, truth and being can
be attained.” + And later on Socrates is supposed to ask: “Ilow
can there be knowledge apart from definition and true opinion ?” #
Of course, in the end, he is dissatisfied with all of his answers
a}ld exclaims : “And so, Theaetetus, knowledge is neither sensa-
tion nor true opinion, nor yet definition and explanation accom-
panying and added to true opinion.” And Theatetetus, like the good
boy he is, answers: “I suppose not.” § But apart from this dis-

*The term ‘t’ruth-yalues’ includes both truth and falsity. A ° In:c;-
positional function’ having one term, at least, as a variable, would not be
true or false. Its truth or falsity would depend on the determination of the
X?ri?lb]e& tBut°thf formall conse%uences following from the truth or falsity

he determinate can always be calculated even if <
specaﬁgﬂ !‘ wl;;lt’ of the determination. Rl

v The Works of Plato, p. 540. Jowett's translation.

% Ibid., p. 564. § Ibid., p. 576.
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satisfaction which is so characteristically Socratic in nature, Plato
seems distinctly to have held that only Reason gives us the know-
ledge of ‘Ideas’, ‘Conceptions’ or ‘Essences’ which alone are
real in nature. Reason is, then, the faculty, or as Plato would
have preferred, ‘that power of the soul’ which ‘contemplates
the universal in all things’. And that which it thus contemplates
is to be called ‘rational’. Later Idealism has taken this clue
from Plato and has only differed in its reinterpretation of the
notion of the universal. Instead of being the common quality
among things, it was conceived as a self-identical, self-obvious
notion which involved, with a deductive or dialectical dependence,
notions which were not so self-obvious and yet were regarded
as valid or real because of this very involvement or dependence.
The use of the mathematical method in the hands of Descartes
and Spinoza, as well as that of the Dialectic in the hands of Hegel,
are the classic instances of this transformation.

The ‘rational’, therefore, came to mean that which is deduc-
tively or dialectically involved in some self-obvious, self-identical
notion. This foundational notion was supposed to be that whose
denial would involve its own affirmation, and whose truth, by the
very nature of the case, would be impossible of being doubted.
Descartes” ‘ Cogito ’, Spinoza’s ¢ Substance’ and Hegel's ‘ Being’
are, in slightly different senses, the classic examples of such a
notion. Leibnitz, as we have already seen in another context,
gave to this principle a name and called it ‘the unthinkability of
the opposite’. The notion of ‘rationality’ was thus taken to
mean something opposite to ‘arbitrariness’. That an ‘object’
should stand in its  determinate objectivity’ as opposed to the
subject was taken as a sign of ‘arbitrariness’ by Hegel, and
hence his tremendous effort to show that the ‘object’ is a mere
moment in the life of the spirit where the spirit finds itself in its
other. The same feeling leads, later, to Gentile’s °theory of
mind as pure act’ where not ‘thought’ but ‘thinking * alone is
real. A thought, when thought, has become something determinate
and stands opposed to the subject that thinks it. Thus, by another
turn of the same thought, the fhinking spirit alone becomes both
rational and real, for it alone is not ‘arbitrary .

These devious turns in the notion of ¢ rationality ® we have
already seen while tracing the various strands that had gone to
build up the notion of the ‘real’. Commonsense and Science, on
the other hand, think of ‘rationality’ as a matter of ‘order’,
‘law’ or ‘principle’. ‘Chance’, ‘ Impulse’ and ‘ Accident’ are
the signs of irrationality ' in the universe. The only difference
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is that the ‘law’ ¢ principle ’ i
the ‘law’ or ‘ principle’ need have no self-necessitating

obviousness about it and that the coherence required is not merely.

deductive or dialectical in character, but primarily empirical in
nature. It is a methodological belief of the sciences that the
nature of phenomena is completely coherent in character, but this
assumed coherence is supposed to be empirical and not iogica': :1;
nature. 'Yet_, even at best, this coherence remains a heuristic
hypothesis, for the evidence of the individual sciences hardly Hoints
to any such Universal Coherence. And if it is a question f)flmere
mf:t.ho('iological necessity, we can only point out that ‘ Multifor-
m}t}es; are as essential to the pursuit of Science as ‘ Unifor-
mities °. ‘A s’Fi]! further twist is given to the notion of ‘arbi-
trariness _by Interpreting it to mean the non-correspondence of
thought with reality. Thus ° rationality * comes to be a character
of thought when it correctly refers to ‘ the state of affaj i
supposerl to refer to. i
These different shades in the notion of ‘rationality’ conti-
mmusly_ merge into each other but one thing remains definite
—-tl_rlat 15, that there is something opposed to this notion
which, the philosopher is continually trying to assure us istnot
really opposed to it. This notion of a ‘seeming mzreah‘fg;’ is in-
eéscapable on any interpretation of the notion of ‘rationality’ and
ther.et'o’re. unless the ‘seeming appearence’ itself become real ‘un—.
reality and ‘irrationality’ would continue to persist. The formal
tautological relationality of the modern logicians z-md the traus-‘
cendfzntal, a priori logical involvement of ?{ant are alike unable
to give us any ground for distinction between the true and the
false, the rational and the irrational. The use of a transcen-
de‘utal category gives us neither truth nor rationality ; other-
wise a causal law would never have been proved to be’ wrong
. We h::;we been trying to examine the first oreat presu os?-'
tion of philosophy that there is something ‘reaItI’y real’ zm(IlJ pth'Lt
it can be known by an excercise of pure thought. We see:n
‘repeatedly to have come to the conclusion that the notion of a
really re_al’_ is unmeaning unless we regard some one particular
characteristic to be of such great umportance that its possession
or lack of possession becomes of utmost significance for Ss ‘ This
we have tried to suggest—however important for us—is 'ztfter!-,'
:zrreleva-nt when seen from the intrinsic viewpoint of the fhin}
itself. Because of this ‘intrinsicality’—which, we think shoulg
be meant by. the notion of ‘reality’—we have tried to.'su est
that this notion has no opposite to itself. We. of course ghg;,ve
no quarrel with him who finds himself so mt,xch in 1ové with
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the emotional-adjectival use of the word as to be unable to dis-
pense with it. We shall be completely satisfied if he becomes
conscious of the fact that the assertion he is making is a valua-
tional and not a metaphysical one. The one such characteristic
we found the philosophers to be in great love with was the Law
oi Contradiction. In our attempt to discover the supposed neces-
sity of this law, we were led to examine the two great a priors
assertions of Hegel and Kant that ‘the Real must be rational
and that ‘the Real must be thought as rational. In that con-
nexion, we tried to suggest that the arguments given for both
the positions were inconclusive in character. Rather, definite
signs of ‘irrationality’ or ‘unreality’ had to be admitted by these
thinkers and though they could easily be denied, it was difficult
to explain thém. In other words, the very necessity of an ex-
planation, we tried to suggest, was a sign that all was not well
with the rationality of the real. Further, the sense in which
Kant’s doctrine might possibly be considered to be true, is, we
tried to show, so tautological in character as to be devoid of any
significance whatsoever. We also, in this connexion, tried to
understand the notion of ‘rationality’ and came to the conclu-
sion that the two notions of ‘rationality’ and ‘reality’ could hardly
be regarded as identical.

Inspite of all this, we shall be told, the Law of Contradiction
cannot be given up in thought. Russell has called facts of pure
logic ‘hard facts’ ie., facts which can never be doubted. The
Law of Contradiction is certainly one of the basic ‘ assumptions ’,
in the Russellian sense, of Formal Logic and, thus, can hardly be
doubted. Further, we are bound to be told, that “there must
STrelyRbe s some propositions, which are immediately certain,
and of which there is no occasion to give any proof, or even any
account at all, because we otherwise could never stop inquiring
into the grounds of our judgments”* But our answer
shall be the same as Kant’s, viz., that it can only give
us a formal tautology and mnever be ‘sufficient to show
the truth of any synthetical judgment’. TIn fact, it is for-
gotten by most persons, that the problem of contradiction arises
only in our thought and can always be solved by a suitable re-
formulation of the concepts. We will not point out that the
“undeniable’ has been denied and that even among those who
have been its greatest votaries, the interpretation has ranged
from the deductive to the dialectical. What we wish to suggest

*Kant, Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysic, p. 141.
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is that it has only a limited validity and that too most probably
in the field of Formal Logic. The great danger that is feared
of letting anarchism loose by the denial ,of this law is strange
when we consider the harmony and the agreement achieved by
those who have been accepting this law for ages past. Philosophy
is known for its proverbial lack of agreements—and was not
that Eleatic the first philosopher who said ‘A is A'? In denying
the absoluteness or supremacy of logic, we are aware of the
warning given by Mctaggart in his Studies in Hegelian Cosmio-
logy, that “no man ever went about to break logic, but in the end
logic broke him”.* But we shall only add what he himself goes
on to add after it: “But there is a mysticism which starts from
the standpoint of understanding, and only departs from it in so
far as that standpoint shows itself not to be ultimate, but to
postulate something beyond itself. To transcend the lower is
not to ignore it.” Logic reveals its own limitations—and that
is what we have been trying to show in this chapter. But with
us, as with Mctaggart, to transcend the lower is not to ignore it.
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KNOWLEDGE—SCIENCE AND PHILOSOPHY

The second great presupposition, as we saw in our chapter
won ‘Presuppositions and Implications’, concerns both the organon
and the object of knowledge. It is believed, or rather implied,
that both of these are unchanging and final in character. A differ-
«ence between ‘opinion’ and ‘knowledge’, as we have already seen,
was made as early as Ancient Greece. This difference seemed to
have been the result of the existent difference between knowledge
that was completely certain and knowledge that was only probable.
In Mathematics, the Greeks had found a type of knowledge that
was so obviously certain that it seemed to provide the standard
for all knowledge that claimed universality, necessity or certainty
for itself. Turther in mathematics they found themselves in
«contact with a type of entities the validity of whose relational
structure did not depend on any specific instance or set of
instances. Yet, though the truth and validity of these entities
-and their relational structures did not depend on any set of
spatio-temporal occurrences, the events themselves seemed to
observe the laws of those relational structures. Geometry, which
seems to be a relational science of points that, by definition, could
not exist, provided, then as now, the back-bone of the Engineer-
ing Sciences. Thus it came to be conceived that the nature of

reality could be determined by an @ priori consideration of things,

for geometry had shown that the world of existent objects con-
formed, in an ultimate analysis, to the relational laws discovered

- priori. Thus, long before Kant, the legislative function of the

a priori had been recognized, though the Greeks were certainly
not the persons to relegate the @ priori to the realm of the mind.
The certainty of mathematical knowledge combined with the
non-spatio-temporal nature of mathematical entities, gives rise to
another belief, viz., that reality is essentially non-spatio-temporal
in character and that true knowledge consists in our awareness
of such a reality. Hence the admission of a ‘world of Being’,
the world of Reality as opposed to a ‘world of Becoming’, the
world of Appearance.  ‘Unchanging Essences’, thus, come to
form the content of the Real ; for, it is felt that there could be
no certain knowledge of that which itself was susceptible to
«change. The certainty of mathematical knowledge was, in fact,




