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Limitations of science”

SURENDRANATH DASGUPTA

In the Chambers’s Technical Dictionary, science has been defined as ‘the or-
dered arrangement of ascertained knowledge including the methods by which
such knowledge is extended and the criteria by which its truth is tested’. The
older term ‘natural philosophy’ implied the contemplation of natural pro-
cesses in themselves. But modern science means, among other things, study
and control of nature as is or might be useful to mankind and also proposes
how possibly man can control his destiny. Speculative science is that branch
of science which suggests hypotheses and theories and deduces critical tests,
whereby unco-ordinated observations and properly ascertained facts may be
brought into the body of science proper.

Philosophy, in its widest sense, means ‘the explanation of any set of pheno-
mena by reference to its determining principles whether practical, causal or
logical’. Any theory or reasoned doctrine, in this sense, may be calied “philo-
sophy’, and ‘natural philosophy’ would be ‘physics’. But sometimes it is used,
with a clear ethical implication, as the power and the habit of referring all
events and special facts to some general principle and of behaving in the light
of this reference. It thus means the working theory of things as exhibited in
conduct. Thus, we say: even in dire misery he uses his philosophy. It means
that the person has, in his mind, a reference to certain general principles which
enable him to endure and suffer calmly which would otherwise excite emo-
tional disturbance.

In another sense, ‘philosophy’ means ‘an account of the fundamentally
real so far as from its consideration laws and truths may be derived applying
to all facts and phenomena’. In this sense, ‘philosophy’ is called metaphysics.
‘The word ‘philosophy’ is also used to denote a theory of truth, reality or ex-
perience taken as an organized whole which gives rise to general principles
unifying various branches of experience into a coherent system. Gathering
together the various elements which constitute the connotation of philosophy,
it may be defined as atheory of a subject-matter taken as a whole or organized,
unity containing principles which bind together a variety of particular truths
and facts, and requiring a certain harmony of theory and practice.{ Philo-
sophy has also been defined as a rationalization of experience taken compre-
hensively in its totality,

If we compare the definition of science as given above with that of philo-

*This hitherto unpublished paper of the late Professor §.N. Dasgupta (1885-1952) is be-
ing published with the kind permission of his wife Dr. (Mxs.) Surama Dasgupta.—EDITOR.
1See Baldwin’s Dictionary of Philosophy, pp. 190-91.
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sophy, it will be noticed that thf.:re is ess,e{ltla;ly bui:::iﬁe(gﬁ\:ii;ntc;ez‘;t:’;?;
the two except that the word ‘philosophy is o ten as P
regarding the ultimate nature of the wc_arld in its aspect of reality g as:
the word ‘science’ is conventionally conﬁped to the study o
Wherea? hysical phenomena and the nature of their ¢oherence. Ppyswal phe-
ﬁziseﬁairg often susceptible of being accurately measured. But in the studg
of science we do not merely take account of the elements that can ‘pe meami;;e ;
but also elements that cannot be measured. Thus, when a chenust says 1:hat
chlorine is a yellow gas of pungent odour, the cpa,racter of yellowxlllesfi .0ﬁ1: a.t
of the pungent odour cannot be measured._Aga}n, when_ we note the 11 ere;ln
shades of colour and associate them with V{bratlons of different wave- engct1 s,
the nature of different colours and their shades can_n(.)t be mea;lsure ;n
any accurate sense. As a maiter of fact, the sense qualities as ?Iuc —parti-
‘cularly the secondary ones, e.g. colour, taste, touch, smell and au, 11;011—0‘:111-
not be measured with any degree of acc:racg. But yet our sense observation
i tal instrument for the study of science. .
’ a;}:ﬁg?f;ehr; aims at grounding itself not only on sense observaktllons a;ui
reasoning as science does, but proposes to collect its data friom the men af
world as well, viz. our ideals and aspirations, pleasu.re and pain, our sense 0
good and bad, our faith and, on the whole, the totality of man in .hIS relatl?)n
to nature and sometimes to something beyond them l:')oth, which may be
required as a fundamental assumption f.or the exPlanaltlon of theft?ffc‘) s‘erl.:s
of facts. Tt also includes within its purview the biological facts o 1]; lm i i
relation to its physical basis, on the one hand ; and on the f)ther, its fiu. glenf
in the case of a civilized man in a cultured society alqng w1t.h the mu titn e (;
social facts that determine the character ol:" man and his destiny. While consist-
.ency and coherence is its soul as an enquiry into th_e nature of truth, it rr%zy
often have a practical bearing. The practical bearing or the pragmat1c side
of philosophy involves a co-ordination oi_‘ such concliuct anfi the .mam;eliancz
of such perspectives as are consistent with the phllosoph.lca.l v;‘ew t aT }(lm
may hold regarding one’s relation with nature and the so?letylo énan. usE
though its scope is much wider and though at the same tlme‘lts ita calnfilo
often be measured, it is an ordered arrangemem.: of ascertained .ngw edge
including the methods by which such kn‘owlledge i$ e:xtended ; and 1t. oels in-
volve the determination of criteria by which its truth is test’ed. It a.lso mx‘fcil v;?»,
as has afready been said, a pragmatic referenc§ to man’s rel,anop_ wit is
environment, and it is not indifferent to the attainment of one’s ].11ght31;1 aspi-
rations. Like speculative science, it suggests hypotl.lgses and theories and tries
to deduce, though sometimes rather vaguely, critical tests whereby unco-
ordinated observations and properly ascertained facts may be brought to-
gether into harmony. The vagueness is due to the _fact that most of tpe (%ata
of philosophy, on account of the very widen_ess of its scope of generahzaltllon,
are not capable of being measured. Both science and‘ phllo.sophy have, how-
evér, to start from common sense knowledge that is derivable from sense
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experience. Since science is engaged in the study of the physical appearances
of things, it is often claimed that it is more harmonious and more in conso-
nance with common sense knowledge than philosophy. Thus, for instance,
most systems of idealistic philosophy would regard the common sense world
as being, in some sense, illusory, while we have a normal predilection to think
that science preserves for us our experience of the common sense world as
tangible and undeniable:
Let us dig a little more on this point. In our naive common sense view, we
think of matter as possessing certain attributes such as colour and sound
which we directly perceive. But in the seventeenth century the theories of light
and sound gave a rude shock to our common sense view of substance and
attributes. A scientist would tell us that the rose is not red but that it transmits
something into our eyes, some waves or minute particles, and it is for that
reason that we see colours. But science cannot deny that it hardly gives us a
coherent account of perception of sense qualities without dragging in the rela-
tion of mind about which science, because of its selective approach, is rela-
tively indifferent. No scientist can assert anything regarding the existence of
mind, and this entity is not observable either by senses or by any of the scien-
tific instruments. Among philosophers also there is a divergence of opinion
regarding the existence of mind as an entity, and the present writer does not
believe in the existence of mind or soul as substantial entities, It is, therefore,
illegitimate for science to postulate the existence of mind or the interpretation
of the phenomena of experience. In the philosophy of natural science no doc-
trine of any metaphysical import, involving any explanation of the ‘how’ and
‘why’ of thought and sense awareness, is to be sought beyond nature. Science
is not metaphysics, and any enquiry into reality involving the perceiver and
the perceived is beyond its scope. *

Before proceeding further, I wish to explain the meaning of two terms
which I may have to use in course of this discussion : (i) sense~data~—colours,
sounds, scents, etc.—as they objectively exist outside of us as revealed in the
commonsense perception, and (ii) sense-awareness meaning our internal and
subjective knowledge of these sense-data. We start with the postulate that, in
dealing with physical science, we cannot countenance any theory of psychic
additions to the objects known in perception, such, as, the green grass. A theory
of psychicadditions would not hold that the green grass, the white flower and
the like are outside of us. On the contrary, it would hold that ‘ereen’ and
‘white’ are mental additions, and what exist outside are the molecules, the
atoms and the electrons. But, as a rule, the scientists indulge in the splitting
up of nature into two domains—the domain of physical existence consisting
of energy units or energy waves and the domain of psychicexistence consisting
of our sensc-awareness and implicit denying external existence of sensedata.
Whatis given to the scientist is the element of sense-awareness, From this
science passes on to affirm the reality of entities of an entirely different order—
such as, molecules, energy levels and the like—though it is unable to relate
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reness, i.e. the psychic order, to the physical order with
s divides nature into two different orders: (@) as
d (b} as the cause of awareness; and the two are
incommensurate with each other, for neither the theory of conservation of
mass nor the theory of the conservation of encrgy can explain their causal
identity. No doctrine of causal transformation can explain the influence on
the alien mind whereby perception of ‘redness’ or ‘warmth’ can be explained.
We cannot explain why there is knowledge. The causal enquiry into the nature
of knowledge is a metaphysical chimera. It is extremely difficult fo connect,
in terms of any intelligible relation, the sense-awarencss of ‘warmth’ and ‘red-
ness’ of the fire and the agitated molecules of carbon and oxygen and their
radiant energy in the various functionings of the material body. Unil these
two can be brought into one system of relations, we have a division of nature
info two worlds, of common sense experience and the scientific perspective,
reducing everything into units of energy and their refations.

Let us now see how our ordinary notions of time and space can help us
in the matter. It may be urged that perceived redness of the fire and the warmth
have definite relations in space and time with the molecules of the fire and the
molecules of the body. We may take the absolute view of space and time. In
this view, time is the ordered succession of durationless instants which are
known to us as the relata in the serial relation which is the time-ordering rela-
tion, and the time-ordering relation is merely known to us as relating the ins-
tants. This time is known to us independently of any events in time. What
happens in time occupies time. The relation of events to time occupied is a
fundamental relation of nature to time. We are aware of two fundamental
relations: the time-ordering relations between instants and the time-occu-
pation relation between instants of time and states of nature which happen
at those instants. Qur thoughts are in time and so also are the events of nature,
Each instant is irrevocable. It can never recur owing to the very nature of time.
But if, on the 1elative theory, an instant of time is simply a state of nature at
that time and the time-ordering relation is only the relation between such
states, then irrevocableness of time would seem to mean that an actual state
of nature can never repeat itself. This may be very likely the case but it can-
not be demonstrated by proof; and, thus, such an irrcvocableness of time
would also be undemonstrable. But in the former case the irrevocableness of
time is regarded as a character of time.

In the absolute theory of space, space is a system of extensionless points
which are the relata in space-ordering relations. The axioms of geometry deal
with the essential logical characteristics of this relation from which the pro-
perty of space follows. What happens in space occupies space, and this is true
as much of an event as of objects. We have here also two fundamental rela-
tions: the space-ordering and the space-occupying relation. But space does

not.extend beyond nature in the sense in which time does. Our thoughts seem
to be in time but not in space. We cannot talk of a thought as occupying so

the order of sense-awa
which it proposes to deal. Thi
apprehended in awareness, an
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many cubic feet or cubic inches. The irrevocableness of time has no parallel
in space. Moreover, we do not seem to have any knowledge of bare space 4
a system of entities, known to us in and for itself, independently of ourll)cno ‘?
edge_ of the events of nature. Space, thus, seems to be an abstractio ‘f"V !
particular type of unique relation prevailing among natural objects —
It may now appear that the cleavage, which was brought aboutz betwee
our experience of the common sense world and the world of science v
somehow be bridged over. The two worlds may be supposed to occu ‘ Iﬁﬁz
same space and the same time. We may consider that the causal molngul
events occupy certain periods of the absolute time and space, that th 5
molecular eventsinfluence the mind which thereupon perceives ceri’;ain col o
'soupfls, etc. and that this perception occupies certain periods of tim 0“1'?&
pOSlthI‘ls of space. Hallucinations occur when there are certain perce ‘jt'a11
occupying periods of time and positions of space without the inﬂugn pfl i
causal molecular events relevant for producing such perceptions -
Here we are trying to explain the ‘why’ of knowledge, i.e tile cause of
knowledge, and not the ‘what’ or the character of the thjng’r k'n;)wn It is 1O
assumed that we can know time in itself apart from the events relat;ed in t&'1 =
and a.Iso know space apart from events related in it. A question may fi tllrln .
be rej.lsed: why causal nature should occupy time and space, wh tSIrleur .
that mﬂuenc?s the mind to perceive certain characters should ];ave{he chcause
tf:r of the ol?Jects or events of nature. Or, in other words, the important i
tion that arises is: whether the inflaence of nature on tile mindpshou?d q‘? esl;‘
be a natural event of which we affirm time and space. What does the ph ;'S‘?
know about t.he mind that can lead him to infer that it can be inﬁulq:ny ::ic Itst
produce.partlcular effects of a spatio-temporal order? Our thou ht:e e
occupy tupe but the thoughts are not mind. We never perceive that %ur nIln 3(51’
Is occupying particular periods of time. In any case, even thoughts do lrlt
OCoUpy space. Under the circumstances, how can it be ,supposed thé;t the(i) 30
ence, transmitted by the spatio-temporal molecular events to the mol - Iu—
struct.ure of the body, can lead the body to exert a spatio-temporal i ﬂecu vl
on Im.nd which is neither in time nor in space? ’ .-y
Science may be supposed to be engaged in discovering the character of
apparent nature or nature given in perceptual knowledge, and in doing so it
trn?s to unravel the complex relations between certain ener,gy levels or f’:gne? .
units or moI_ecules or atoms, which, given the body and the mind in we:)rk'gy
ordf:r, mvapably precede certain types of perception. But it cannot be ur mg
again and it cannot be demonstrated that the perception of colour or gtle]
sense-awarcness of colour, as occupying a particular space and time, is e 3
actlj-r the same as the space and time in which the molecular events had’occux-
red in the physical world. This short analysis tends to show that the worlrt;
of space and time, as revealed in common perceptual experience, cannot b
demonstrated to be the same in which the invariable antecedents z;s the int d
molecular or the intra-atomic events take place in the physical world. -
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The apparent nature or nature as we perceive appears to be like a dream,
and the apparent relations of space are dream relations. Tl}e supposed_ causal
events in the physical world belong to a causal. space .thch hgs a dﬂ"ferent
order of reality to the space of ordinary percept:oq. It is, thus, impossible to
demonstrate that the molecules of the grass exist in any place that has any
determinate spatial relation to the place occupie:d by the grass we see. Th_us,
from a wholly different order of reality as gi\.fen in sense-awareness oCCuUIring
probably in a spaceless, timeless manner or in an order of time a.n.d space of
a unique character, the scientist draws his conclugpns a}bout an e.ntn’el){ differ-
ent order of intra-molecular or intra-atomic activity in an entirely d1ﬁ"farer%t
order of time and space, of which we have no direct knowledge a}ld which is
not inferable either, for all inference assumes a known relation ina system
of relations of a commensurate character. Science tells us tha}t it only can
claim the discbvery of truth and that common sense perception is false. It that
is so, how can science claim to pass from this falsehood .of COmMMmOon $ense
perception, which alone is given to the scientist, to the dl.scove'ry of _trut'h?
From the nature of the case there cannot be any instance in which scientific
observations can be made with the perfect elimination of all sense knowledge.
Yet, in this way alone, could we have determined the structure of falsehood
as enveloping the kernel of truth. Even if it be assumed that the molecules
and atoms of science are purely of a conceptual nature and that therg are no
such entities in nature, it would be difficult to say how any Proposm‘on of
science can be applied to nature. We, thus, see that in produc.mg a sph't bet-
ween the world given in our sense-perception and the world_glven in science,
science has succeeded in giving us a system of illusions having coherean in
themselves even as the most extreme idealists, the propm‘mde‘rs of mdaya,
would do. But it cannot claim to have advanced far in the qlrectlon towards
the discovery of truth as establishing a valid system of relations between the
data of knowledge and the knowledge acquired.

The definition of science quoted by us that ‘it means the qrdered arrange-
ment of ascertained knowledge including the methqu by which such knowl-
edge is cxtended and the criteria by which its truth is te§ted’ thus falls to the
ground. It is no doubt an ordered arrangement l_)ut it has no ascertame'd
knowledge. It can, indeed, apply methods by wl.uch. such knowledtge as it
-possesses can be extended, but as it fails to combine its knowledge in a sys-
tem of relations—spatio-temporal or otherwise—with th_e ac.tua]ly observed
facts, it lacks coherence and, therefore, the knowledge it gives is 0n'ly a sys1§em
of illusions. It can apply no other criteria of truth than what is ava_llabl.e with-
in its own system of relations. It is no doubt true tha.t_in some cases it may,
_to some extent, indicate certain relations that it has with observed facts?; but
it can seldom do it with any degree of accuracy or preciseness for the simple
reason of the indemonstrableness of the spatio-temporal structure of the two
orders, and also because of the fact that sense characters are not measurable
with any degree of accuracy.
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The scope of the essay is, indeed, limited and it is impossible for me to
treat the question of the character of scientific knowledge in further details
from various points of view. But still I may cursorily make certain obser-
vations. Science is supposed to deal with matter and energy. Referring to the
same Technical Dictionary, I find that matter is defined as ‘the substances of
which the physical universe is composed’. Matter is characterized by gravi-
tational properties and by indestructibility under normal conditions. Mass is
defined as ‘the quantity of matter in a body,” and is also regarded as equiva-
lent of inertia or the resistance offered by a body to changes of motion (i.e.
acceleration). Energy is defined as ‘the capacity of a body for doing work’.
Mechanical energy is called potential energy by virtue of the position of a
body, and it is kinetic energy by virtue of its motion. Both mechanical and
electrical energy can be converted into heat which is regarded as another form
of energy. Electricity is defined as ‘the manifestation of a form of energy be-
lieved to be due fo the separation or movement of certain constituent parts of
an atom known as electrons’. Velocity is ‘the rate of change of position or
rate of displacement expressed in feet or centimetres per second’. Velocity is
a vector quantity, i.e. ‘for its complete specification, its direction as well as
magnitude must be stated’.

After these definitions, we proceed to take a ramble in the domain of
speculative science. The definition of matter as substance carries us nowhere
until we know what the nature of substance is. I am not aware if physics has
in any place tried to dig deep into the concept of substance. But, at any rate,
we find from the definition that matter is the substance of which the universe
is made. Yet, in the final analysis, we are told that the ultimate constructive
element, of which the electrons are manifestations, are themselves non-mate-
rial waves. Thus, in giving an account of the ultimate matter-waves, it has
been clearly affirmed that it cannot be any kind of matter that is vibrating, for
the corpuscles of matter, the electrons, are actually constituted out of waves
in some other natural medium. Schrédinger assumes that the waves measure
by their strength the density of the electric charge possessed by matter and

electron. This charge is, therefore, no longer to be imagined as concentrated
in the body of the electron but rather as distributed over the whole wave-
structure which is extended without limit but falls off rapidly as we go from
the electron like the sand on the vibrating place. We no longer have corpu-
scles—they are now resolved into a ‘charged cloud’. The electron regarded as
a negative charge had already dematerialized itself into a form of energy. It
is not a charged particle but a unit of negative charge. Now we are told that
the electron is properly manifested by certain waves at the point in which, the
charge is the densest. Yet it is definitely asserted that these waves are not
waves of matter. It is said that they are waves in some other medium. But
what is that medium? Throughout the whole course of physics we have been
talking of matter and energy, and all of a sudden we begin to talk of waves
in some other medium. But we do not know of any other medium, Energy
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had been defined as a capacity of matter to do work. With the reduction of
matter into energy as electrons the capacity of a substance becomes identical
with substance, which is contradictory. It virtually amounts to a complete
sacrifice of the docirine of substance. Again, capacity is an abstract quality.
And if this is so, how can this abstract quality be regarded as concrete energy
having particular structural forms? And how can we conceive of non-mental
structural forms which are devoid of matter? With the demolition of the doc-
trine of substance, the definition of mass as quantity of matter also falls to
the ground. Yet we are told that, in the presence of mass, there is a contor-
tion in space in four dimensions. As a matter of fact, we hear the physicists
talking of # dimensions, or as many dimensions as they please. But what
relations have these dimensions to the space that is observable by us? Surely,
this multi-dimensional space must be entirely different from the space that we
know. If that is so, by what right and by what stretch of extreme imagination
can we call that multi-dimensional x space space at all? It may be true that
by tensor calculations one can reduce the structural qualities of any-dimen-
sional space to any other dimension. But what guarantee is there that this
imaginary mathematics consisting of transformations and computationsleads
us to the same order of reality ? It is true that the physical order of reality can
be referred to in the mental order in terms of thoughts and images. But do
they belong to the same order ? One may dream in a mutilated manner of one’s
past experiences and inhibitions, and the psycho-analysts tell us that there is
a definite law, according to which our inhibited experiences of the past are
transformed into dreams. They further tell us that this law is so definite that,
through the indication of dreams, one may decipher inhibited past experiences,
and thereby treat successfully patients suffering from mental derangements.
But can we, on that ground, identify dreams with actual experiences as be-
longing to the same order? Again, if space means anything, it means an un-
alterable series of proximate points extending inall directions; and if this be
the notion of space, the notion that space is something that can suffer real
contortion must be wholly unintelligible to us. Our ordinary perception makes
it quite clear to us that space is entirely different from time; and if this time
be regarded as dimension of space, surely we are not talking in any common
sense manner. It may be argued that, sense or nonsense, we can work it out
in terms of mathematical relations. I shall certainty bow down my head to
the great majesty of that science, but I should be quite unable to harmonize
that mathematical world with the world that is given to us in our common
sense experience. It is not enough to say that the common sense world bears
some relation to this mathematical world as even a ghost would bear a rela-
tion to human beings, but all the same I cannot help feeling that a ghost is
ghostly and not human.

The determination of velocity and position has been for long deemed as
one of the most imporiant functions of physics. But however accurately it
may do so in the sphere of big bodies, it cannot do so satisfactorily in the case

LIMITATIONS OF SCIENCE 9

of electrons. This incapacity is not such that with better instruments it may
ever be hoped that it might be done, but the physicists have given up all hope
in this direction and nature has declared her line of halt. This forms, on the
one hand, the foundation of the Quantum Theory and, on the other hand,
has led to the formulation of the Wave Theory. Classical physics was wrong
in believing that bodies existed to which a definite value of energy and hence
impulse and velocity would be ascribed without, at the same time, their posi-
tion and the length of time they were under observation being known. This
is not true in the small dimensions given by Planck’s constant /. On the con-
trary, of the quantities named are always known inaccurately. If we increase
the accuracy in one direction, the inaccuracy in other directions is increased.
So both are known only inaccurately. This uncertainty principle has led the
present-day scientists to advance the picture of the ultimate constitution of
electrons by the hypothesis of waves. The elementary quantum of action %
is now seen to be measure of the ultimate accuracy with which measurements
in space and time of energy, impulse and velocity can be made. It sets us a
limit, in principle, to the mutually consistent application of these concepts.
Physicists had so long been innocent enough to belicve that these concepts
were valid everywhere in the world without restriction. They were imbued with
a pre-conceived idea that the concepts of the ordinary physics were universal.

All that we have said does not mean that science is a fairy tale. It only
means that the investigations of science aim atl determining truths of a parti-
cular order, which are neither universal in all their aspects nor compatible
with the knowledge that may be gained from other sources or from other types
of studies and investigations. Science shares with other studies its incapacity
not merely of a temporary nature but affecting the grounds of any hopes
of delving deeper into the mysteries of its own order of truth. As in the case
of other studies, so here also in science we have been able to discover the
limits which nature has set to extending the bounds of our knowledge. It has
further been claimed, on behalf of science, that it is independent and does not
depend upon conceptions that may be formulated in other branches of the
study, say, religion and philosophy. We shall now examine this claim as briefly
as we can.

We shall not try to distinguish in what we say any difference between what
may be the ideal verdict of science and the statement of great scientists. Jeans
in his work, The Mysterious Universe, first tries to rouse terror and awe in
us by giving us a picture of the mightiness of the universe and then says:

If, however, we dismiss every trace of anthropomorphism from our minds,
there remains no reason for supposing that the present laws were specially
selected in order to produce life. They are just as likely, for instance, to have
been selected in order to produce magnetism or radio-activity—indeed
more likely, since to all appearances Physics plays an incomparably greater
part in the universe than Biology. Viewed strictly from a material stand-
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point, the utter insignificance of life would seem to go far towards dispel-

lin‘g any idea that it forms a special interest of the Great Architect of the
universe,

The contradiction in the above passage is obvious even to a cursory reading
On the one hand, Jeans dismisses every trace of anthropomorphism and or;
the (?ther hand, he speaks of a Great Architect as having selected cer’tain
phyS{cal laws for the occurrence and possibility of the happening of other
physu_:al la.‘ws, such as, magnetism, radio-activity, ete. Again, Eddington seems
to believe in a strange anthropomorphic female nature whose relation to God
or to the Universal Mind he never seems squarely to face. Thus he says in
his, Science and the Unseen World: 4

‘Looking back over geological record it would seem that Nature made
nearly every possible mistake before she reached her greatest achievement—
n'lan.. ... Atlast she tried a being of no great size, almost defenceless, defec-
tive in at least one of the most important sense organs. One gift s’he bes-
towed to save him from threatened extinction—a certain stirring, a restless-
ness in the organ cailed brain, and so we come to man’. ,

Again, in discussing the Indeterminacy and the Quantum Theory he obscures
the discussion when he says: ‘Future is not predetermined and Nature has no
need to protect herself from giving away plans which she has not yet made.’
The anthropomorphic tendency is clear and obvious. Jeans definitely offers u.s
an argument for the existence of God and for the spiritual nature of the uni-
verse drawn from the present stage of physics. Jeans gives the following quo-
tation from Berkeley, an idealistic philosopher:

‘Al} the choir of heaven and furniture of earth, in a word, all those bodies
w‘hlch compose the mighty frame of the world, have not any substance
without t?m mind. . ..So long as they are not actually perceived by me, or
do not exm_t in my mind or that of any other created spirit, they must either
have no existence at all or else subsist in the mind of some eternal spirit’.

After Fhis quotation Jeans says: ‘Modern Science seems to me to lead by a
very different road to a not altogether dissimilar conclusion.” In another place
Jeans sta_ttes: ‘We cannot claim to have discerned more than a very faint glim-
mer of_ light at the best; perhaps it was wholly illusory, for certainly we had
to strain our eyes very hard fo see anything at all’. Eddington also writes in
The Nature of the Physical World: “The idea of Universal Mind or logos
v‘.fould be, I think, a fairly plausible inference from the present state of scien-
tific theory’. He immediately adds:

But if 30, all that our enquiry justifies us in asserting is a purely colourless
Pantheism. Science cannot tell whether the world spirit is good or evil and
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its halting argument for the existence of 2 God might equally well be turned
into an argument for the existence of a Devil.

Max Planck, in the conclusion of his work, The Philosophy of Physics,
says:

Tt is only when we have planted our feet on the firm ground which can be
won only with the help of the experience of the real life that we have a right
to feel secure in surrendering to our belief in a philosophy of the world
based upon a faith in the rational ordering of the world.

I do not wish any further to dilate upon this theme in this short paper.
T wish only to point out that some of those thinkers at least, who have tran-
scended the purely provincial limits of the study of the physical science, have
been forced to admit that it must have a bigger and broader aspect through
which it can affiliate itself with the other departments of knowledge, such as
psychology, philosophy, religion and ethics. After all, the attempt of science
is through a system of happy guesses. In the words of Einstein:

Physical concepts are free creations of the buman mind, and are not, how-
ever it may seem, uniquely determined by the external world. In our endea-
vour to understand reality we are somewhat like a man trying to under-
stand the mechanism of a .closed watch. He sees the face and the moving,
hands, even hears its ticking, but be has no way of opening the case. If he
is ingenious he may form some picture of a mechanism which could be
responsible for all the things he observes, but he may never be quite sure
his picture is the only one which could explain his observations. He will
never be able to compare his picture with the real mechanism and he can-
not even imagine the possibility or the meaning of such a comparison. But
he certainly believes that, as his knowledge increases, his picture of reality
will become simpler and simpler and will explain a wider and wider range
of his sensuous impressions. He may also believe in the existence of the
ideal limit of knowledge and that it is approached by the human mind. He
may call this ideal limit the objective truth.

In conclusion, 1 wish to affirm that though science and mathematics in
their surprisingly new achievements have discovered many new facts and rela-
tions in the world of nature, yet they belong to a particular order and cannot
be regarded as having any more superior value than other branches of study.
Their discoverics have their limits, and they have as much contradiction in
their own orders as the other branches of studyhave in their particular orders.
Science neither attempts nor has shown any way by which all our experiences
can be brought together under one system of relations, such as, the belief of
the scientist in the rational nature of the world might lead us to expect. This
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simple fa:ith of the scientist, so emphatically stressed upon by Max Planck that
tl'm real‘ is the rational, is also the fundamental basis of philosopby and reli-
gion. lee. a horse with flaps on its eyes the scientist has been wending alon
an interminable road until he meets obstructions and turns to the right 0%
to the left; but should he take his flaps off and look around, he cou1§ onl
then understand what a small area the traversing road isin the imge and broag
Iand§c:.ape :Lhat lies all around him. Let the scientist remain satisfied in all
humility with the service that he has rendered in his own humble way. .

Second thoughts on Landé’s blade

JOHN WATKI_NS
The London School of Economics, UK.

Some thirty years ago Alfred Landé, the distinguished critic of the Copen-
hagen interpretation of quantum mechanics, presented a new argument for
physical indeterminism (1953). This was taken up by Karl Popper, who called
it ‘Landé’s simple but beautiful argument’ (1982, p. 101). That Landé himself
considered his argument to be of decisive importance is attested by the fact
that he reissued it on many occasions (1955, 19582, 1958b, 1960; 1965). Pop-
per’s (1982) had been available to me in galleys when I wrote my (1974) contri-
bution to Schilpp (1974). This contribution contained a long section on in-
determinism, and in it Landé’s argument figured prominently; for I too found
this cogent and important. One of its merits, in my eyes, was that, despite its
author’s primary concern with quantum mechanics, it starts out from random,
or seemingly random, sequences at the macro-level, and does not rely at all
on micro-indeterminacies. Then came the late J.L. Mackie’s (1978) review
article of this Schilpp volume. Mackie was scornfully dismissive of this argu-
ment. We met afterwards, and discussed it at length. In the end I capitulated;
he had persuaded me that it is invalid.

Since Landé’s argument had not, I think, attracted much notice outside
the Popper circle, it might seem that a quiet burial, perhaps in the form of
a brief note of retraction, is all that is called for. But I hold that something
important can be retrieved from it. For there is an analogue of this argument,
employing essentially the same strategy, that seems to me both to be valid, and
to constitute one of the strongest arguments, perhaps the strongest argument
outside quantum mechanics, against physical determinism. We need to sce
just where the original argument went wrong in order to find out whether
this analogue of it goes correspondingly wrong. I will claim that it does not.
I will set out Landé’s argument in Section I, Mackie’s objections in Section
11, and in Section TIT I will present what I believe to be a viable analogue
of it.

I

Landé’s argument went like this. There is a cliute down which billiard balls
can roll unswervingly. Beneath the chute there is a blade onto which the balls
will fall. We have done our very best to position the blade centrally beneath
the chute. We inform a physical determinist that we are shortly going to re-
lease, one after another, 1000 balls down the chute, and we ask him whether
he is prepared to make any predictions as to how the balls will fall off the
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blade. One part of the reply that we will expect him to give is that he cannot
make any prediction concerning any individual ball; for although it will have
l?een causally determined to fall off either to the left, or else to the richt b
little asymmetries in the set-up, he is ignorant about these. If we afk innz
whether he is prepared to make any statistical prediction about the falling out
of the balls, he might reply that, just because of his ignorance concerning the
causally decisive little asymmetries that will determine each ball’s fate heg can
make no prediction at all. We will revert to that possible answer Iater’ But let
us assume that he replies, as we would rather expect him to, that hr; is pre-
pared to predict that approximately half of the balls will fall oi,T to the left znd
the others t.o the right. We point out that, on his assumptions, this amounts
to th.e pref:llction that approximately half of the causally decisive little asym-
Illl.?,trles will be left-inclining and the others right-inclining; and he accg ts
_thls. Le.:t { denote a ball falling off the blade to the left and let J* denote ?he
lmmc'idla.te left-inclining causes of /. We further point out that, according to
Physwe_tl determinism, the factors constituting 7/ will in their t,urn each hgave
immediately preceding causes, the totality of which we may denote by /"
and so on. According to physical determinism, the physical state of the uni:
verse one billion years before the occurrence of a particular / causally pre-
determined, in conjunction with the laws of nature, a sequence of world stgtes
tI_lai‘: would eventually include.../”, I, and /. Call this ancestral state L. And
similarly, for a ball that falls off to the right, denoted by r, there will iJe a
ancestral state R that causally predetermined a sequence of ’world-states thalt1
would eventually include...r” , ', and r. Thus if, when we start releasine the
balls, we should happen to get an initial sequence of outcomes rillrr gthat
would mean, according to physical determinism, that in the distant past’there
was a sequence of world states RLLLRR.

More sp.eciﬁcally, if our physical determinist is willing, as we are at pre-
sent supposing, to predict an approximately 50:50 split of the outcomes into
I’s and r’s, then he is thereby obliged to retrodict an approximately 50:50 split
of world-states in the remote past into I's and R's. But why, we a.sk h?
shf)uld .the universe one billion years ago have been so nicely ’geared to tllllle;
exigencies of our Landé-blade set up now? Whence this pre-established har-
mony? Landé suggested that a ‘hard’ physical determinist, who denies that
there ha..s ever been any physical indeterminacy in nature, could answer this
only by m.troducing a theological conspiracy-theory: Goci saw to it that, for
each seemingly random sequence generated by the flipping of coins, s in;iin
of roulette wheels, or whatever, the initial state of the universe Woaldpensu :
that the causally predetermined, individual outcomes constituting such a sf:
quence would collectively exhibit the appropriate kind of statistical regularif
In my (1974) contribution I called this an ‘artesian well’ theory of rando .
sequences. If we possess a ‘randomising’ set-up, such as a roulette-wheel or[:
Landé-blade, we appear to be able, by activating it, to generate pockets of
randomness; but the reality, according to physical determinism as here inter-
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preted, is rather that we are tapping underlying causal chains nicely pre-
arranged to give an appearance of randomness when tapped.

I suggested in (1974) that the only way for a ‘hard’ physical determinist to
avoid encumbering himself with the problem of a pre-established harmony
between causal determinants lying in the remote past and the statistical regu-
larities we expect in the future when a ‘randomising’ set-up, such as our Landé-
blade, is activated, is to disown his right to make statistical predictions. He
might say, as I mentioned above, that just because he is incurably ignorant
of the unobservable asymmetries that will determine each fall, he can make
no positive prediction in such a case. True, he has no reason to expect mere
I's than r's or vice versa; but that does not mean that he sas reason to expect
an approximately 50:50 split. This answer avoids the foregoing objections,
but at a heavy price. Casino-owners and others assuredly do base statistical
predictions on a suitable knowledge of the unbiassed, or possibly biassed,
structure of a ‘randomising’ set-up, and such predictions are very largely
borne out; yet they are quite impermissible, according to this alternative ans-

wer that is open to a determinist.

II

I turn now to Mackie’s objections. Since itis, alas, not possible for me to
have what I will say in this section checked by him, I will not attempt to re-
port exactly what he said in the course of our long discussion. Instead, 1 will
present the objections to Landé’s argument as I myself came to see them in
the light of our discussion. Although I will not be making specific acknow-
ledgements to him, it should be understood that what I say in this section is
essentially indebted to Mackie.

Imagine that I myself am contemplating a Landé-blade set-up. There are
various assumptions that I might make concerning the initial conditions, and
it will be instructive to begin with an extremist one that is quite unrealistic.
(1) I might assume that there are no asymmetries at all in the set-up: the appa-
ratus is located within a perfect vacuum; there are no magnetic or other fac-
tors to exert even the minutest disturbing influence; each ball is perfectly
spherical and homogeneous; and all balls roll down exactly the same path,
beneath which the blade is positioned absolutely centrally. What prediction
should I make, concerning what will happen when balls start being released,
on that assumption? If there were nothing whatever to incline the first ball to
one side or the other when it reaches the blade, then the only justifiable pre-
diction is that it will come to rest on the blade; and the second bali, on this
assumption, should come to rest on top of the first, and so on. We should get
a vertical column of balls, with no #’s or #'s. (2) Suppose, next, that every-
thing is as before except that the blade is now moved minutely to the left. On
this assumption I should clearly predict 1000 r’s. Let us now become more
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realistic. (3) Assume that the balls are as nearly spherical and homogeneous
as the manufacturer could make them, and that the blade is positioned as
nearly central as we can get it; however, the apparatus is exposed to the air,
and there is a slight draught coming from a window to its left. Apart from this
we assume that any other disturbing factors are unbiassed between left and
right. On this assumption I should clearly predict a preponderance of r’s over
I's.

It is clear from the foregoing that what, if anything, T can legitimately pre-
dict here depends crucially on what assumption I make concerning the condi-
tions of the set-up during the falls of the balls. Anditisalso clear what assump-
tion I need to make if I am legitimately to predict an approximately 50:50
split between I's and »’s, namely: (4) the set-up is beset by various little asym-
metries and disturbing influences, but these do not have any systematic bias
towards either left or right.

We are now in a position to locate the error in the argument presented in
Section . The idea was that a determinist, upon hearing that 1000 balls are
to be released one after another onto the blade, would proceed from a consi-
deration of the visible symmetry of the set-up to the prediction of an approxi-
mately 50:50 split between {'s and r's and that this would lead on to a specific
assumption about past initial conditions, namely, a retrodiction of an approxi-
mately 50:50 split between ancestral L's and R’s. We now see that neither the
determinist nor anyone else is entitled to proceed to a statistical prediction
here in the absence of a specific assumption about present initial conditions
within our set up during our experiment. Determinists and indeterminists alike
need to introduce something like assumption (4) before they can proceed to
the desired statistical prediction. In the absence of such an assumption, the
prediction concerning s and r’s does not go through, and nor does its atten-
dant retrodiction concerning L's and R's.

But does not assumption (4) itself give rise, if we accept physical determin-
ism, to the same retrodiction? Assume that our Landé-blade is going to gene-
rate a sequence of I’s and r's that is random in the sense that there is no gambl-
ing system, or method of place selection in the sense of von Mises (1957,
pp. 24f) that would enable a gambler to improve his chances of winning in the
long run. Is not a physical determinist obliged to view such a sequence as the
descendant of a corresponding sequence of ancestral world-states? Well, he
is indeed obliged to view each individual event in the sequence as an outcome
of a causal chain stretching back to an ancestral world-state in the remote
past; but he is not, after all, obliged to admit that the sequence of ancestral
states was preadjusted to generate a random sequence today. A confluence of
rigidly deterministic causal chains that are largely independent of one another
may yield a chaotic collective result; but this does not mean that a determinist
has to postulate a chaotic ancestral state of which the present chaos is the
descendant. Imagine a celestial billiard table on which a great number of balis
are lying at rest; they are going to be set in motion, by angels hovering over
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them, at some initial time t,, Now the balls may have been laid out on the
table in some precise and regular geometrical pattern, and the angels may
strike them in carefully premeditated ways. The state of the table at t, may
be as orderly as you like; but it is virtually certain that, after they have been
colliding with one another for some time, their overall appearance will have
become no less irregular than it would have been if the balls had originally
been scattered haphazardly over the table and the angels had hit them at ran-
dom. A would-be predictor of the state of the table at some future time t,,
who lacked a Laplacean Demon’s ability to ascertain, at a given instant, the
exact position and momentum of every ball, would have to be content with a
statistical prediction. Suppose that he mentally divides the table into a left
half and a right half, and that his prediction is that at #, there will be an
approximately 50:50 split into ’s and r’s where / now denotes a ball in the
left half of the table. Could he, if he were a determinist, proceed from this
prediction to some retrodiction about the state of the table at t,7 Well, he
would be obliged to say that its state at t,, in conjunction with the laws of
mechanics, causally predetermined its state at t,. But he could not legitimately
assert that those statistical features that the balls will collectively exhibit at
¢, are descendants of corresponding statistical features that they collectively
exhibited at t,. As we saw, it is entirely possible that at ¢, the balls had a
thoroughly non-random appearance; and it is further possible that they were
then collected together, say, in a triangelar formation, in one small region
near the left end of the table.

11T

I turn now to that analogue of Landé’s argument against physical determin-
ism that I hold to be valid. You, let us suppose, are sitting at a cafe table with
two young Americans, Al and Buster, whom you had not met before. You
strike up a conversation. This is not like a Harold Piriter dialogue, with the
characters engaging in intermiitent monologues and taking little account of
what others say. In your conversation, each response is appropriate to what
has been said ; there ars no breakdowns in communication. To make it more
manageable, let us concentrate upon one short exchange. You ask Al where
he lives. He does not answer immediately, his mouth being full. Now Buster
knows that Al lives in Cedar Rapids, Iowa; and he predicts, correctly as it
turns out, that Al will say so. Implicit in Buster’s prediction as to how Al will
answer was a further prediction about the impending movements of Al’s lips,
jaw, tongue, larynx, ctc. when he answers. Indeed, if Buster knew a little about
phonetics, he might give this latter prediction a modest degree of precision;
for instance, he might predict, again correctly as it turns out, that Al’s lips
would nearly close when he started to say ‘Cedar Rapids’ and that his jaw
would drop when he came to the ‘I’ in ‘lowa’. Let / and r denote respectively
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Al’s lips nearly closing and his jaw dropping. These are physical movements;
and, according to physical determinism, they will have been causally deter-
mined by immediately antecedent physical factors I’ and #’, which will in turn
have been caused by /" and #”, and so on back until ancestral states £, and
R, say, one billion years ago, are reached. Now Al's answer was appropriate
to your guestion; and the movements of Al’s lips, ete. including / and r, were
appropriate for voicing this answer. We now put to the physical determinist a
question analogous to the one that Landé put to him: why should L and R
have been so nicely geared to Al’s needs one billion years later? Whence this
pre-established harmony?

Instead of this little question-and-answer exchange, I might have taken
grander examples; for instance, the muscular movements involved in Miche-
langelo’s brush-strokes when he was painting the Sistine Chapel or in New-
ton’s pen-holding hand when he was writing his Principia. Of course, this
argument is powerless against someone who combines physical with theologi-
cal determinism and who says that there was, indeed, a divinely pre-established
harmony. But it seems to me a powerful argument against physical deter-
minism on its own.

It seems to me that the present argument supersedes a well-known argu-
ment against physical determinism that runs as follows: if physical determin-
ism were true, then any ‘reasons’ that a determinist might have for believing
in it are mere epiphenomenal by-products of non-rational physical processes;
hence there can be no good argument for physical determinism. Popper (1982,
pp- 81f) attributed essentially this argument to Haldane (1932), while Lucas
(1970, p. 116n) attributed it to McTaggart (1934). (Both Haldane and McTag-
gart presented it as an argument against materialism). The trouble with it as
it stands is that it is not an argument for the fa/sity of physical determinism,
only for the unreasonableness of holding this doctrine. A doctrine that it
would be unreasonable to hold may nevertheless happen to be true. This is
where the above analogue of Landé’s argument comes to the rescue. We need
only to assume that people generally tell the truth when asked straightforward
questions to which they know the answer. Now imagine a roomful of
monkeys merrily tapping away on typewriters. We look over the monkeys’
shoulders, and observe, as we expect, only gibberish—until, to our amaze-
ment, we come across the following fragment:

....9imjQ! “}@[O THIS SENTENCE IS BEING TYPED BY A
MONKEY HITTING THE KEYS AT RANDOM [-0£7F?><Z[4....

By an incredible fluke, a true sentence has got churned out by a randem, non-
rational process. But now suppose that whenever we look over a monkey’s
shoulder we invariably find meaningful, and, for the most part, true sentences
being typed with only the occasional typing error. The hypothesis that this
was all a superincredible fluke, all these sentences having been churned out
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randomly, could hardly be maintained. We would be driven to a conspiracy
theory. Perhaps the monkeys have been trained by Skinner? Perhaps they are
really human beings disguised as monkeys? To-get our Landé-inspired argu-
ment for the falsity of physical determinism we have only to substitute for
{a) these typewritten sentences and for (b) the random tapping of the monkeys,
{(a) the truthful answers that people generally give to straightforward questions
and (b) the mindless physical processes, causally determined from the year
dot, which, according to physical determinism, uvltimately control their physi-
cal movements.
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Philosophy: a way of life for the mass-man

S.K. CHATTOPADHYAYA
Ravenshaw College, Cuttack

There seem to be two currents in man’s quest for truth—the one out-going and
the other in-coming. Man lives in an environment which embraces conscious
individual human beings like himself, biological organisms of various species,
and what man regards as ‘inanimate’ physical things and objects. Although
physically limited by his environment, man desires to live freely as much as
he desires to live securely; and his adventures in the field of knowledge seem
to be geared to fulfil these fwo essential purposes. There can thus be no urge
for knowledge for the sake of knowledge. Our knowledge is to enrich our
living, to make it smooth and easy, free from cares, tension and strife. Not
that these aims and objects are realized all at once, but in spite of non-fulfil-
ment these continue to be the much-desired ‘goal’ forever. To achieve this goal
man has to seek adjustment with his environmental conditions; and since his
environment is composed of other men having a homogeneous nature, simi-
lar disposition and like capabilities, even in his self-interest man is required
to build up an atmosphere of mutual understanding to facilitate mutual co-
operation towards realization of the common goal. Although he may ‘learn’
things on his own account, ‘know’ as much as he has the genius for, his ‘wis-
dom’ is determined by the measure of his success in discovering those invisi-
ble bonds which unite man with man and also man with his physical and bio-
fogical surroundings and form the metaphysical basis of such principles of
conduct as ensure man’s security, freedom and peace. While knowledge con-
sists in progressive exploration and discoveries, power consists in progres-
sive exploitation and use, wisdom consists in progressive assessment, assimila-
tion or discrimination, and finally, in the ‘reformation’ of attitude and dis-
position for better adjustment and greater harmony with the world-at-large.
While the former are the moments of the out-geing current, the flood-tide that
breaks through new fields and areas not covered before, the latter is the in-
coming, the return current, the ebb-tide, which silently works for proper settle-
ment of the deposits left over by knowledge as a mode of new discovery and
exploration. In the normal state of things, knowledge and wisdom, science and
philosophy, should determine each other as do the tides. Disruption, even
disaster, threatens human existence when this normal relationship is disturbed,
and knowledge breaks itself loose from human purpose and use, and seeks
fulfilment in its own ways. Philosophy deviates from its essential purpose,
which is humane or kumanizing, when its quest for truth misses its direction,
and instead of throwing new light upon problems of human life and existence,
degenerates into a search for new and newer methodology wherewith one can,
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by means of a special norm (arbitrarily devised), rigidly determine the limiis
and conditions of the ‘knowable’ and the ‘sayvable’. This, no doubt, is also a
form of wisdom but this is all theoretical, and since its relevance is not deter-
mined by any practical demand of life, it has no value for the common man
grappling with problems of existence. This makes philosophy an affair of the
academicians, a matter for verbal debates and hair-splitting, which has no
impact upon the living issues of society, no value even for those philosophers
themselves as citizens of the world they live in.

One may, we feel, legitimately ask the question: what necessity is there to
examine the propriety or impropriety of a metaphysical, and in that sense, of
o philosophical view of things, by judging if it conforms to the modality of the
language or propositions of science or not? Has Kant succeeded in advancing
the cause of metaphysics by his critical review: if we can have any synthetic
a priori judgments in metaphysics or not? Descartes wanted to elevate philos-
ophy to the status of scientific knowledge in the sense of a body of necessary
‘truths of fact’. His model of scientific knowledge was mathematics, and he
felt tempted to introduce mathematical method in philosophy. Spinoza fol-
lowed the method of geometrical demonstration, and Leibnitz, although
deviating from his predecessorsas regards his conclusions, operated upon the
very some kind of a priori concepis to weave out a metaphysical system of his
own which he believed to be logically necessary. There can be little doubt in
that all that these rationalists, in their bid to make a science of philosophy,
succeeded in doing is framing certain alternative models of purely conceptual
systems, which only illustrate, as the Vedanta puts it, essential unbriddledness
and flippancy of conceptual thinking if left to its own free exercise. This also
substantiates Kant’s observation that human reason, in its bid to spin out
postulatory systems, gives rise to dialectical illusions. It is, however, doubtful
what concrete gains were achieved towards fulfilment of human purpose and
objectives by the negative criticisms of the rationalistic metaphysics, and later
on, by destructive criticism of absolutistic metaphysics of Hegel. It may be
that metaphysics is not a body of necessary truths of fact and does not fit
into the model of such a priori disciplines as Mathematics or Logic; it may
also be conceded that the absolutist’s conception of Reality as a logically com-
pact and completed system is another ‘Idea of Reason’ and a speculative dog-
ma; but that does not take away the fact that we need some discipline akin
to metaphysics for reorganization and reformation of our attitude towards
life as also towards social relationships. Human aspiration for a better way
of living, a mode of life which is free from tension and stress and which brea-
thes an atmosphere of peace as much as self-fulfilment, needs an objective
basis, a basis in Reality, and refuses to be brushed aside as an empty dream,
all moonshine. And this is a kind of metaphysics, the root of which lies deeply
buried in the innermost recesses of man’s rational nature as the very fabric
and substance of Practical Reason as Kant might have expressed; and this
cannot be excavated and removed either by a critical investigation into the
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legitimate conditions of theoretical reason or by a luboured analysis of objec-
tive language as Wittgenstein has advised.

We do not disparage what is historically known as the critical or the ana-
lytical movement in philosophy. Criticism, which shows the essential differ-
ences among the various strains of human experience, and linguistic analysis,
which unravels the structural differences among the varied forms of linguistic
expressions in term of which we seek to articulate and also o communicate
what we think, feel and will, have their relevance and use in the field of specia-
lisation. They also provide valuable aids towards clarification of our ideas.
But such methodologies of philosophy seem to err in trying to usurp the place
of philosophy or philosophical thinking as such. To put the matter otherwise,
it would be erroneous to claim that philosophical wisdom consists in, and is
limited to, #his or that exercise of a certain methodology of philosophy. This
is plainly missing the wood in the trees, the macrospic in the microscopic. All
throughout the history of the so-called ‘critical’ and ‘analytical’ movements,
movements which have run on different raifs and lines, there has been an at-
tempt to relentlessly pursue the ghost of metaphysics and to chase it away
from all its possible haunts and habitats. For its inability to fitinto the texture
of synthetic judgments @ priori, 2 model which was believed at that time to
be the model of scientific knowledge, that is, of objective knowledge which
was to be at the same time universally true and in that sense necessary, Kaot
withheld justification of metaphysics to be a body of knowledge properly so-
called. This, however, amounted to standardizing a certain conceptual fabric
as the model of the so-called scientific knowledge and denying the capacity of
metaphysical knowledge to fit inte it. But the conceptual model for scientific
knowledge has itself undergone changes from age to age, and men of science
in the post-Kantian era did not feel it obligatory to swear by the Kantian pre-
dilection. Even if they did so, the net result would have been that metaphysics
could not be regarded as a science. This would be a repudiation of the rational-
ist claim that it was a kind of science in the sense of necessary truths of fact,
but nothing more. Did Kant ever deny the necessity of metaphysics, which,
according to him, was prcmpted by the very basical nature of human reason
and understanding, for the specious reason that we cannot answer metaphysi-
cal questions fruitfully and decisively as they relate to issues which transcen-
dent the bounds of ‘possible experience’ of Kant’s meaning? He did not com-
mit as much. The author of the Tractatus seems to have gone one step farther
in as much as he denied the possibility of there being metaphysical questions,
a stand which Kant-did not take. But even in that context, all that Wittgen-
stein meant was that, since every significant or meaningful question could
have an answer and since there could be no meaningful answers to the ques-
tions posed by metaphysics, there could be no meaningful questions either.
So he counselled: “Whereof one cannot speak, thereof one must be silent.”
But while Tractatus does not dispute there being metaphysical issues along-
side ethics and aesthetics—although it discourages metaphysical questions—
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the Fnvestigations takes the extreme step in not conceding any real ‘problem’
for philosophy at all. It faults itself on the side of errant extremism in the hasty
generalization that all the so-called philosophical problems are pseudo-prob-
lems in being products of confused thinking, and in so far as it holds that
these all arise from misuse of language. These, it is said, do not call for any
‘solutions” since these can all be ‘resolved’ through logical analysis of langu-
age. Some early followers of this trend of thought would even prescribe
psycho-therapeutical treatment for all those who do not fall in line with their
mode of thinking and do not share their enlightenment. Some later followers
of the school among our contemporaries, however, have become circumspect,
and they seem to have discovered some structural components of a new meta-
physics, named by them ‘descriptive metaphysics® in their analytical survey of
human language in general. We are not concerned with the merit or drawback
of all these historical developments of academic philosophy addressed to the
elite who are all theoreticians. The one observation, which seems relevant in
their context, is that these academic philosophers scem all to be pursuing,—
for uprooting or for restructuring—some model of conceptualistic metaphy-
sics—a system of inter-related concepts, which orthodox believers used to
accept as a picture of Reality, non-sensuous and transcendental, and which
the moderns regarded as an ‘autonomous and privileged edifice’ undisputably
real because it is rational. Let us now pause for a moment and examine afresh
if metaphysics that we value is all this.

There seem to be some grounds for rethinking on this issue. Metaphysical
philosophy, or let us say, philosophy as metaphysics, is an affair of the common
man, the real man, the mass man, who lives in the rea/ world and grapples with
the problems of life _a.nd existence, which again are all rea/. It embodies coun-
sels of wisdom for the type of adjustment and reformation of aims and atti-
tude that the real man, the mass man, should strive for in order to realize the
two basic goals of his life, already indicated in our opening paragraph, such
as security and freedom. No one desires to invite troubles for one’s self; no
one again can barter away one’s freedom and remain self-satisfied in a state
of repression and subjugation. Wisdom, therefore, counsels a planning for
security as much as for freedom. The type of planning which ensures both
becomes the means to the realization of the supreme end of life, the summum
bonum—-‘absolute’ self-ulfilment. This wisdom is, of course, no knowledge,
only because it is more than knowledge. Knowledge, as we have already in-
sisted, is an affair of the out-going movement of the mind in quest of truth.
Knowledge is directed upon the world of facts, and its purpose consists in
making ever new discoveries. Knowledge is explorative. Science gives knowl-
edge, as our ordinary sources of knowledge—such as, perception, inference,
etc.—also give knowledge of ‘facts’. The type of philosophy we call ‘academic’,
in so far as it reviews and critically assesses the nature and temper of various
forms of knowledge as also of the various methodologies of knowledge, is
also not without value. The so-calied ‘descriptive metaphysics’, ‘revisionary
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metaphysics’, ‘metaphysics of experience’ of Professor Paton’s use, ‘the illumi-
nating nonsense’ of Wittgenstein’s conception—all have their roles as knowl-
edge or as knowledge of knowledge, whatever may be their drawbacks or
failures. In the larger scheme of human life, nothing is a sheer wastage. There
being no absolute standard of knowledge and all knowledge being subject
to revision and so provisional, even our follies and foibles (subject to
future correction) have their place in the human quest of truth. But knowl-
edge, even knowledge of knowledge, and academic philosophies developed
on such lines, in as much as all these are plainly theoretical, are not to be con-
fused with philosophical wisdom. Knowledge plays the role of ‘sappers’, and
wisdom, like the main contingent of the army, feels its way through the seve-
ral discoveries made by knowledge, and fights the real battle for existence.
The real metaphysics is not to be sought in the peripheral display of ideas.
Tust as the real battle is fought in the calm and secluded atmosphere of the
general’s map room, so the real metaphysics is exhibited in the several plan-
nings of philosophical wisdom for the twin objects of security and freedom as
conducive to ‘absolute’ self-fulfilment of man—a knowing, feeling and willing
individual, living in the community of other individuals like himself. Real
philosophy, by which, unashamedly and without any reservation, we mean
‘metaphysical philosophy’, has its roots in the several forms of planning for
a secure and free life of the common man, the ‘mass man’.

Needless to say that we, by metaphysical philosophy, do not mean any
stereotyped, eternally completed and absoluicly fixed planning, although the
aim and object of this planning, the ‘schematic form’, or framework of the
planning, is essentially fixed and, therefore, subject to no alternation or revi-
sion. It will be helpful if we draw upon a Kantian principle for the purpose
of an analogy. The ignorants have charged Kant with abstract formalism for
his framing of the principle of moral action, oblivious of the fact that a princi-
ple, a guide to action, claiming to be a universal rule of conduct, can only be
framed in the shape of a formal scheme, which remains inviolable in so far as
it is not subject to the vagaries of concrete proposals of actions made by man
according to prevailing circumstances for actualization of the ideal which the
principle itself represents. Thus Kant said: ‘Act as if the maxim of thy action
were to become by thy will a universal law of nature’; or ‘Act only on that
maxim whereby thou canst at the same time will that it should become a uni-
versal law.” Rendered into simpler expression, this means : Oneisfoactina
manner in which one may wish all other people also to act without detriment
to any one’s interest.” Kantian guidance has been, as we all know, to treat all
humanity whether in one’s own person, or in that of any other, in every case,
as an end withal, never as a means only, Kant did not specify, as he was not
required to do either, what concrete modes of actions could meet the require-
ments of the principle of moral actions framed by him. We do not find any
ground for disagreement with Kant as far as this Kantian mode of formu-
lating the metaphysical principle of morals is concerned. But we differ from
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him when he says that ‘nothing can possibly be conceived in this world, or
even out of it, which can be called good without qualification, except a good
will’. The reason is this. We do, in fact, believe in something to be good abso-
tutely or without qualification in every moment of our practical decision,
although what we decide upon as an absolute good at the stage of such deci-
sion may turn out subsequently either as a half good or as no good at all. We
act upon a firm decision always, never half-heartedly, and what we look upon
as good at that moment we do not take as good in a qualified way. Then
again inasmuch as Kant regards nothing as absolutely good except the good
will, we have our reasons to differ from him. For us, the good, the summum
bonum, consists in absolute ‘self-fulfilment’, and the planning for security and
freedom is the means thereto. Now to return to the metaphysical philosophy
we were speaking about. It may be that human wisdom is an evergrowing
thing, and to keep pace with the advance of wisdom our planning for security
and freedom also undergoes changes. But the objectives, the aims and purpose
of living do not alter. Human wisdom from time to time projects what can
be called an ‘enlightened view’ of things. This consists in regarding how man
stands in relation to other men and his bio-physical environment, what the
real type of relationship can be that obtains in rerum natura among its several
constituents; in short, what the nature of Reality really is grasped through the
focus of human wisdom of the moment. This explains the genesis of meta-
physical philosophy as the ‘conceptual base’ of our planning for life and exis-
tence at a given stage. Man not only lives on food but also upon ideas, such
as, what kind of a person he is; how he stands in relation to other men and
the world at Jarge; how best he can realize what he conceives to be the good
of life. Such ideas are not only incentive to actions but, in a great measure,
they are also determining conditions of his actions. The sagacity or frivolity,
adequacy or inadequacy, legitimacy or illegitimacy, sensefulness or senseless-
ness of the conceptual base of our planning for life is not to be decided
theoretically by means of a methodological investigation into the conditions
and limits of the ‘knowable’ or ‘sayable’ but by its success or failute to serve
life and its cherished ideals. It can be seen that our planning for life together
with, the conceptual base that supports it, is subject to change and revision.
But this is not done at the dictates of the academic philosophers; this is done
in response to the counsel of human wisdom accumulated in course of ages.
The voice of human wisdom gives the philosophy which works, and is useful
for life. Undoubtedly, this can be formulated in term of concepts. But this is
not the conceptual metaphysics which the academic philosophers dispute and
criticize. That conceptual metaphysics is undoubtedly an ingenious and free
construction by rival schools of academic philosophers, who make free selec-
tion of a concept, or a group of concepts, and operate upon them in order to
build a system of thought. But this can have only a theoretic or aesthetic use
but no use for the life of the common man. The conceptual formulation of
the theoretic base of our planning for living, as we have indicated in the
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foregoing, is very much different from the metaphysics of concepts of this
kind. This is the metaphysical philosophy of mass living, the way of lving
of the mass-man, and this is necessitated by ever-varying problems of life
and is directed upon the ‘solution’ of such problems.

The life we live today is both individual and social. It can possibly be pro-
perly described if we say that it is individual in being social and it is social
in being individual—there being no basis for a dichotomous division of life
as it is actually lived and shared. Man has long outgrown the stage when he
lived for himself alone. As he passed beyond the hunting stage, his life and
its needs unfolded more and more, and so did the area of his co-operation,
corporate living, and co-existence; and today, when progress in scientific in-
vention has made everyman a neighbour to every other moving on the globe,
the dimension of his individual and social life has immensely increased. The
maxim ‘love thy neighbours and hate thy enemies’ has become very much
outdated today, whether we realize it in that way or not. The views of
social relationship it embodies is no longer the fruzh. That mankind is divided
as natural friends and enemies is not also the living social reality, since inven-
tions of science have today removed the spatial distance that once isolated
man from man, have removed also the communication gap that was once the
main ground of racial prejudice and suspicion. All men are now neighbours
and none a natural enemy. Co-operation, and not competition, should now
prevail as the order of the day. We can, of course, compete today with one
another for bringing about what is socially good in the sense of being good
for all mankind. But competition for achieving what is good for an individual
only, or for members of one’s own community, colour and political or reli-
gious creed only, is sure to end in disaster. In course of our progressive ad-
vance in knowledge that was explorative, we ourselves have brought about
or discovered a new sitnation, a new social reality. It is for philosophical wis~
dom now to settle upon a correct view of the situation, and to formulate such
plan for action and social behaviour as will make it possible to realize the
aims and objects of the commonly shared life in all its dimensional variedness
and also in its qualitative richness of content.

Not that this will be a new task, a new involvement for human wisdom in
its historical stride. In fact, in all ages, philosophical wisdom has been con-
cerned with the formulation of a *norm’” of conduct, an ethical code for mass-
life based upon a metaphysics, that is, upon what seemed to be a zrue view of
the existing state of atfairs, otherwise called the nature of reality. This kind of
occupation is intrinsical to philosophical wisdom. Philosophical wisdom can-
not go without what it regards at each stage as frue view of things—a meta-
physics, which is to provide for the theoretical base of a new planning, of a
new ethics of mass-life for the benefit of the mass-man. This metaphysics, it
cai be seen, is not the same as the conceptualistic metaphysics that the aca-
demicians often construct by the so-called logical operations on some selected
concept or group of concepts. This, thus, remains unaffected and untouched
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by the kind of criticisms that any rival school of academic philosophers may
heap upon purely conceptualistic metaphysics. As for such conceptualistic
metaphysics, a logical system of pure thought-constructions, it can be seen
that its inadequacy, even its frivolity, is not exposed so much by the type of
logical criticisms that Hume or Kant, the logical positivists, or the Wittgen-
steinians made in its regard, as by its failure to provide the requisite ‘norm’
for the guidance of mass-life towards attainment of its cherished goal, viz.
security and freedom. In short, it is an aesthetic dream of academic philo-
sophers and has no impact on mass-life. Indian tradition has defined a genuine
and true metaphysics in term of its value and use for human life, and the
human life in this context means the life of the mass-man. Thus, it is said, that
alone is vidyd, that is, the true view of reality, and so, a genuine metaphysics,
which can ‘liberate’ can make a man absolutely secure and free—sa vidya yd
vimucyate.

This Indian insistence on “liberation’ as the goal of life sought for is not to
be misconstrued as an ‘escape from life and its problems’. Nor should the con-
cept be confused or identified with ‘salvation’, as this latter concept is ordinarily
understood in the context of traditional religious belief. “Liberalion’ means
conscious attainment of a state of absolute security, fearlessness, and so, free-
dom, here and now. This is attained not by escaping from life and its varied
problems but by solving the problems of life and existence while living in this
life. Needless to say, the absolute freedom which this state of liberation en-
sures is not to be confused with ‘unrestricted licence’ either. One who is libe-
rated in the meaning, intended in this context, does not work or plan for a
situation of aggression and exploitation, malice and hatred, fear and tension.
He follows the maxim of not doing unto others what he does not desire to be
done unto himself (a@tmano pratikuidni maparesam samdcaret). This secems to
be somewhat a negative putting of Kant’s ‘Act only on that maxim whereby
thou canst at the same time will that it should become a universal law’, or
what Kant otherwise phrased in his metaphysics of Morals: ‘Act as i the
maxim of thy action were to become by thy will a universal law of nature.”
But the negative putting in the characteristic Indian way has one great advan-
tage. It is not easy to determine what kind of act of the individual can be
made into a universal law, a principles of conduct which everybody can follow
without contradiction. The Kantian categorical imperative has the ‘look” of
a bare form without content because of this difficulty. But it is not at all diffi-
cult to find out what kind of actions an individual does not desire to be done
unto himself. Instinct for self-preservation has rendered self-interest the indi-
vidual’s prime objective and motive. What is detrimental to ‘self-interest’
seems to be as immediately known as is one’s self-interest’. There is thus an
indirect sort of motive fo avoid, or to refrain from, doing what is detrimental
to one’s self-interest. It is not, therefore, asking for anything unintelligible or
unspecific if one calls upon an individual or 2 group of individuals to refrain
from doing unto others what he or they would not like to be done unto him-

PHILOSOPHY : A WAY OF LIFE FOR THE MASS-MAN 29

self or themselves. Tt is, again, not asking too much of an individual, not ask-
ing for anything which involves his self-sacrifice, if he can be made aware
that by wronging others he invites a retaliatory reaction upon himself. Plainly,
this is an advice for the safeguard of one’s own self-interest. In one’s self-
interest, one should not do unto others what one does not desire to be done
unto one’s own self. Unfortunately, very few ever sce the truth, the light of
wisdom in this. Most men are guided by the weird notion of personal or group
privilege, and are foolishly resolute in perpetrating upon others not only acts
of neglect and deprivation but acts of aggression and exploitation also. By
their bid for power and exclusive privilege, they go on creating enemics and
social unrest all around, and, in this way, plan for anxiety, for tension and
stress for themselves also. And this is not the way to absolute security and
freedom that philosophical wisdom plans for. That security as well as freedom
is individible. No man can remain truly secure and free so long as every man
is not secure and free. This was the truth when men lived in smaller groups
and did not know about the existence of other groups, this is the truth now
when the world has shrunken into one living space for all men, and it does
not cease to be the fruth simply because the ignorant powerful, the philistines
without foresight, do not regard it in that way.

The Kantian moral imperative seems to have another limitation. That
moral act or will should not be guided by any prudential consideration, by
anything outside of itself, seems to involve a tautology, such as, moral act
or will is free because it is the moral act or will, and it would be a contradiction
if such was not the case. There seems to be a flavour of self-deprivation also,
not of self-fulfilment, in the Kantian formulation of moral duty. This then
runs counter to our understanding of the nature of philosophical wisdom and
its planning for the social good—Tfor the good of mankind in general. Man
has to become co-operative and not competitive, non-violent and not aggres-
sive, should opt for peaceful co-existence and should not plan for war and
muiuval annihilation because such is the path of prudence and wisdom. And
the path of prudence and wisdom runs in that way because that is the way of
the fruth about social reality. It is by participation in a common and sharable
life that we live in the concrete fulness of our individual life. Qur enjoyment
does not become a whit Iess when many others like ourselves enjoy the self-
same screen-play or stage-play, the self-same piece of good literature and
poetry, the self-same sun-shine and open air, The guantum of enjoyment is
rather enhanced if all others enjoy in the same way.

That mar does not readily see the ‘Truth’ about his existence, that man is
prone to see it in a distorted way, prone to distort it, is the standing problem,
and it is for philosophical wisdom to show the way to its solution. Is this prob-
lem ‘resolvable’ by linguistic analysis? It could be, if the problems of human
life and existence were all linguistic. But, that man finds his self-interest and
self-fulfilment as consisting in living at the expense of his neighbours and fel-
low-men, in living at the expense of his surrounding; that his knowledge of
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himself and his environment, instead of furthering the cause of healthy living

through proper adjustment and balancing of his inner relations to the outer

relations, continues to create new areas of maladjustment by upseiting the

balance of relations; that his planning for prosperity and plenty, for a limited

area impoverishes wider areas and causes famine, both in physical resources

and mental capabilities there, are not linguistic issues. These issues are all
non-linguistic, the ‘problems’ all real problems. Can philosophy have any rele-
vance whatsoever if it fails to provide any solution to these problems, which
can neither be washed away, nor can be solved by any alternative means, such
as, political white-washing? Not that philosophy has succeeded in solving
such problems finally or for ever. Philosophy after all is a thought-planning;

and although its aim or object is essentially practical, it issues forth as a
theory with the demand for translation of its vision in practice, in concrete.

This latter for its execution depends on earnest and active co-operation of
the mass-man, the human agent. Human nature is incorrigibly delinquent.

There will be always some men, who refuse to learn from the history of human
civilization, from the rise and downfall of dynasties and the once-ruling
races. Where are the world conquerers, the Greeks, the Romans, the Medes,
the Huns, the Mongols, the Tartars, the Nazis and the Fascists today? Has
the world learnt from their lessons? Is not the world divided even today in
rival camps of political ideologies, of economic and military powers? Has not

the self-same world, the different parts of which were brought closer by scien-
tific and technological inventions, been again rudely divided between the
North and the South, as between the first, the second, and the third world, all
politically and socially recognized, on the one hand, and a fourth world, con-
sisting of the unrecognized, the uncared-for, the socially deprived and
handicapped millions, on the other hand—millions who are listed in the
general census in every land or country, but are not counted as eligible
partners in our social and economic distribution systems? Have we learnt
anything at all from our past history?

How many of us are again alive to the fact that in his insatiable thirst for
power to dominate over rival groups of people, man today is not only inviting
increasing strain upon his physical vitality and mental equilibrium; but also,
in his progressive bid for an enhanced mode of parasitic living in physical
ease and comfort, he is polluting the God-given air and atmosphere of his
physical environment, poisoning the water resources which sustain his life,
and is exhausting the mineral resources of the globe—his foothold—by ever-
increasing demands on sources of emergy without the ability to replenish the
existing stock. Then, again, science has given man enormous powers, which
he can use for constructive as also for destructive purposes. But it is not given
to science, an explorative discipline, to temper man’s disposition in the right
way and to reform his character. In his ego-ism, narrow self-love, and parti-
cularly, in his insensate desire for domination over pecple outside his racial
and cultural group, man has remained the brute he once had been. With the
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advance of knowledge and civilization, only the outer form has changed, not
the inner core. By posing nuclear threats of total extinction towards those
Whom he considers his rivals in the bid for supremacy and leadership in world-
politics, man today, quite unsuspectingly, is carrying the burden of self-extinc-
tion upon himself in the way of Bhasmdsura of the Indian legend. The enor-
mity of his predicament can be seen in the fact that if, for some reason or
other, he cannot use or utilize the weapons of destruction of his invention
upon his so-called enemies, he does not know where to dump them except in
his immediate neighbourhood, endangering thereby his own safety and the
safety and purity of the environment that nursed him and contributed to his
vital dernands.
What is the way out of this malady, this man-made dilemma? Instead of
engaging in verbal debates on ‘sense’ or ‘senselessness’ of words and expres-
sions of common use—as if that is all that matters in this world and life—
philosophers today need looking back in the old Socratic way: that knowl-
edge, that philosophical wisdom, is not worth its name which does not culmi-
nate in virtue, and does not ensure a well-balanced life of normaley for ail, for
the mass-man. Restraint and circumspection will be the first words of advice
of philosophical wisdom at this moment of crisis of human values. Man will
have to look back into the causes of his distemper, and curb his propensity
to harm others in the belief that his self-advancement is possible only at the
expense of others. ‘Restrain yourself from doing unto others what you donot
desire to be done unto yourself” continues to be the word of practical wisdom
at all stages and at all time. ‘As you sow, so will you reap’ has been another
expression of the very same wisdom; and this, besides being an advice as to
what one should ne? do, sounds a note of caution and forewarning also to
the effect that one endangers one’s own safety and security in future by Wwrong-
ing others at the present moment. Indian philosophical thought has extended
the scope and limits of this caution and forewarning beyond the pale of the
present life in so far as it believes in rebirth and after-life. Man is the archi-
tect of his own destiny, it says; he can make or mar himself according as he
plans for a free life, or for bondage-—yad yad kamyate tadeva abhisampadyate.
One who has craving for a pig’s life will be reborn as a pig, and one who has
preference for a Socratic life will be reborn as a Socrates. There have been
religions of mankind which aimed at curbing the aggressive ego of man by
holding out threats of dire punishment on the day of judgment by a power
infinitely superior to him—his creator and moral Providence. Such threats of
punishment for misdeeds and again promises of reward for acts of tolerance
forbearance and piety that religions of the masses have held aut have onl);
one simple purpose or aim. And this is inducing man to live in peace and
harmony as equal partners of the pleasures of life and existence that his Crea-
tor has provided for him without his asking for the same. A Tagore, for ins-
tance, considers it to be the prime duty and obligation of man to plan his life
in such a way that he may prove himself worthy of the gifts of God, such as,
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air, light, water, the open sky, the human body, vitality of living, and thx_a mind
to understand and appreciate these all. Tagore feels overwhelmed by his feel-
ings of gratitude for all that he has received without his- askmg, apd fec?ls a.lso
grateful for nonfulfilment of the animal and selfish desires aglf:atmg his mind
at times, by the very same Divine dispensation. But all are not hke Tagore and
all of us do not believe in God, that is, in a supreme power behind thﬁe world-
show. There was also voice of wisdom from non-believers in the hlstory of
human civilization. One has simply to look back to the sagacious reflections
of Lao-Tse, Gautam Buddha, Confucius and similar others, The Buddha, for
instance, insisted on demonstrating non-substantiality and ephemera.} nature
of what people-at-large feel towards as their ‘selves’ or souls. . Man is essen-
tially a psycho-physical complex, according to Buddhism. He 1s an aggregz_a,te
of what Buddhism calls the five ‘skandhas’. This is an aggregate w1thf)ut an in-
tegral unity or underlying substance. The ‘self-sense’, the sense of being a uni-
tary, indivisible unity, an imperishable substance that survives af‘ter deatl'x,
the sense of an abiding self, is a projection of blind animal craving, c:uln.n-
nating in a wishful thought—construction, buddhinirmana. The felt-contmulty
and one-ness of the Self is explained by Buddhism on the analogy of the opti-
cal illusion of a wheel of fire which is generated by rapid movement of a fire-
brand in circle. Not that such a kind of analysis of the concept qf personal
identity is peculiar to Eastern thinking. In David Hume and'Willlam James
we come across almost the same kind of philosophical reflection. We are not
at all interested in the question of theoretical adequacy or inad.equacy‘of these
philosophical views. What is more important for us i.s the phllosophu_:al pur-
pose which guided the Buddha to a philosophical enlightenment of this kind.
And that philosophical purpose consisted in the discovery of a clue, .of the
light of wisdom, which could relieve man of the stress and tension of h1.s per-
sonal life, and also cure him of malice and ill-will towards others. 1t is tbe
belief in a false ‘Self’ in the form of the human ego, as also the false belief in
its substantive and abiding nature which, according to the Buddha, has been
the root evil of human existence. . .
Man can become his own worst enemy. This he becomes when he identi-
fies himself with his ‘ego’, originally, the retroactive ‘[-sease’ or ‘I'-feeling’
that characterizes any reflective taking of experience, and nurses 1t. up—a
ghostly appearance that shadows every conscious exercise of_' an 1_nd1v1dua.1,
into a Frankenstein monster. Every act of conscious behaviour involves a
sense of ‘owning’, put opposite wise, a sense of ‘belonging’ to a particular
individual and not any other. This, then, is an inalienable feature of all con-
scious experiences. Human consciousness flows outwards th.rough thf: gate-
ways of the outer senses and dwells upon presentations of different kmfis as
external to itself, the sense of ‘externalness’ being all due to the operational
involvement of the outer senses, which take its contents, necessarily, as oufer
facts. This consciousness, again, falls back upon itself in moments of retros-
pection and reflection, when it is drawn in upon an inner-core, the innermost
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sense, which is the organ of consolidation and conservation of experiences
as inner facts. This innermost sense, which is also the inner core, is the Ego.
In so far as this core functions as the meeting point of diverse experiences as
internalized, that is, as retrospective experiences, it assumes the form of a
growing and developing unity. Consciousness feels towards this inner unity
of retrospective experiences as the ‘T, in contradistinction from outer facts,
which are felt as ‘that’, this’ and so on. Both the inner and the outer con-
figurations ave felt as unities in a relation of interdetermination of some kind.
But it is preposterous to take these unities, inner or outer, as simple, and so
as indivisible unities. The Kantian ‘transcendental unity of apperception’, we
presume, is a postulatory concept, a transcendental presupposition of Kant’s
doctrine of categories as intellectual functions. Anyway, there is nothing tran-
scendental about this inner unity in the Ego we speak of. The Ego is not also
any pure unity. When we reflect on the ‘I’, we find it as consisting of a multi-
tude of inward experiences. Whatever may be the nature of its inner compo-
sition, the ‘I-sense’ or the ‘I-fecling’, once it is formed, has the tendency to
develop into the central point of reference in all our assessment and valuation
of things. It being an inner fact that dwells upon the mind constantly and
affects us more closely, we nurse it up as a privileged entity and identify our-
selves with this our Ego. This false identity of the self with the Ego limits the
true Self, which is one and all-comprehensive, into pockets of separate iden-
tities, more or less solipsistic, and we grow to be the mutually exclusive indi-
viduals. The Ego is notonly the basic factor and constituent of “individuation’,
but it is also the factor, which leads to greater and greater alienation and iso-
lation, the more it is allowed to grow and develop. If an individual feels iso-
lated from the mass of people, the reason can be found in an ‘over-growth’
of egoism in him. If philosophy today has lost its relevance for mass life, it is
because philosophers have grown more egoistic and individualistic. That is
one reason why philosophy is unconcerned with the problems of mass life and
the norms which it should follow for peaceful co-existence. Instead, philo-
sophers have isolated themselves from the main stream of mass life, formed
themselves into a new species of men much superior to the common herd
as it were, and they talk in a language of their own among themselves,
which the mass-man does not understand, and the content of which has no
relevance for mass-living. One expression of errant and aggressive egoism
can be noticed in the political and economic behaviour of the scientifically
more advanced nations, who have little thought for the unadvanced develop-
ing nations of the third world constituting majority of population on the
globe. There is another expression of this egoism in the present-day philos-
ophy which finds no genuine problems for philosophy, and regards all its
problems as plainly linguistic. As if philosophers have no task other than
chasing out the superstition of a metaphysics conceptualistic or otherwise,
from all its moorings. The problems of human life, the hindrances and
obstacles to peaceful and harmonious living can be seen to have increased
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hundred times with the advance of industrial and technological civilization.
What can be that discipline which is to face these problems squarely and
with understanding, and attempt to solve these if it is not philosophy and
philosophic wisdom? Maybe these problems cannot be solved finally and
permanently, Millennium has not descended upon the earth in spite of the
advent of so many Messiahs and prophets, teaching us about universal
brotherhood of man. The ancient wisdom of philosophers of the East and the
West also has not succeeded in curing the distemper of the human ego, which
lies at the root of all man-created problems. Butthat is no reason why philos-
ophy should leave off its proper charge and engage itseif in discussions, all
frivolous and without any relevance for mass life and its problems. By con-
centrating on what is personal and private, we invite our own doom by open-
ing the ground for additional stress and tension. What is true of an individual
person is also true of any group, any nation, which plans to live in isolation
in its egoistic haughtiness and in contemptuous disregard of the sufferings and
privations of other groups of people, other national communities. The safety
and freedom of any man, of any group of persons, consists in going out of
narrow self-imposed limitations, created and conjured up by aggressive ego-
ism, and in participating in the larger life—the life of the mass-man. And
philosophy is to show the way of this participation.

Constitutional Jaw and the nature of
basic legal propositions«

LESLIE ARMOUR CHHATRAPATI SINGH
University of Ottawa Indian Law Institute, New Delhi

Constitutions set limits to legal and political systems, specifying inherently
what counts as the law, and what limits are to be set to the process of change
which permits additions and deletions to the system. In this paper, we shall
argue that the form of such a structure, if it is to result in what would be
thought of intelligibly as a legal system (as opposed, say, to a collection of
arbitrary fiats or a system of behaviour which simply reflects a certain pattern
of applied force), must have crucial properties in common with Kant’s idea
of a Kingdom of Ends, and that there is an intimate and interesting relation
of form and content in any such system. ‘

To begin with, a legal system must be a system. To say this is af least to
say that every basic unit must have some conneciion with every other such
unit. A unit may be basic in one of two senses: it is basic if it cannot be de-
leted without changing the properties which apply to the system as a whole,
and it is basic if it uniquely determines at least one other aspect of some other
unit. (Of course, basic propositions will be chosen only from the set of those
propositions which are irreducible in the sense that they cannot be replaced
by any simpler proposition or propositions without loss of meaning or change
of truth value.)

Basic units are of at least four different kinds: (i) those which define and
shape the aims of the systems; (i7) those which delimit the procedures by which
the aims are to be obtained; (i) those which specify the ways in which the
system may be changed; and (7v) those which define membership in the class
of legal propositions. The surface structure of a legal system need not, of
course, be organized so as to reveal at once how these distinctions work. A
law, which defines larceny as an act through which one intentionally and
permanently without legal authority appropriates someone else’s property to
one’s own use, establishes the maintenance of property rights asan aim of the
system, builds an implied procedure (obtaininglegal authority) into the sys-
tem, and creates a situation in which the law will inevitably change as specific
items of propeity come to be identified. But this only serves to make clear
the fact that the elements do have to form a system.

Hence basic units must be consistent with one another. One might say
this for any system, but it is specifically characteristic of Jegal systems that
the basic units figure as premises in various arguments and the units must

*An earlier version of this paper was presented by the authors at the annual meeting of
the Canadian Philosophy Association in 1981, at Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada.
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not, therefore, contain both P and not-P unless we want to have a system in
which g is true for any Q. Less trivially, legal propositions are characteristi-
cally applied in the settlement of disputes so that every sub-set of the basic
uniits must consist only of units which can be applied together.

Evidently, this involves more than consistency. It involves the notion that
application must be possible in such a way that the joint use of members of
the sub-sets does not frustrate the purpose or aim of any of the component
units. If this condition were to be violated in the case of every member, the
system would be completely empty; but if it is violated in the case of any
member, that member is deleteable under some circumstances then and it is
evidently not what it appears to be. The rea/ member of the system is some
related proposition specified in part by the condition for the deletion of the
apparent proposition. The system, in fact, consists of these medified proposi-
tions. This, then, involves us in the notion of systematic aim which, as we
shall sce as we go along, is a crucial factor in understanding what the logic
of legal propositions could or should be like.

This suggests that there must be a rule governing what can belong to the
system. We do not mean, needless to say, that the totality of the system can
be defined, but there must be some limits, and these limits will be given by
some form of systematic aim. Clearly not every systematic aim could be the
aim of a legal system. Later, we will argue that the aim of a legal system must
be to establish something like Kant’s Kingdom of Ends if the system is not
to dissolve into a collection of arbitrary fiats or the exercise of arbitrary force.
Even such a claim is very likely a claim about the necessary conditions for a
legal system. Whether one can state sufficient conditions for a system which
is by its pature open and ongoing and, therefore, open to developments any-
one of which may yield, a conflict of principles is, of course, a different ques-
tion. Probably, a legal system, like any other entity which exists sub specie-
temporis, lives at peril from a vast array of forces and conditions, not all of
which can be stated in advance. But it is obvious here that only certain pro-
positions could constitute parts of such a system, and the system sust contain
at least some of them. Despite the addition and deletion of propositions from
the legal system, there will be some residue of propositions necessary to it.

This notion of actual or potential addition and deletion seems, however,
itself crucial to the idea of a legal system. Characteristically, legal systems are
thought of as governing some set of affairs. More realistically, legal systems
provide shape for human affairs (as in the law of marriage or the creation of
corporations), and even such sets of rules as the criminal law may be said to
shape rather than govern affairs. By prohibiting the knocking of people on
the head or the robbing of banks, they set the stage for one’s evening stroll
or for a career in currency exchange. But the shaping of affairs is a process
and, therefore, may bring about change and surprise; so that the rules we are
secking, in general, will provide accounts of what kinds of things mus¢ belong
to the system and what kinds of things may belong to the system.
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Finally, if all these requirements are to be met, there must also be rules
which tell me something more about how the basic elements are to be erdered.
Itis not enough to know that, in Canada, the Indian Act and the Bill of Rights
do not contain prohibited items (contradictions, for instance). Nor is it enough
to know as well that they do contain some ingredients necessary to all mem-
bers of the system (if the overall system emphasizes justice and fairness, for
instance, the laws must be expressed so as to contain certain universal quanti-
fiers). We must also know how these laws are to be ordered. We must know
the order of precedence at least within certain large classes of legal proposi-
tions. (That there may be a range of options between which legislative or judi-
cial decisions may be made quite freely seems natural enough. Yet decisions
do have to be possible.)

Characteristically, philosophers have responded to these needs by suppos-
ing that they might be met by some authority (whose commands could deter-
mine the limits of validity) or by 2 rule or rules of recognition which simply
gave the desired limits; or by a basic rule or norm which might constrain the
system while it was not, itself, derivable from any more basic rules. There are
well-known general types of responses to this need. But it seems that these
proposals generally fail to specify what makes legal systems legal systems and
not something else.

The first kind of response is found in the philosophy of John Austin. In
it legal systems are characterized in terms of criteria for individuation, iden-
tity, and class membership which derive their ultimate legitimacy from the
decree of the sovereign authority which expresses its will, signifies its desires
and backs both by a threat sufficiently cffective to oblige obedience.?

Hart has pointed out that Austin’s analysis confuses having an obligation
in the sense of having a duty with being obliged in the sense of being forced.?
More significantly, it confuses the obligation to obey the law with the obli-
gation to accept the rules which legitimize the law-making agency. Austin
realizes that there must be rules which determine who is and who is not a
member of the sovereign (decision-making) body, but he does not give an
account of why we should accept the rules which say that the law-making
agency is to be accepted or obeyed.

Such rules must be [ogically prior to the law-making agency itself. They
cannot, therefore, be commands of the sovereign. In insisting simply that, in
the absence of criteria for such rules, the sovereign’s commands comprise the
only law and that law is morally binding, Austin produces a dogmatic theory
which, in all its essential aspects, is not distinguishable from a naked justi-
fication of force.? In this sense, Austin’s system is not a legal system, but, as
Norberto Bobbio says, an ideology.*

The second response—a hierarchial system of rules—is found in Hans
Kelsen’s work. According to Kelsen, a legal system is composed of a hier-
archy of laws of ‘norms’.? The validity of one ‘norm’ is determined by refer-
ence to another ‘norm’, on¢ higher in the system. At the base of the system
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is the ‘Grundnorm’, the basic norm which validates and legitimize afl other
norms and law-making agencies.

Kelsen declares that “all law is positive law’. By this he means that all
laws are created and annulled by acts of will,—though he recognizes that the
‘basic norm’ can scarcely be a positive Jaw in the same sense. (It is unique.)
Despite his analysis of the logic of the law, he leaves law, in the end, indis-
tinguishable from other systems whichare dependent on someone’s will—sys-
tems of despotism and dictatorship which we ordinarily think of as ‘extra-
legal’. This becomes clear when we consider the related third proposal for
defining a legal system.

H.L.A. Hart considers the formal conditions for a normative system with
greater clarity. He presents a theory in terms of primary rules which oblige
people to obey, and secondary rules which confer power and legitimize the
law-making agency. The secondary rules which are rules of recognition,
change and adjudication are, according to Hart, just matters of fact®

One difficulty is that there are organizations which are not legal systems,—
as Fuller? and Sartorius® have pointed out, and which function by means of
untons of primary and secondary rules (trade unions, universities and asso-
ciations which govern games, for example). Hart’s conditions, like Kelsen’s
do not separate legal systems from other normative systems.

More importantly, by making the basic rules of recognition simply ‘mat-
ters of fact’ Hart does not permit us to distinguish between the reasons why
people should obey the law and the reasons why they do, in fact, obey it. Is
he not saying: ‘the primary rules are valid law because the officials declare
them to be so?

Hart is not unaware of this and he does suggest that the officials who are
authorized to make such rules must give them a content which does not stray
too far from the ‘core sense’ of the natural law thesis. But this, as we shall
see, is a somewhat puzzling relationship. There is no necessity about any
particular legal rule, in a sense, but there is, he thinks, a necessary limit to the
range of rules,

Just what establishes this limit? The oddity is, of course, that, if, in the
end, the nltimate rule of recognition is simply a matter of fact, we shall be
hard put to it to explain just why the officials concerned are obliged to accept
any restriction on the content of their rules. And if they are nof so obliged,
the distinction between legal systems and systems of force and fiat becomes,
at the wltimate level, impossible to sustain—even though, on Hart’s account,
legal practice at all levels other than the ultimate one will be different from
despotic practice.

Basic legal propositions then (those in the constitutional law which set
limits to the legal and political system) cannot be just what Austin and Kelsen
suppose them to be. Yet Hart’s own account becomes rather mysterious. They
cannot simply end in arbitrary fiat, even if that fiat is only introduced ata
very abstract and ultimate level.
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But let us look further at Hart’s account. His suggestion is that the ‘mat-
ters of fact” which give the basic rules of recognition are ultimately related to
a ‘core’ natural law position, one which restricts the law by reference, for ins-
tance, to the facts of human nature. This leads toward the classical alternative
to positive law theories. But will that work better than the positive law
theory? Even Hart admits that at some very abstract level the limits of law
are given by the limits of nature. But to make that admission is to say that
in some sense nature forces itself on the law. Yet surely, if the law is made
by the ‘force’ of nature, we will still not be able to explain the obligation
to obey it.

One may think that any such criticism must lead at once to hopeless diffi-
culties. For, if the law is not ‘forced” by a fiat of a ‘force of nature’, it must
somehow remain open. And how is such an ‘open’ law to be defined at all?
Yet the idea, approached from another angle, seems reasonable enough, for
a condition of what we ordinarily take to be a legal system is that it can adapt
to change and can always accommodate the heretofore unforeseen. A patent
law may, by guaranteeing that inventions are available to those willing to pay
the royalties, lead to an expansion of technology which, in turn, demands new

"kinds of laws regulating damage to the environment or length of exposure to

hazardous work. Such openness implies a system in which an infinity of mu-
tually consistent laws can be generated. It must, that is, be possible for legal,
educational, religious, recreational and other institutions to develop demands
whose limits are not specifiable by any a priori norm. Without that possi-
bility, any system must end in a system of force or fiat, in something not a
legal system.

But is there not worse to come? This discussion also suggests that pro-
positions expressing constitutional foundations will be logically unlike ana-
Iytic propositions or ordinary synthetic a posteriori propositions. For whether
the analytic propositions are arbitrarily chosen or consist of self-evident tru-
ths in some profound sense, they will be like the “basic norms’ we have just
discussed. A system founded on them would, if it did not decline into fiat,
still fail to be a ‘legal system’ by reason of lacking the give-and-take which is
characteristic of legal systems that must control developing situations.

Equally, the foundational propositions we need cannot be synthetic a pos-
teriori. Such propositions assert matters of fact. But to found a legal system
on statements of maiters of fact would be to claim that we are forced to accept
certain Jegal propositions because of the way that the world is. (We shall see
that many, if not most, ‘natural law’ theorists have not proceeded so crudely,
but they are often understood in this way.) At first sight, this may seem harm-
less enough.

Yet to found one’s legal system on claims about fact is to associate it with
an appeal to a kind of force, even though that appeal is only to the force of
nature. It leads to the claim that one is forced to accept such and such a rule
because that is just how the universe is. We may thereby acquire a reason for
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doing something but it is not, surely, a legal reason. A gangster also gives me
a reason for behaving in a certain way when he says, ‘Hands up or I'll shoot
yow’, or “My enforcers will attend to you if you go to the police’, or ‘Do this
because, otherwise, I will shoot you’. The reasons given by the kind of natural
law theorist, who appeals to the facts and forces of nature, are different from
those of the gangster; but they have more in common than the fact that they
offer reasons outside the legal order, Each claims that we are constrained by
some fact or force. ‘If you pervert human nature’, says the theorist who seeks
in nature a backing for his rules, ‘you will come to grief. You will at least be
dehumanized’. For he thinks of “having a human nature’—more or less fixed—
as being the condition of occupying the human place in nature.

Human beings in general (leaving aside a good many philosophers) have
often enough reacted strongly to the instance that they must behave in a cer-
tain way because their nature, or nature in general, limits them or intends
them to behave in a certain way. The response is: ‘Very well, then let us change
ourselves and, if we do not know how to do it today, we shall surely find out
tomorrow’.

Of course, it would be quite different if, between characteristics we now
have—like the ability to reason —and some crucial element in the nature of
law and morals, there should turn out to be a close conceptual connection.
But then the reason would lie in that connection and not in our natures. A
rule, which says ‘behave in such and such a way because it is natural to do
s0’, does not yield a legal reason for performing any act, though it may yield
other reasons. Nor would it matter if one substituted God for Austin’s sove-
reign and made him the master of nature as well. Force and fiat, even if divine,
are still force and fiat. Many, if not most natural theorists, have understood
this well even if they have been misread. Thomas Aquinas, for instance, is
clear about the distinction between law and divine fiat and, in Summa Theo-
Iogica, recommends law on the grounds of reasonableness and remarks that
‘God instructs us by means of his law’®

But one must be careful to guard these distinctions. If we accept ‘natural
law’ simply as the law ordained by the facts of nature, we are involved in a
species of Derrida’s ‘metaphysics as violence™®. Legal reasons must not de-
pend on ‘metaphysics as violence’,

And to guard the distinction, we pay attention to the logical structure of
legal propositions. If, however, we have rejected both analytic a priori pro-
positions and synthetic a posteriori propositions, we seem headed, by Kant’s
reasoning any way, to synthetic a priori propositions—a notion which many
philosophers would reject out of hand. What we shall argue is that the pro-
positions, which we need, derive from the inner working of the concept of
law and from its relations to the concept of morality. Such notions are a priori
in that they do not derive (directly at any rate) from experience. But they are
synthetic in that they can be denied without contradiction. We shall argue
that they cannot well be denied without creating debilitating conceptual con-
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flicts within the concepts of law and morality. But someone, of course, might
want to disable law and morality, and such a possibility can be discussed in
ways that theses which depend inherently on formal contradiction cannot.

To see what is involved we must look at what has been going on in the
present argument. The kind of critique of ‘natural law’, which we have just
been offering, is a critique of what might be called exferna natural law, that
is, natural law, conceived as law founded on something other than law itself,
or something wholly beyond the Iegal system.

The argument we have been making is really that claims, which are found-
ed externally in this way—claims about something other than the law itself—
constitute an appeal to an analogue of force. But, of course, there are theo-
ries—like those of Lon Fuller and the one which we shall propose; derived,
in large part, from some elements in Kant—which appeal to the inner nature
of law. Whether these should be called ‘natural law’ theories is, to be sure, a
matter of taste in words; for the claim made for such theories is that they are
‘natural’, to the law. But they are very different from the external theories.

One may, however, wonder if there is ground between the positivist theo-
ries and all the different kinds of natural law theories, and if this might not
free us from the tangles of curious kinds of propositions. An answer to this
question will add some further clarity to our problem. Some people have
thought that Ronald Dworkin occupied just such a ground. The essence of
Dworkin’s theory is that law is ultimately controlled in its most general shape
by a set of principles which one may find entrenched in the jurisdictional
community.

Such principles are not arbitrary in the sense that positivists thought ‘laws’
were; but they are not principles of nature, either. Nor do they seem to be
synthetic a prioris. It seems to be just a matter of fact that these principles are
entrenched in the community, though it is, to be sure, a curious kind of mat-
ter of fact.™

Does Dworkin’s position amount to a critique of legal positivism? If posi-
tivism consists of the claim that law consists only of rules, Dworkin would no
doubt be right in pointing out that the elements of law are far more complex
than legal positivism claims, but, as John Finch has rightly pointed out, it is
doubtful if any positivist, and especially Hart, ever held such a thesis.!2

The problem for a positivist is not about the elements of law (positivists
could perhaps gladly grant Dworkin that law consists of more than rules),
but about validity. The question of validity arises whatever the components
of law are imagined to be. One what grounds can legal principles, policies and
rules—the elements which Dworkin entertains—be justified? Dworkin is
aware of this and does not think that legal principles are self-justifying or that
the justification is found elsewhere in the legal system. Justice and legality
seem ultimately distinct.?® In the final analysis, the answer within the legal sys-
tem given by Dworkin is not different from the one given by the positivists.
Hart makes the rules of recognition a matter of fact entrenched in the prac-
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tices of the community, Dworkin makes principles and policies matters of
fact entrenched in the practices of the community. And if justification finally
lies outside the legal system, then ‘legality’ is still a matter of brute fact. The
basic inquiry concerning the grounds on which these principles and policies
can be justified is, as in Hart’s theory about rules of recognition, suddenly
and arbitrarity terminated. The theory only asserts that the people of the
community will bring certain states of affairs into existence; it does not tell
us anything about why the community wills in the way it does. In the absence
of this basic explanation, Dworkin’s theory and Hart’s as well fail to enlighten
us about the behaviour of the community and hence about law.

The natural analogne to Dworkin’s claim that law consists of principles,
used by the people of the jurisdictional community, seems to be with claims
about ordinary language, as that expression has béeen used by various followers
of Wittgenstein who set out his own views rather darkly in the Investigations.
Does law then become a kind of ‘language game’ as some Wittgensteinians
have thought religion does? In so far as the ‘game” of law is characterized and
distinguished by its own peculiar rules, this analogy is worth pursuing. But
while it may be argued that there is a certain inevitability to some components
of the ordinary language (since it determines in various ways how meanings
are assigned, and to question some of its rules may be to pass specifically into
the realm of the meaningless), it is hard to see what inevitability attaches to
the rules of which Dworkin speaks. It is difficult to imagine how one would
argue for the necessity or superiority of this particular ‘game’ as against, say,
the ‘game’ of following the dictator or participating in a social ‘game’ in which
the rule is that ‘might is right’.

In any case, the use of this analogy may face the same limitations one
usually finds when one presses the Wittgensteinian notions of language game’
and ‘form of life’. Such notiens are helpful in marking out empirically and
distinguishing spheres of discourse; but of no help in justifying the practices
found in these spheres or in justilying the criteria used to set limits to spheres
of discourse or in ranking them.

This forces our attention back to the logic of propositions. It continues
to seem true that no ordinary synthetic proposition stating a matter of fact
will do to found a legal system. It also seems clear that no simple analytic
propositions will do either. Somehow, the legal system must neither be foun-
ded on some wholly external constraint nor be empty. Thus such propositions
must not be of the kind which are open to Quine’s analysis of the analytic-
synthetic distinction.'* It must not be the case that they could be arbitrarily
either analytic or synthetic and that they could slide back and forth between
the two types.

It is characteristic of the kinds of propositions which Quine is thinking
of that they contain key terms open to arbitrary definition or redefinition.
For example, ‘all men are mortal’ can be taken to be either a priori or a pos-
teriori. For we could decide that a man or a woman who was immortal would
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not count as a ‘human’ in the generic sense. We might count such a person as
an angel. But we need not do so. We might decide that the proposition was
only empirical and that we were simply wrong in thinking that ‘all men are
mortal’. What is going on here, of course, is that mortality is neither so trivial
a feature of human kind that it would make no sense to deny humanity to
some creature on the ground of its immortality, nor so central a feature that
it would make no sense to ascribe humanity to an immortal creature. Quine
believes that it is a general truth that one can take a stand for or against
a proposition claimed to be @ priori and that one makes one’s decision on
pragmatic grounds. Perhaps, if the thing yields bacon, itis a pig, and if it pays
taxes and may one day occupy a human hospital bed, it is a man.

But what we are arguing, here, is that there are propositions at the heart
of law and morality such that, if they are not believed and acted upon, the
conceptual structure will come tumbling down, not in the sense of producing
bad results for the infidels who disbelieve them but simply in the sense that the
concepts themselves no longer function well. There are grounds in the logic
of the concepts which ought to lead us to accept the propositions. Such pro-
positions cannot be arbitrarily shuffied from one deck to another.

But there is nothing inherently wrong in the idea of a synthetic a priori,
if what one means by a synthetic & priori proposition is a proposition expres-
sing a conceptual truth of such a kind that it will not be reasonable to reject
it. Ultimately such propositions would have to be shown not to be arbitrary
in some strong sense, while at the same time they should not be seen as fro-
zen logical truths (incapable of adaptation) or as simple compulsions of natu-
ral forces.

In search of such propositions, let us turn to a likely place: Kant’s idea
of the propositions, which describe the kingdom of Ends, as they might be
applied to a legal system.1®

A Kingdom of Ends (let us imagine) is a system in which the law is limited
by:

{a) The rule that each member is an end in himself; and
(B) The rule that every member of the community can be used by the com-
munity but can never be used solely as a means.

Furthermore, a Kingdom of Ends is a system in which what the law must
contain is:
(7} A place for every bona fide individual;
(i) A set of rules providing for the continuing equality of all individuals;
(ifii) The conditions for the freedom (and so the moral responsibility) of
each individual.

The idea of such a system is entirely the idea of a set of ideals. It does not
depend upon any factual description except the assertion that there are ratio-
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nal agents capable of being conceived as ends in themselves. This (assuming
that the notion is not itself self-contradictory) is true in any possible world
in which, in fact, reasoning can be said to be going on, and in which the rea-
sons being presented can be associated with agents (i.e. any world in which
there is a discussion and there is some procedure, according to which it may
be said to make a difference which discussant utters the propositions under
consideration). Since we are in the midst of the discussion, we can suppose
that reasoning is going on. Such a system does not depend upon factual cons-
traints but it is also not a fiat,

Yet is it not just an arbitrary moral assumption? Why should the concept
of a Kingdom of Ends be something which we ought to accept?

But even to pose this question is to suppose a world in which, in fact,
acceptance and rejection are possible. One who poses such a question is also
suggesting that propositions which are reasonable and relevant should always
be considered. To urge that is equally to propose that there should be some
way of ccming to a decision. There should be criteria and propositions which
meet them and should be accepted, while the others should be rejected. This
is to demand optimal conditions for acceptance and rejection.

What the idea of a Kingdom of End provides is the social conditions for
optimizing the possibilities for acceptance and rejection themselves. That is
it supposes, exactly a system in which choices are made by free decision and
not by force and fiat. For the denial of the existence of ends in themselves and
the denial of their equality is precisely the assertion that some propositions
(namely, those which distinguish arbitrarily between some rational agents and
others) should be accepted by force or by fiat.

At this point, there is a puzzle. It is clear that one must introduce certain
restraints in the event that the citizen do not obey the rules for a Kingdom of
Ends or, as Kant supposed, the rules sanctioned by the Categorical Imperative
in general. Kant, indeed, thought that this was the main business of law, for
like many other theorists he associated law with constraint.19

It is important to see how this came about and just how it creates tensions
in Kant’s philosophy of law. Kant’s problem goes back to 1775 or shortly
after and his Lectures on Ethics in which he distinguishes between subjective
(moral) necessitation and external, objective (legal) necessitation.l? Basically,
the justification is simply that some people do not obey the moral law and
so interfere unacceptably in the moral lives of others; but this does not ex-
plain how some people get the right to impose their wills on others. In a mora-
lity, founded on the notion of the autonomous moral will, this is clearly a
problem. One may readily specify tensions which follow through his system
thereafter.

The conflicts are at least these:

({) The need to leave the individual autonomous (in order that he might
be moral) conflicts with the social need for obedience to rules.
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(if) The need to determine by reason what one should do conflicts with
the claims of the sccial order to determine one’s action, and

(#ii) The need to pass individual judgement on individual acts conflicts with
the notion that morality ultimately implies a general moral order (the
Kingdom of Ends).

The separation of law and morality comes with the idea of the autonomy
of the will. The unity of law with morality is demanded by the Kingdom of
Ends.

Kant generally rejects all the easy ways out of the difficulty and hardly
seeks to disguise the tensions. In an essay on thinking in 1786, he argues
powerfully for autonomy and freedom of thought as necessary for the dis-
covery of truth. Afier all, restrictions on thought and its dissemination run
counter to the whole concept of honest thinking. Yet he finally admits the
claims of the social order and throws us back on the mercy of rulers,16

In the same year, in his essay on Hufeland, Kant rejects the view that coer-
cion can be justified on the basis of a general duty towards perfection which
we might have in the state of nature, for, of course, that claim would not ex-
plain how some people came to have authority over others.!® In 1795, he used
the same argument in the ‘contra Hobbes’ section of “Theory and Practice’.
The right to control the behaviour of others can arise only after we have a
civil society.20

In 1793, he put forward the conditions we mentioned earlier on which a
civil society might be based. Essentially, they rest on the moral duty to pro-
vide freedorm, equality and independence. Thus, the law is entitled to compel
my behaviour, it and only if in doing so it enhances the extent to which the
community possesses these virtues,2!

In Perpetual Peace, two years later, he repeats some of his carlier discns-
sion and adds two rules derivable from the categorical Imperative: ‘All
actions relating to the right of other men are unjust if their maxim is not
consistent with publicity’ and ‘all maxims which stand in need of publicity in
order not to fail in their end, agree with politics and right combined’.2? In
1797, he offered a good deal of elaboration, but no fundamental change of
heart in the Metaphysics der Sitten.

The problems which he generates have, of course, no obvious solution in
the terms in which he poses them. Indeed, they reiterate the conundrums of
the ‘unsocial sociability of man’ which he poses in the Essay Toward a Uni-
versal History From a Cosmpolitan Point of View.2

But they stem from some confusions or conceptual illusions, and it may
be that a coherent answer can be supplied if we can sort them out. The diff-
culty really has to do with (@) the relation of law and politics and (b) the justi-
fication of a legal system in terms of its aims, and its justification in terms of
its immediate practice.

First of all, we might, perhaps, agree that politics is the art of the possible.
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nal agents capable of being conceived as ends in themselves. This (assuming
that the notion is not itself self-contradictory) is true in any possible world
in which, in fact, reasoning can be said to be going on, and in which the rea-
sons being presented can be associated with agents (i.e. any world in which
there is a discussion and there is some procedure, according to which it may
be said to make a difference which discussant utters the propositions under
consideration). Since we are in the midst of the discussion, we can suppose
that reasoning is going on. Such a system does not depend upon factual cons-
traints but it is also not a fiat.

Yet is it not just an arbitrary moral assumption? Why should the concept
of a Kingdom of Ends be something which we ought to accept?

But even to pose this question is to suppose a world in which, in fact,
acceptance and rejection are possible. One who poses such a question is also
suggesting that propositions which are reasonable and relevant should always
be considered. To urge that is equally to propose that there should be some
way of coming to a decision. There should be criteria and propositions which
meet them and should be accepted, while the others should be rejected. This
is to demand optimal conditions for acceptance and rejection.

What the idea of a Kingdom of End provides is the social conditions for
optimizing the possibilities for acceptance and rejection themselves. That is
it supposes, exactly a system in which choices are made by free decision and
not by force and fiat. For the denial of the existence of ends in themselves and
the denial of their equality is precisely the assertion that some propositions
(namely, those which distinguish arbitrarily between some rational agents and
others) should be accepted by force or by fiat.

At this peint, there is a puzzle. It is clear that one must introduce certain
restraints in the event that the citizen do not obey the rules for a Kingdom of
Ends or, as Kant supposed, the rules sanctioned by the Categorical Imperative
in general. Kant, indeed, thought that this was the main business of law, for
like many other theorists he associated law with constraint,1®

1t is important to see how this came about and just how it creates tensions
in Kant’s philosophy of law. Kant’s problem goes back to 1775 or shortly
after and his Lectures on Ethics in which he distinguishes between subjective
(moral) necessitation and external, objective (legal) necessitation.'” Basically,
the justification is simply that some people do not obey the moral law and
so interfere unacceptably in the moral lives of others; but this does not ex-
plain how some people get the right to impose their wills on others. In a mora-
lity, founded on the notion of the antonomous moral will, this is clearly a
problem. One may readily specify tensions which follow through his system
thereafter.

The conflicts are at least these:

(7) The need to leave the individual autonomous (in order that he might
be moral) conflicts with the social need for obedience to rules.
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(if) The need to determine by reason what one should do conflicts with
the claims of the social order to determine one’s action, and

(iii) The need to pass individual judgement on individual acts conflicts with
the notion that morality ultimately implies a general moral order (the
Kingdom of Ends).

The separation of law and morality comes with the idea of the autonomy
of the will. The unity of law with morality is demanded by the Kingdom of
Ends.

Kant generally rejects all the easy ways out of the difficulty and hardly
seeks to disguise the tensions. In an essay on thinking in 1786, he argues
powerfully for autonomy and freedom of thought as necessary for the dis-
covery of truth. After all, restrictions on thought and its dissemination run
counter to the whole concept of honest thinking. Yet he finally admits the
claims of the social order and throws us back on the mercy of rulers.?®

In the same year, in his essay on Hufeland, Kant rejects the view that coer-
cion can be justified on the basis of a general duty towards perfection which
we might have in the state of nature, for, of course, that claim would not ex-
plain how some people came to have authority over others.’® In 1795, he used
the same argument in the ‘contra Hobbes’ section of ‘Theory and Practice’.
The right to control the behaviour of others can arise only affer we have a
civil society.20

In 1793, he put forward the conditions we mentioned earlier on which a
civil society might be based. Essentially, they rest on the moral duty to pro-
vide freedom, equality and independence. Thus, the law is entitled to compel
my behaviour, if and only if in doing so it enhances the extent to which the
community possesses these virtues.2

In Perpetual Peace, two years later, he repeats some of his earlier discus-
sion and adds two rules derivable from the categorical Imperative: “All
actions relating to the right of other men are unjust if their maxim is not
consistent with publicity’ and ‘all maxims which stand in need of publicity in
order not to fail in their end, agree with politics and right combined’.22 In
1797, he offered a good deal of elaboration, but no fundamental change of
heart in the Metaphysics der Sitten.

The problems which he generates have, of course, no obvious solution in
the terms in which he poses them. Indeed, they reiterate the conundrums of
the ‘unsocial sociability of man’ which he poses in the Essay Toward a Uni-
versal History From a Cosmpolitan Point of View.?

But they stem from some confusions or conceptual illusions, and it may
be that a coherent answer can be supplied if we can sort them out. The difi-
culty really has to do with(a) the relation of law and politics and (b) the justi-
fication of a legal system in terms of its aims, and its justification in terms of
its immediate practice.

First of all, we might, perhaps, agree that politics is the art of the possible.
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Thus politicians may have to propose laws which lie within the limits of 1.:he
agreement one can find in the legislature, and the limits of the behaviour which
can be expected of ordinary, prudent men at a given place and time.

The courts, however, must always give a meaning to these [aws in terms,
as we said at the beginning of this paper, of a general system and its overall
aims.

Thus, the courts must (i) act to weed out those laws which conflict abso-
lutely with the ideal embodied in a set of legal aims and (if) to give a meaning
io what remains and is tolerable to the system. But the law itself does not
imply coercion. Coercion enters in only when in one of two ways the la_w
has failed. I may have to be coerced because the courts did not succeed in
reconciling the legislation with an ultimate set of legal ideals. Or I may have
to be coerced because the law, though rational, did not reach through to my
confused, irrational will.

In these cases, the matter returns to the political authority which may or
may not set the police on me. But even if it does, the coerci_on is not part
of the law but, in either case, the result of its failure. Grabbing me by. the
scruff of my neck and putting handcuffs on me may bea procedure authorized
by law, but it is not itself a part of the legal process. It is necessary because
the legal process has failed in its intended aim which, after all, wasto preyegt
me from doing whatever it was that that the law forbade. When the law fails, it
authorizes an alternative. Generally, however, it prescribes the use of the least
force possible for the attainment of its ends. I may be han[zlcuﬁ'e.d and locked
up but, though the same end —preventing me from domg it agam—woulc! be
achieved by the use of more force, by gunning me down in the street, for ins-
tance, we naturally regard regimes which use more force than necessary as
having gone beyond the pale of legality. - mil—

Secondly, one must distinguish the two senses of justification. "l.."he law
will ultimately be justified if it does bring about something likc_the Kingdom
of Ends. It may be justified now if it can be shown that its actions are those
most conducive to bringing about the Kingdom of Ends. Coercion might be
justified if it could be shown that it led most effectively to the Kin.gdo.m of
Fnds; but its justification, even so, would be relative. What is really justified,
as Kant would say, is not the use of coercion on some utilitarian ground but
an action justified by the most reasonable application of the Kingdom qf
Ends principle. In terms of the argument we have presen!:ed here, what is
justified is the shift from legal authority to political author}ty on t'he.gro-und
that the legal authority has failed. But the political author.lty_is still Justiﬁ_ed
only in so far as it departs as little as possible from the principles of legality
and morality. For if legal principles derive from some idea suc.h as that of: thfe
Kingdom of Ends, there is no /egal justification for the sacrifice of an indi-
vidual’s well-being for the future well-being of the system, even.though F}%ere
may be political justification. The unsocial sociability of man is a political
not a legal problem.
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Thus it seems that, if law is really distinct from fiat and force, it is con-
cerned with enabling and promoting activity rather than with restricting it,
and the Kingdom of Ends model is most apt. Yet the law must be intolerant
of intolerance in order to optimize the possibility of freedom which makes
law what it is. But what if these forbidden actions of intolerance should consti-
tute the sole ends which certain agents, as a matter of fact, are capable of at
a given time and so they musf be used solely as means? It would appear that
the rule itself must take precedence —that the rule must be that one acts so
as to optimize the possibility for a Kingdom of Ends. As Kant had it, one
should always act as if one were a member of the Kingdom of Ends even if,
for the moment, one is not.?

There are, however, severe limits to this process. Being able, for instance,
to make the right decision in accepting or rejecting propositions is the core
of the Kingdom of Ends idea. Such an idea prohibits any arbitrary or g priori
limitation on the availability of knowledge. Such ideas as that of freedom of
the press and such positive ideas as the presumption of access to edication
are grounded in this notion. The limits of such principles are given by the
principle of the intolerance of intolerance from which one may derive at least
some basic notions of privacy and individual dignity.

This enables us to return to the questions of the logical nature of legal
propositions. The description of the Kingdom of Ends consists of proposi-
tions which, if they are true and binding, mus¢ be accepted as a priori (i.c. as
prior to the experience which leads to the actual acceptance or rejection of
specific propositions). Yet these same propositions are synthetic. This account
of them may make them seem rather unlike Kant’s own synthetic a prioris.
Yet they are, in a sense, the fundamental categorical structure for our experi-
ences of morality in a legal context (which is the only way in which we can
experience genuine legality at all). They are specimens of ‘pure practical rea-
son’ in the sense that they are principles which we must accept if we are to
organize our affairs so that we can have moral experiences in a legal context,
that is, we can order our affairs by principles of reasoned legality as opposed
to ordering them by force and fiat.

On the one side, our basic legal propositions essentially tell us how the
concept of law must be construed if it is not to degenerate into a quite differ-
ent set of concepts, those having to do with fiat and force. The reasen for
making this distinction, it turns out, is that there are clear conceptual connec-
tions between the idea of morality and that of free action. When, as Kant
himself sometimes did, one allows the distinction between systems of law and
systems of force and fiat to become unnecessarily blurred, the result is that

conceptual conflicts arise. Once again, then, the notions involved are a priori,
essentially because they reside in the conceptual connections, not in any set
of experienced facts. But, of course, they are synthetic. The propositions,
one makes use of, spell out connections between concepts. One does get
conceptual tensions and inconsistencies—or conceptual break-downs—
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if one does not pay attention to the conflicts, but they are not formal
contradictions. .

Again, the thesis we have been advancing does tell us: (a) what th_e limits
of legal system are (it specifies those conditions under which a trufa Kingdom
of Ends would not exist); and (b) what such a system must contain {namely,
the conditions for a Kingdom of Ends). Does it tell us how the proposition_s
in the system are to be ordered? We suppose that it does. To start \fqth, it
distinguishes those legal propositions essential to the system. They will take
first precedence. Then it demands that each rational agent has a unique p!a ce.
For this to be the case, these legal rules which enrich the possibility for 'Hldl-
viduating choices will come second in the order. Fil%ally', those propositions,
not prohibited, will have a third place. Of course, this will order .proposmons
by classes. But the implication is that, within each class, the choices are open
and indifferent to the legal system. It provides, in other words, for a realm of
permissible political decision, for the area of legislative openness which com-
mon sense suggests, anyhow, is necessary to legal systems. .

1t also gives a notion of overall aim which can give a sense to cons.,lstency
in application. For the overall aim, obviously, is the creation of a Klngdqm
of Ends, another name, if this is true, for the idea of a legal system, as distin-
gnished from a system of fiats or the application of a system of force.
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The analytic philosophy of Nagarjuna and
Candrakirti—some implications*

G.C. NAYAK
Utkal University, Bhubaneswar

* A unique insight that steers clear between the extremes of rival theories by

the help of analysis was in ample evidence in the method adopted by Buddha
in his teachings. And it seems to have reached its culmination in the Madhya-
mika thought of Nagarjuna whose Miila Madhyama Karika along with its
commentary Prasannapada of Candrakirti, aré landmarks in this direction.
In order to comprehend the immense significance of this insight, the notion
of prajnaparamita as the culmination of such a unique insight in Madhyamika
thought needs to be properly understood. For a correct assessment of the
exact implications of prajnaparamita, however, an understanding of the con-
cept of pratityasamutpida and other allied concepts is a necessary prerequisite,
specially so in view of the fact that a comprehension of the Madhyamika ver-
sion of pratityasamutpada, as distinguished from the Hinaydnist version, is
supposed to be conducive to prajnd as it is understood in the Madhyamika
context.

According to the Hinayanist version, pratityasamutpdda implies the causal
law, according to which the evanescent momentary things appear. Candra-
kirti refers to this version of prarityasamutpida as Pratiprati ityanam vindsi-
ndm samutpdda. Pratityasamutpada, according to this version, implies the
temporal sequence of the entities between which there is a causal relation.
This popular version of pratityasamutpada is subjected to trenchant criticism
by Acarya Candrakirti in his Prasannapadd commentary on Nagarjuna’s
Miila Madhyama Karikd. A deep insight into the understanding of pratifya-
samutpdda is evinced by the following analysis of Candrakirti. Hetupratya-
yapekso bhavanamuipadah Pratityasemutpadarthah.”! Here there is no impli-
cation of temporal sequence of the entities between which there is a causal
relation; it merely points to the dependence of one concept on another.

One important consequence of viewing pratityasamutpada as a logical
theory of inter-dependence of concepts, instead of taking it as a theory of
causation on the empirical world, if that it is identified with Samyatd@ which,
in its turn, is identified with nihsvabhavatd and also with the madhyamdipra-
tipad, thus making the entire Buddhist thought appear as one systematic and
harmonious whole with a central message of its own, which, to be precise
enough, is not a message but a paradigm of philosophical activity. Here we

+The present paper is a slightly modified and enlarged version of the paper presented
at the First International Conference on Buddhism and National Cultures held in New
Delhi, October, 1934,
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are reminded of the famous karika of Nagarjuna: ‘Yah pratityasamutpadah
stmyatam tam pracaksmahe, Sa prajiaptirupadaya pratipat saiva madhyama.’
The Hinayanist version of pratityasamutpada as a theory of causation in the
empirical world is criticized vehemently by the Madhyamika Philosophers
such as Candrakirti, and a unique conceptual revolution is launched in the
philosophical firmament by a revealing, and consequently a novel, insight into
the nature of one of the most fundamental, rather the key, concept of Bud-
dhism, that is, pratityasamutpada. As the Sdlistamba Sitra says, ‘Yo bhiksa-
vah, Pratityasamuitpadam pasyati, sa buddham pasyati, yo buddham pasyati sa
dharmarm pasyati, or as the Pali version in Majjhima Nikaya points ont: ‘Yo
paticcasamuppddam passati so dhammam pasiasi; yo dhammam passati so pati-
ccasamuppidam passati.” Suchis the status of pratityasamutpada in the Bud-
dhist literature; it is as it were the cornerstone of the entire Buddhist philos-
ophy. And what is this pratityasamutpida which is identified with dharma
and even Buddha? It does not imply the temporal sequence of entities between
which there is a causal relation; it points to the dependence of concepts upon
one another. This mutual interdependence of concepts is, according to Nagar-
juna, the same as $anyara which is nothing but niksvabhdavata, that is, essence-
lessness of the concepts. If every concept is dependent on another for its intel-
ligibility, how can it be said to have a fixed essence of its own? One who
understands pratityasamutpdda, that is, mutual dependence or paraspara-
peksa of concepts, also understands that they are all Sanya or nihsvabhava,
i.e. they do not have an independent and permanent essence of their own.
This is also what Buddha means by madhyamapratipad according to Nagar-
juna, inasmuch as the realization of the §anyatd or niksvabhdvaid or essence-
lessness of concepts steers clear between extremes of speculative metaphysical
positions regarding the svabhdva or the fixed nature of things, and thus makes
one adopt a middle course amongst the contending metaphysical theories.
Pratityasamuipida, taught by Buddha, is described in negative termino-
logy by Nagarjuna as ‘anirodhamanutpadamanucchedamasasvatam, anekéirtha-
mandanarthamandgamamanirgamam’. And this is the faftva, that is, the exact
or the real nature of the case, according to the Madhyamikas. Pratityasamut-
pdda which is the same as §itnyatd, being thus the tattva or the true significance
of the concepts, one cannot meaningfully talk of its origination, destruction,
etc. And when this is realized, there is freedom from essentialist thought-
construction and craving of the mind, and that is why tattve is said to be
‘aparapratyayam Santam prapancairaprapancitam’. All these descriptions are
not applied to any Absolute Reality transcending thought; they only describe
the state of affair when one realizes the $anyatdor nihsvabhavatd, that is,
essencelessness of all our ideas and concepts. Sinyata which is identified here
with pratityasamutpada neither implies unreality of things as misconceived by
T.R.V. Murti nor does it imply an Absolute as also misconceived by C.D.
Sharma, In the words of T.R.V. Murti, pratityasamutpada is ‘equated with
the unreality of things (niksvabhavata or sanyat@). This is the revolution in
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Buddhist thought initiated by the Madhyamika.’? At another place Murti
says that pratityasamutpada ‘is now equated with finyatd—the empirical vali-
dity of entities and their ultimate unreality’.? C.D. Sharma speaks of sinya
as ‘reality which ultimately transcends existence, non-existence, both and
neither’. At another place Murti also identifies Sinyard with ‘the non-rela-
tional knowledge of the Absolute’.?

Here there is a definite allusion to the distinction between svabhavasinya
and prapancasinya worked out in Nigarjuna’s philosophy. Murti’s identi-
fication of pratitvasamuipida with the $inyatd in the sense of unreality of
things refers to svabhavasiinya, where as Sharma’s understanding of Sanyatd
as Reality refers to prapancasiinya. But there seems to be no reason for identi-
fying svabhdvasinyatd with unreality of things, nor is there any justification
for identifyving prapancasinya with a Reality over and above this world. Sva-
bhavasinyatd only means the essencelessness of all concepts which follows
from mutual interdependence of concepts (pratityasamuspdda); there is no
question of an ultimate reality here by contrast with which the world is
declared as ultimately unreal.

Prapancasinya means devoid of metaphysical thought constructions and,
in that sense, of plurality. Tattva is said to be prapancasinya and nirvikalpa,
i.e. devoid of all speculations in the Madhyamika literature. But is not air-
vana also said to be prapancopasama? And what is nirvana but a state of affair
where there is absolute cessation of metaphysical thought-construction on
account of the realization of svabhavasinyatd or essencelessness of all con-
cepts? It is, therefore, evident that tatfva, which is said to be prapancasiinya,
does not refer to a transcendent Reality over and above the realization of the
svabhavasanyata of concepts, Once nilisvabhavata of concepts is realized, the
tattva is not further away, for prapanca$iinyata immediately and inevitably
follows from the realization of svabhéavasinyatd. And that is why pratitya-
samutpada itself is said to be prapancopasama and §ivabyNagarjuna. Candra-
kirti’s remarks in this connection are quite illuminating: °Yathavasthita
pratitya samutpada darSane sati arvanamabhidheydadilaksa-asya prapancasya
sarvathoparamat prapancanamupasamosminniti sa eva pratitya samutpadah pra-
pancopasama ityucyate.® Stcherbatsky very rightly sees that inthe above pass-
age Candrakirti identifies the realization of pratityasamutpida with nirvana.
His translation runs as follows:

It is also called Nirvanpa, the Quiescence or equalisation of all plurality,
because when it is critically realised there is for the philosopher absolutely
no differentiation of existence to which our words and concepts could be
applied.?

The exact or the true nature of the case in question (fattva), therefore, lies in
pratityasamutpdda, which is the same as §inyard in the sense of svabhiva
sunyatd, the realization of which alone gives rise to prapancasinyatd, i.e. free-
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dom from thought-constructions. So long as we are unable to realize the nik-
svabhdvatd and so long as we are under wrong impression, on account of
entertaining an essentialist picture of concepts in our mind that things have
a permanent and independent nature of their own, prapanca or conceptual
construction continues to be there. The truth or tativa, however, is that nei-
ther is there any independent nature or svabhdva of things, as conceived by
the unenlightened, nor is there any scope for conceptual construction, i.e.
prapanca. The realization of this truth is prajfiparamita. ‘ Prajiia yathabhiitam
artham prajaniti.’ Prajfia consists in the knowledge of the case as it obtains.
Muadhyamdpratipat or the middle path of Buddha is also regarded as seeing
or the understanding of the dharmas as they are. ‘Madhyamdpratipat dharma-
nam bhittapratyaveksa.” There is no implication inthe Madhyamika Philos-
ophy of Nagirjuna of prajfid as the knowledge of an Absolute Reality: when
one realizes the §anyata or naihsvabhavya of all concepts and desists from
indulging in all sorts of thought-constructions, that is the state of prajid. This
prajiid, in the sense of realization of $inyata, alone is considered to be the
highest end or praramartha, accordingto the Madhyamikas. T.R.Y. Murti
seems to come near the realization of this truth about the Madhyamikas when
he says that ‘in the madhyamika it is truer to speak of the intuition ( prajfia) itself
as the Absolute’ but his profuse reference to an Absolute as incommensorable
or the Real as non-dual, transcendent to thought, inexpressible, etc. are
highly misleading. There is no absolute which, as Murti suggests, is the reality
of the apparent (dharmanam dharmat@) or their real nature (vastavikam rii-
pan). Nor is it a fact that ‘phenomena are the veiled form or false appearance
of the Absolute (samyrtam ripamy®. For Madhyamikas the fact appears
in its true light when we realize naifisvabhavya of concepts leading to
prapancasunyatd, while, if we take them as consisting of an essence of their
own to which we can cling, we only see their veiled form (samvrtam ripam)
as it were. It is not that a Reality of an altogether different order, hidden
behind the appearance, is grasped in prajiid, but it is like something getting
revealed in our understanding, which was all the while there unnoticed
in front of us. It is our understanding which makes all the difference. And
that is why Nagarjuna points out in very clear terms that there is not even
the slightest difference between samsdra and nirvana.® The world does not
change in mirvdna, there is only a change in our understanding and mani-
pulation of concepts. It is, therefore, a positive misconception fo think, as
Murti does, that ‘the Absolute is that intrinsic form in which things would
appear to the clear vision of an Arya (realized saint) free from ignorance’.
The intrinsic form in which the fact would appear to the clear vision of an
Arya (the enlightened) in nailisv@bhavya or essencelessness of concepts, and
this is the only truth which is not dependent on anything else. But to call it
an absolute would be hypostatizing a truth about the concepts into an onto-
logical Being, which does not find any justification in the writings of Nigar-
juna and Candrakirti. Further to identify prajfid with ‘intuition’, as is done
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by Murti, is no less misleading; it is better understood as insight into the
nature of concepts as also things, obtained through analysis, resulting in
freedom from all thought-constructions.

What then are the various implications of this prajia which is free from
all thought-constructions? Freedom from all sorts of metaphysical vagaries
is the ideal here. One concept leads us to another, one idea leads to the other,
and this is alright in its sphere. But metaphysicians make an illegitimate use
of these concepts, thereby falling into the trap of absolute confusion. Philo-
sophical insight consists in avoiding these extreme metaphysical positions by
a perfect understanding of these concepts as stinya or niksvabhdva. The philo-
sopher like a good shepherd checks the metaphysical vagaries from taking
the upper hand. That all sorts of metaphysical speculations are to be consis-
tently avoided is clear from the following statement of Buddha—"Astiti nas-
titi ca kalpandvatamevam carantdna na dulikha §amyati’—i.e, those who specu-
late about existence and non-existence will never realize the cessation of suffer-
ing. Commenting on this Candrakirti enumerates a2 number of rival theories
available in his time, e.g. those of Jaimini, Kapada, Kapila, the Vaibhasikas,
the Sautrantikas and the Yogicaras, etc., which, according to him, are not
conducive to the cessation of misery. This shows that freedom from these
contending metaphysical theories is one of the essential features of philo-
sophical insight (prajfia), according to the Madhyamikas. But this is possible
through a realization that there is no essence to hang upon or to cling to in
our ordinary discourse which is merely convenionally useful. Once this is
firmly entrenched in the mind of the philosopher, he would desist from com-
mitting those errors which an essentialist or Svabhdavavddi is likely to commit.
He, for example, would not side with any of the opposing theories of §@svata-
vada, ucchedavida, niyativiada, ahetuvida, visamahetuvada, akriyavada, nastika-
vada, and the like. An essentialist, of course, becomes an easy prey to such
metaphysical vagaries. Considering that things of the world have a fixed sva-
bhdva or nature of their own, essentialists are misled by metaphysical pictures
of reality. Rival pictures then hold sway on their minds which keep them in
bondage as it were. Prajfia consists in freedom from this bondage of essentia-
list picture-thinking (sarvakalpanaksayariipa), and that is all. Nirvapa, it may
be mentioned here, is non-different from this critical insight par excellence
which is free from the essentialist picture-thinking. i

Buddha fought consistently throughout his life against such picture think-
ing, and because of that he remained silent on a number of questions regard-
ing transcendental reality. Buddha’s silence has been variously misunderstood
and misinterpreted as a sign of ignorance, scepticism, agnosticism, or a lack
of concern for metaphysical issues and so on. But, as a matter of fact, it was
nothing if not a consistent effort on his part to avoid all sorts of thought-
constructions. Buddha is said to have adopted a middle course, a madhyama-
pratipat, avoiding the extremes of metaphysical positions. Chandrakirti also,
true to this central idea of Buddha, lays emphasis on silence or tisnimbhiva
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as the paramartha. ‘Paramartho ki aryanam tisnimbhavah.}® Here it is not the
silence of agnosticism or of scepticism; it is the silence on account of a retreat
from commitment consequent upon the dawning of prajfia or critical insight
into the logical behaviour of concepts as Sinya or niksvabhiva. 1t is not mere
prajiia, it is prajfid or ‘insight’ par excellence, according to the Madhyamikas.
This I consider to be a unique contribution of Buddhism in general and of
Nagarjuna and Candrakirti in particular to world philosophy.

Here again it is deplorable that metaphysical commitments of some Bud-
dhist scholars of eminence stand in the way of proper understanding of the
implications of Candrakirti’s insight. Stcherbatsky, for example, translates
the above statement of Candrakirti as follows: ‘About the Absolute the saints
remain silent.” It is astonishing how and why Stcherbatsky smuggles in the
concept of an Absolute in a context where it is entirely out of place. The ques-
tion that is raised by the opponent in this context is Kim Khalu aryanamupa-
pattirnasti. The Madhyamikas insist that they do not have any assertion of
their own; but how is it that, the opponent asks, you seem to make a definite
assertion, viz. that entities arise neither out of themselves nor out of something
different, nor out of both nor at random and so on? To this the Madhyamika
replies as follows: “This appears to be a definite assertion to the simple folks
who try to understand it, according to the arguments familiar to them but
not to the Aryas or the enlightened, i.e. the philosopher.” To this the oppo-
nent again raises the following objection: is there no argumentation for the
enlightened, i.e. do they not believe in argumentation? To this question the
final answer is given by Candrakirti as follows. Who can say whether they
have arguments or not? For them the highest good lies in silence in face of
unending metaphysical controversies. Here the question was about argument,
definite assertion, etc. the point at issue being the argument advanced by
Nagarjuna regarding the untenability of a number of contending essentialist
conceptions of causality, and the statement made by Candrakirti that it does
not amount to a definite assertion. Hence it is quite evident that the Absolute
is not at issue, nor does it come to the picture here until and unless one smug-
gles it in. The answer of Candrakirti is simply meant to point out that silence
is the highest end for a philosophically enlightened person. As all ‘isms’ are
out of place here and as all thought-constructions are to be carefully avoided,
the highest good or the highest end (paramartha) for the enlightened one lies
in silence in face of contending metaphysical theories. It has absolutely no
implication that there is a Reality over and above this world which is to be
realized through silence. To translate paramdrtha as Absolute is certainly
misleading in this context. One is reminded here of the warning of Candra-
kirti that if someone says that he has got nothing to sell, let it not be under-
stood that this very ‘nothing’ or the absence of everything is going to be sold.
To put it in Candrakirti’s own words which are full of sarcasm and humour
and ar¢ most illuminating at the same time: ‘Yo na kincidapi panyam
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dasyamityukiah, sa ced dehi bhostadeva makyam na kimcinnGgma panyamiti
brityat, sa kenopayena Sakyah panyabhivam grihayitum.’

The enterprise is not to be confused with nihilism either. The emphasis is
on a model of philosophical analysis resulting in an illumination regarding
the nature of concepts as also things as essenceless (nihsvabhdva). A remark-
able anxiety on the part of Madhyamika thinkers that their philosophical
enterprise should not be misconstrued as nihilism is visible fo even a casual
reader of their literature. Nagarjuna's Karika in this connection is well known:
‘Sﬂrzyatc‘z sarvadrstindam prokta nihsarapam Jinaih, Yesam tu Stnyard drsgih
tdnasadhydn Vabhdsire*? Candrakirti, while commenting on this Karika, re-
fers to Buddha’s instructions to Kasyapa as follows: ‘O Kadyapa, it would
be better to entertain the substance-view (pudgala drsti) of the magnitude of
mount Sumeru than to hug the $anyard view of the nihilist (abhdvabhini-
vesinah). I call him incurable who clings to §inyata itself as a theory.” Prajfia-
karamati also condemns $anyatabhinivesa (clinging to nihilism as a theory) in
clear terms.'?

What is important here is the attainment of prajfid or critical insight into
the nature of concepts as also things as nifisvabhdva, and this is what I would
call illumination through analysis.'* The question of its practical impact on
maunkind is not strictly within the purview of this paper. However, it may not
be utopian to suppose that there would be little scopé for indulging in a rigidiy
self-centred existence arising out of a desperate clinging to immutable essence
on the part of one, be it an individual or a nation, who takes to such a philo-
sophical activity with some seriousness, not to speak of one who has got the
illumination of essencelessness (nihsvabhdvatd) of concepts as also things
through this typical analysis.!s In any case, it deserves to be given a fair trial
at least in mass education.

I am aware that my understanding of the Madhyamika enterprise will
have to face severe opposition from at least two different quarters. The first
opposition, and a formidable one for that, should come from the mystical
and the religious tradition developing through centuries in and around Bud-
dhism along with their elaborate practices. Now what to do about this tradi-
tion which, of course, is very much there and stares us in our face both in
and around Buddhism? I do not deny the fact but I submit that let this be not
confused with and be kept distinctly separate from the philosophical enter-
prises of Buddhist thinkers like Nagarjuna and Candrakirti. Even an analy-
tical thinker may concede to different religious practices and mysticism of
some type or the other on account of a number of considerations which are
strictly speaking not philosophical. Here I confine myself, however, to a
consideration of the philosophical insight brought about by a philosopher, so
that it may not be lost in the maze of popular practices and obscurantism in
the name of mysticism. Even a philosopher advocating some mystic illumi-

nation is, it should be borne in mind, not a simple mystic. It will not do to
say that there was no sharp distinction between philosophy and religion and
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mysticism, ¢tc. in the days of Nagarjuna, and that, therefore, this programme
of drawing a sharp distinction between philosophy and religious practices
is entirely misdirected. Philosophers, wherever and in whatever period of
history they have taken their task seriously, have always given an indication,
in howsoever clumsy and unclear manner it may be, as to what they are up
to and how they are concerned with understanding through argumentation
and analysis; and even if they might have pointed to some domain which is
bevond discursive thought that also they have done by means of analysis
and argumentation. This is how they have always indicated how they are to
be distinguished from the common man, simple mystics and religious prea-
chers who go by heresy or revelation. And this is all the more true of philo-
sophers like Nagarjuna and Candrakirti and their philosophical enterprise
which has nothing to do with any transcendent reality. If some of them were
not mere philosophers and had other axes to grind also, and if they were
also interested in some enterprise other than philosophy, this is not at issue
here. A philosopher may very well be in other respects a humanist, a poli-
tician, a historian, a poet, an agriculturist, a religious man and what not. What
I want to point oul is that we are to assess his philosophical brilliance only
with reference to his philosophical arguments, not through his religious or
secular practices or even by his sheer convictions regarding these issues. A
philosopher, moreover, is distingnished by and through his philosophical
arguments, not so much by the position he holds, for similar position may
be held by a non-philosopher without understanding their exact philosophical
implications. And I have here submitted the philosophical arguments of
Nagarjuna and Candrakirti to critical analysis in order to see what exactly
are the implications of these arguments without any prejudice to the Buddhist
religious practices vis-d-vis the practices of other religions. Religion as a phe-
nomenon of life has grown along with philosophy in the history of mankind.
But while trying to understand philosophical arguments of an eminent philo-
sopher, we should not allow religious dogmas or practices prevalent in the
tradition to interfere with the understanding. A tradition grows and comes to
be established not only because of a particular philosophy but because of so
many other vital factors such as historical, sociological, etc. and this should
not be lost sight of while assessing the merits of a philosophical insight which
may be entirely independent of the merits and demerits of 2 tradition. It is, of
course, not denied here that a separate and quite a fruitful study of tradition
can be made to bring out the salient features of religious practices and the
mystic beliefs associated with them, and such a study may, no doubt, be illumi-
nating also. But my only humble submission is that let this be not confused
with the philosophical enterprise of philosophers like Nagarjuna and Candra-
kirti, and let the merit of the philosophical insight of these great thinkers be
assessed philosophically without any bias, religious or otherwise. And this I
have tried to do in my small way in this article. The concept of sinyatd in
Nagarjuna and Candrakirti, I submit, is neither mystical'® nor religious; it
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points to niksvabhavat or essencelessness which needs to be realized through
philosophical analysis (catuskoti tarka), and thus an insight or illumination
is gained into the nature of things and concepts which itself constitutes nir-
vapa (sarva kalpand ksaya riapa).

The second objection might come from the direction of both common-
sense and scientific findings, but I do not think that it poses any real difficulty
for the Madhyamika thesis. Both common-sense and science acquaint us with
what appear to be fixed essences; as a matter of fact, our whole transaction
in day-to-day existence is based on the assumption that things have stable
properties. Recent biological discoveries, for example, far from confirming
the thesis of essencelessness, seem to favour an opposite thesis. Much of the
similarity between organisms related by descent, we are told,” is due to their
possessing similar inherited material, i.e. a complex and diverse material that
gives rise to accurate copies of itself, units of which are passed from parent
to offspring which is very stable in its properties, and which profoundly influ-
ences every aspect of the organism containing it. Each individual starts life
with a set of this material received from its parent or parents. During subse-
quent growth (in multicellular organism) or reproduction (when the organism
is not multicellular) the material is duplicated repeatedly with great exact-
ness of copying (the process of replication); itinfluences the characteristics
developed by the individual bearing it, so that similarity between related
organisms results; and a set is handed on to each of the individual’s progeny.
One of the great biological discoveries of this century is that the material
of inheritance, the genetic information, is deoxyribonucleic acid (DNA). Is
it not an evidence in favour of stability rather than essencelessness?

Now it should be pointed out that a philosophical enterprise or activity
such as that of Nagarjuna and Candrakirti is not affected either by common-
sense findings or any scientific discovery for that matter, for all these are here
taken care of by concepts like loka samvrti satya. Stability, as conceived in
common-sense or scientific findings, is not denied out of existence by the sin-
yata or niksvabhdvatd doctrine of Nagarjuna. What is denied is the ontology
of immutably fixed and independent metaphysical essences of things as well
as concepts, leaving our day-to-day transactions unaffected. This point has
been brought deliberately into discussion just to clarify the exact import of
the philosopher’s activity vis-d-vis that of a common man or a scientist. It is
the svabhavavada or the metaphysical doctrine of essences which is under fire
at the hands of the Madhyamikas, not the working stability of common-sense
or as it figures in scientific enquiries.

Considered from a practical point of view it does not pose any problem
for the philosopher; the problem arises only when svabhdvavada or a meta-
physics of svabhava is built on our common-sense transactions or scientific
findings. Sanyara doctrine of Nagirjuna and Candrakirti can thus be seen
to be unaffected by challenges either from the side of common-sense or science;
such objections, if at all they are raised, would rather be based on a misunder-
standing of the nature of philosophical activity.
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INTRODUCTION

It is well known that the doctrines of transmigration and karma permeate the
Indian philosophical and religious scene. As is also well known, these doc-
trines raise various interesting and difficult questions. Some are questions of
epistemology: how could one confirm these doctrines?

Perhaps one could confirm them empirically by reference to either or both
of the rather rare cases in which there are at least apparent memories of past
Hves which occur outside of any particular religious context; or to those appa-
rently rarer enlightenment experiences in which a person allegedly remem-
bers all of his past. That the latter sort of experience ever occurs is itself a
belief in something which seems to presuppose one or another view of the
world which includes precisely the claims in question. The former sort of ex-
perience (in cases that involve neither deceit nor fraud) is open to multiple
explanations, some of which only involve appeal to the doctrines in question.
At the best, then, such experiences are rare and underdetermine the doctrines
in question.

It would seem, then, that the doctrines of transmigration and karma—in
significant part, at least, and as one might well have expected—must be pri-
marily assessed in terms of whether or not they play an essential role in an
overall philosophical or religious system which solves more problems, or
solves them better, than alternative systems without thereby raising still other
problems as difficult, or more so, than the ones it solves.

Other questions concerning karma and transmigration are metaphysical.
Central among these are topics concerning personal identity. Unless the doc-
trines are radically revised—so much so that it is not clear that they have not
been covertly rejected—they involve the claim that, morally speaking, the
same person that sows also reaps. This involves identity through, and also
across, particular individual lifetimes. Central to this matter is whether such
identity is possible only if persons are mental substances (as Jainism main-
tains) or whether some non-substantival view will also permit such identity
(as Buddhism on the whole holds, where it does not make transmigration
itself merely illusory).

Along with these epistemological and metaphysical issues, there are also
issues in moral philosophy. It will be helpful, in considering the broad outline
of these issues, to bear in mind the problems with whose description we began.
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AcT-MORALITY

It is standard to classify ethical systems in ‘western’ philosophy as ‘de.nc?to-
logical” and ‘teleological’, or as ‘non-consequentialist’ and ‘cons.equentwhst’.
The items so classified are systems of act-morality—moral theories construc-
ted to sort out right actions from wrong ones.

For two reasons, at least, it is not obvious that the deontological/teleo-
logical distinction is as deep as it is often taken to be.. One is this: the teleo-
logist or consequentialist, we are standardly told, considers the consequences
of an action when deciding whether it is right or wrong, whereas the non-
consequentialist or deontologist considers the action’s I_)rope?rties. Sl_lppose,
that 4 steals B’s purse; then one can say that A’s action is grasping the
handle of the object nearest her and running away, and the cons,equence
is that B’s purse is stolen; or one can describe 4’s action as s{ealing.B s purse.
If one insists on describing an action only in terms of properties which 03._111.1012
also be viewed as consequences, perhaps one is then limited to descrl!)mg
actions in terms of basic motor activities; and this restriction seems entirely
arbitrary. If one insists that an action cannot h;'a.ve. as propertles_ltems that
begin only after it ceases to exist, one can 5.3.13:0 insist that an action cannot
itself (as opposed to a causal chain of which it is a part) have as consequences
items that begin after it ceases to exist. _

The other is: if one opts for the priority of goodness over rightness, .the
distinction between non-consequentialist and consequentialist perspectives
will arise only in the less basic or more derivative part of one’s moral th‘eory.
A complete ethical theory will contain at least a theory of the morality of
actions and a theory of the morality of agents. Such a theory may op‘t for the
priority of the right, the priority of the good, ot the I?arxty of the right and
the good. That is, a moral theory may characterize a right action as one that
satisfies a certain criterion, and then define a good person as one who chafac-
teristically performs right actions. Then one embraces the priority of the_ right
over the good. By contrast a moral theory may say that a good person is one
who at least strongly approximates some ideal, and then define a right action
as an action such a person characteristically performs. Then one em.braces jche
priority of the good over the right. Or a moral theory may define a right action
as one that meets a certain criterion and good a person as one Whoﬁmeiets a
certain ideal, without trying to define either of the pair ‘rlgpt action :amd
‘good person’ in terms of the other. The one embraces the parity of the right
and the good. . . ‘ _

One question, then, is: are Indian ethical theo_rles typlce.llly fieontologllca.l
or teleological? A more probing, and logically prior, que.stlon is: are Indian

othical theories typically committed to the priority of t]:'Le 1l ght, or of the go?d,
or to parity of the right and the good? Or, of course, it might be that Indian
ethical theories resist classification in such ways as these.
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THE COMMENSURARBILITY PRINCIPLE

A really basic division that typically arises within act-morality, though it may
also arise within agent-morality, is between those who embrace and those
who reject the commensurability principle. This principle says that if X and
¥ both have value, then their value is quantifiable and measurable in com-
mon value terms; and that if X has value, its value is quantifiable. All values,
whatever the idea is, are measurable in some common value coin. A conse-
quentialist perspective typically accepts the commensurability principle, and
a non-consequentialist perspective typically denies it; if one continues to use
the standard terms, this difference regarding the commensurability principle
is a rather deep moral difference between consequentialism and non-conse-
guentialism,

The usval defence of commensurability is that unless one embraces it, one
will have to admit that rationality in making moral decisions is unattainable.
One is supposed to believe that a mother, who cannot discern the common
value coin in which her children and her violets can be measured, cannot
rationally choose to rescue one from a fire rather than the other.

Since it is profoundly dubious that there is any plausible candidate for
being the unit of common value, a necessary condition of the commensur-
ability principle’s truth seems unfulfilled. Since the assignment of units of value
to competing goods—to enjoying an ice cream cone, listening to Beethoven’s
Fifth, understanding Kant’s ethics, showing kindness, saving a life, etc.—is
itself patently arbitrary, the assignment of such values will introduce no ratio-
nality into moral reflection or ethical choice. The idea that only if such com-
mon measure is available can rational decisions be made between competing
moral values is the sheerest superstition.

AGENT MORALITY

Agent morality has the task of discerning the conditions under which a moral
agent is praiseworthy or blameworthy, or, probably more adequately, of stat-
ing what conditions a person must meet in order to be good rather than evil.
There are, of course, metaphysical questions concerning what conditions are
necessary and sufficient for being a moral agent. Must, for example, one be
autonomous in the sense that there are morally significant actions (actions
that are right or else wrong) which one, under actually prevailing conditions,
can really perform or refrain from performing?

Moral agency is presumably a matter of being able to determine one’s
moral character, A plausible and standard model, which makes autonomy a
condition of agency, views persons as moral agents because they make mor-
ally significant and free choices which, over time, vield dispositions to act
rightly (virtues) or dispositions to act wrongly (vices). It is open, at least, to
such a perspective to define a good person as one who possesses certain
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virtues, and regard as right only those actions whose performance will pro-
duce such virtues in their agents.

Do, then, Indian moral philosophies tend to accept the priority of the
good over the right, or the right over the good, or the parity of rightness and
goodness? Or is the very attempt to so classify such systems productive of

more confusion than clarity?

ENLIGHTENMENT MORALITY AND CONSEQUENTIALISM

At least to the very considerable degree that Indian ethical systems have a
basis in some transmigration-and-karma-accepting worldview, their highest
good will tend to be the achievement of a state which is commonly called
‘enlightenment’. What, exactly, being enlightened involves varies quite consi-
derably from tradition to tradition; and in some cases becoming enlightened
seems hardly strictly an achievement, since it is at least unclear that (so to
speak) the achiever survives or endures into, let alone through, his accomp-
tishment. Nonetheless, enlightenment is commonly regarded as the summum
honum in an Indian ethical theory. It is standardly taken to be that for which
all else is undertaken, at least in so far as one behaves fully rationally or seeks
what has greatest inherent worth.

It seems to me at best atypical for Indian tradition in which enlightenment
is prized for enlightenment to be considered—as acceptance of the commen-
surability principle would require—as something to be sought only on condi-
tion that complicated calculation yielded that result, or (as commensurability
also requires) to suppose that for such a tradition a lot of small values might,
toted up, outweigh the value of enlightenment. For such traditions, becoming
enlightened is—to mix metaphors cross-culturally—the pearl of great price
for which all else is to be sacrificed and in comparison with which all else is

If this is correct, such views are not teleolo gical or consequentialist

as dung.
it is typically conse-

——particularly they are not typically consequentialist if
quentialist to embrace the commensurability thesis.

To call Indian ethical theories of this sort ‘deontological’, however, seems
hardly very helpful, for what these traditions siress is not particularly that
actions are to be weighed in terms of their morally relevant properties rather
than their morally relevant consequences. Their core emphasis clearly lies
elsewhere.

This is not to deny that, when one considers what are regarded as lesser
values, there may be important place fora subsidiary consideration of which
action among a relevant set may yield most pleasure or least pain, or most
gain or least loss regarding money or understanding or the like—consider-
ations which will not, therefore, require that one be able to quantify such
gains or losses if one is to make such choices rationally.
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ENLIGHTENMENT STATE MORALITY
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Hume’s definitions of cause

T.K. CHAKRABARTI
Jadavpur University, Calcutta

Hume has put forward his definitions of cause first in his Treatise and later,
after a lapse of nine years, in his Enguiry. These two versions suggest impor-
tant reading. Even Hume’s formulations of the definitions of cause in the
Treatise raise a controversy between Robinson and Richards. The contro-
versy chiefly centres round Hume’s celebrated distinctions between philo-
sophical and natural relations. The present paper will entail a discussion on
(#) Hume’s distinctions between two kinds of relations, (#) Robinson-Richards
controversy and (ifi) whether the versions of cause in the Enquiry are essen-
tially an unchanged formulation of the same in the Treatise.

Two KiNDps OF RELATIONS; HUME'S DISTINCTIONS

In the passage, in which Hume introduces his two definitions of cause in the
Treatise, he writes:

There may two definitions be given of this relation, which are only different
by their presenting a different view of the same object, and making us
consider it either as a philosophical or as a natural relation ; either as a
comparison of two ideas, or as an association between them.!

In Section V of Book I in the Treatise Hume elaborates upon the distinction
between the two senses of the word ‘relation’. In the first place, relation may
be used to signify ‘that quality by which two ideas are connected together in
the imagination’ by the natural force of association, so that “the one naturally
introduces the other’.2 Hume calls these relations natural relations and lists
three different varieties of them, viz. resemblance, contiguity in time or place
and cause and effect. As distinguished from natural relations, Hume speaks
of philosophical relations which arise out of comparison between ideas. In
this second sense, ideas are connected not by virtue of association (as in the
former case) but by the propensity of the mind to institute a comparison bet-
ween them. Hume mentions seven different kinds of philosophical relations
which are as follows: resemblance, identity, relations of time and place, pro-
portions in quantity or number, degrees in any quality, contrariety and cau-
sation. A moment’s reflection will reveal that these two lists of relations over-
lap, in a certain manner, inasmuch as all the three natural relations occur in
Hume’s list of philosophical relations as well. But this is not due to any over-
sight on Hume’s part. In fact resemblance as a philosophical relation is very
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different from resemblance as a natural relation. For example, a photograph
naturally reminds us of the original because of the force of association of
resemblance between them. But the idea of a stone does not immediately
lead us to the idea of a table by the natural force of association. Apparently,
there seems to be no connection between them. But when we compare them,
the stone and the table, we find that they also resemble each other in being
material. This resemblance is one of the philosophical relation of resemblance.
This philosophical relation of resemblance is quite different from resem-
blance which is of natural relation. Although the stone and the table can be
said to be philosophically related for being both pieces of matter, they cannot
be said to be naturally related, since the mind does notconvey from the appear-
ance of the one to the idea of the other. Hence the similarity in name must
not be confused with the similarity in nature.

ROBINSON=-RICHARDSON CONTROVERSY

In his ‘Introduction’ to Hume's Enquiries, Sclby-Biggie confesses that
Hume’s distinction between philosophical and natural relations is for him
‘very hard to follow’ and ‘indeed most bewildering’. Nevertheless a clear
understanding of this distinction is vital because Hume’s two definitions of
cause depend on this celebrated distinction. The definitions of cause in the
Treatise run as follows:

Def. 1: We may define a CAUSE to be “‘An object precedent and contign-
ous to another, and where all the objects resembling the former
are plac’d in like relations of precedency and contiguity to those
objects, that resemble the latter.?

Def. 2: A CAUSE is an object precedent and contiguous to another, and
so united with it, that the idea of the one determines the mind to
form the idea of the other, and the impression of the one to form
a more lively idea of the other.*

A little reflection will show that Def. 1 is the definition of the cause-effect
relation as a philosophical relation, whereas Def. 2 is the definition of the
same object as a natural relation. The former depends on comparison of ideas,
while the latter on an association between ideas. According to Hume, these
two definitions of cause ‘are only different by their presenting a different view
of the same object’.’ Now, if the definitions of (1) and (2) are to be cons-
trued as ‘views of the same object’, then, Robinson® argues, (1) and (2) cannot
both be regarded as definitions. His proposal is that (1) is to be regarded as a
definition, while (2) is just an empirical psychological statement about (1).
Robinson’s contention is based on the consideration that there is a class of
objects, of which (1) is true but (2) is not. Since the class of ordered pairs
determined by (1) does not contain precisely the same members of ordered
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Pairs fixed by (2), Robinson concludes that Hume cannot mean without
involving inconsistency that (1) and (2) both stand for definitions. Robinson
goes on to show that not only (1) and (2) do not have the same extension,
they do not also have the same meaning. Def. | ‘determines a class of ordered
pairs (x, y) of particular occurrences, each pair having the completely object-
ive property of being an instance of a general uniformity’.” If ‘C (x, y) be
regarded as an abbreviation for the statement contained in Def. I, then it
may be said:...

(a) the fact that C (x, y) in no way depends upon any one’s having observed
either x or y to have occurred; (b) even if x, or y, or both are observed by
someone to occur, it would not be necessary for him to be aware that he
had witnessed an instance of a general uniformity, in order that C (x, y);
{(c) the fact that ¢ (x, y) depends on very much more than the circumstances
immediately surrounding the particular occurrences x and y.8

If ‘D(x, y) be regarded as an abbreviation for the statement contained in Def,
2, it may then be stated:

...some human observer Aas observed either x, or y, or both to occur...
and in either case that he now has the disposition to pass from the idea of
an occurrence like x to an idea of occurrence like y, and to pass from an
observation of an occurrence like x to an expectation of an occurrence
like y.?

Since Hume’s two definitions are equivalent neither intentionally nor exten-
sionally, it seems strange to Robinson that Hume should put forward both
(1} and (2) as definitions of the same term. Robinson’s suggestion is that Def,
(1) is Hume’s definition of the cause-effect relation, while Def. 2 is not really
a definition but simply an empirical psychological statement about that which
has just been defined. He argues that analysing or defining a relation R is
quite different from stating that a given relation R possesses a contingent
empirical property. In fact, Hume's Def. 1 is an attempt at analysing or defin-
ing the causal relation, but Def, 2 does not analyse or define the relation at
all. It simply states an empirical psychological theory involving it. Hence ‘to
say of the cause-effect relation that it is a natural relation is no? to define it,
nor to contribute in any way to its philosophical analysis, but to presuppose that
this has already been done’.® In fact, Robinson thinks that it is not proper to
classify relations into two kinds, philosophical and natural. All relations,
according to his analysis, are philosophical and so to regard a relation as
philosophical is to make factnally an empty statement. As Robinson says:...
the cause-effect relation, being a relation, is ipse facto a philosophical relation,
and therefore to define it ““as” a philosophical relation is, simply, to define
it.”1 Robinson also offers us a possible explanation why Def, (2) has been
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put forward by Hume alongside (1). Hume realized, according to Robinson,
that the omission of necessity in Def. 1 would be shocking to many who wish
it to be included in the definition of cause. This consideration prompted Hume
to offer in (2) a ‘compromise’ characterization of the cause-effect relation.

Robinson’s interpretation of Hume’s two definitions of cause is not accept-
able. T.J. Richards very ably shows that Robinson’s account is not a true
account of Hume’s intentions. He spares nio pains to bring out that Robinson’s
argument does not follow from either what Hume says on relations or what
Robinson thinks Hume says about relations. Hume’s two definitions of cause
are alternatives, a fact which is evident from his stressed and repeated use of
‘cither-or’ in the passage in which Hume introduces his two definitions. To
quote Hume:

There may two definitions be given of this relation, which are only different
by their presenting a different view of the same object, and making us consi-
der it either as a philosophical or as a natural relation; either as a compari-
son of two ideas, or as an association betwixt them.!?

Robinson tries to-make light of this alternation. ‘Hume wasn’t that bad on
his Logic or English™3 as to make a fuss of these alternatives and to regard
the second definition simply as an empirical comment on the objects satis-
fying the first. That (1) and (2) are both definitions will be evident from
Hume’s further remarks that to define a cause as (1) is to conceive easily that
‘there is no absolute nor metaphysical necessity’.1# If, on the other hand, we
define a cause to be (2) ‘we shall make still less difficulty of assenting to this
opinion’.!s Richards shows further that Robinson’s conclusion does not fol-
low from his own argument. In favour of his conclusion that (2) is not a defi-
nition but simply an empirical psychological statement about (1), Robinson
refers to Hume’s talk and admission of ‘secret’ and ‘concealed’ causes.

But for Robinson to admit that Hume took cognizance of such causes, and
to use this as evidence against the view that the two definitions are defining
the same set of objects, is inconsistent with Robinson’s own positive thesis
that (2) is an empirical comment on the objects defined by (1).1¢

Since, as Robinson observes earlier, (2) is not true of all objects defined by
(1), it follows from Robinson’s own argument that (2) is, on Hume’s view, a
false empirical comment on (1). If, on the contrary, (2) does not involve a
false statement about (1), then the conclusion of Robinson’s position is that
Hume is inconsistently asserting both that (2) is true of all objects satisfying (1)
and that thete are some objects which satisfy (1) but not (2). Richards shows
further that it does not follow from Robinson’s exposition of the two types
of relations that (2) is seen not to be a definition. Even a causal inspection of
Hume’s views on relations will show that all the three natural relations are
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included in the list of seven philosophical relations. It is, therefore, pertinent to
ask: whatis the relation between philosophical and natural relations of the
same name? According to Robinson’s analysis, Hume is, as it were, holding
that all relations are by definition philosophical ; but some of these are natural
as they produce an association of ideas. What Robinson forgets is that there
must be statable differences among the three types of natural relations. Conse-
quently, as Richards rightly suggests, ‘there can be given a definition of
‘“‘cause” as a natural relation: a definifion that sorts out natural causal rela-
tions from other natural relations’l? Moreover, Robinson’s exposition of
natural relation tends to suggest that if causality is a natural relation, all
causal relations are natural. But it should be borne in mind that Hume no-
where argues that ail causal relations are natural. Indeed, we have tried to
observe earlier that there is a statable difference between natural relation and
philosophical relation of the same name. For example, resemblance as a philo-
sophical relation is very different from that as a natural relation. We can com-
pare one material thing with another, for they resemble each other in being
material. But from this it does not follow that every resemblance must pro-
duce an association of ideas, and that the idea of a material thing as such
must lead the mind to another by the force of association. Similarly, causa-
tion as a natural relation is entirely different from that as a philosophical
relation. The identity of names must not mean their identity in nature. How-
ever, a careful examination of Hume’s two definitions of cause will rather re-
veal that Hume is seriously doing what he says he is doing, namely, defining
the ‘cause’ both as a philosophical relation and as a natural relation. The defi-
nition of the philosophical relation ‘cause’ includes reference to (f) contiguity

(if) temporal priority and (ii{) constant conjunction. The definition of the
natural relation ‘cause’ involves (7} contiguity, (if) temporal priority and (i)
a belief in or expectation of continued priority and contiguity. In other words,
a natural cause-effect relation, as distinct from other natural relations {even
philosophical cause-effect relation), entails that a cause is prior and conti-
guous to an effect in such a way as to lead to association of ideas between
them. This Hume expresses by the phrase ‘and so united with it that’ in Def.
2. This phrase is not understandable on Robinson’s explanation. It is true
that Def, 2 does refer to an empirical psychological matter as regards this
‘way’ which leads to association. But Hume does not take up the investigation
of this empirical psychological side issue. What he is doing in Def. 2 is just
to offer another strict definition of ‘cause’.

Let us look to the two definitions from a different angle. When, for exam-
ple, we make an assertion that A causes B, we can very well ask: (a) what is
being asserted? and (&) what states of affairs must obtain for the asserter to
believe that 4 causes B? The two questions are not surely identical for the
following reasons. An answer to the first question will involve, according to
Hume, the conjunction of three things, namely, (i) contiguity or proximity
between A and B, (i) temporal priority of 4 over Band (#if) the constant con-
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junction between A and B (i.e. to say, if A4 is present B is also present, and if
A is absent B is also absent). These three constitute Hume’s Def. 1. But an
answer to the second question, on Hume’s view, will involve (¥) contiguity of
A and B, (ii) temporal priority of A over B and (jif) the belief that whenever
there is A there is B. This belief is arising out of invariably contiguous and
precedent relation of 4 over B without exception. These three constitute
Hume’s Def. 2. Now it is obvious from the above analysis that object-pairs
which obey (), (#) and (/i) have the relation “philosophical cause™ existing
between them’.2® But ‘object pairs obeying (f), (#)} and so related as to give
rise to the belief that (#if) is true of them, have the relation “natural cause”
existing between them’.1® Since Def. 2 does tell us what we mean by a natural
cause, (2) isnot an empirical assertion which is either false of inconsistent with
the rest of what Hume says. In short, (2) is just a definition as (1) is.

DEFINITION OF CAUSE IN Enquiry AND Treatise

Let us now consider Robinson’s claim?® that we have in the Enguiry an essen-
tially unchanged formulations of the two definitions of cause from those
presented in the Treatise. Here, in the Enquiry, Hume introduces the defini-
tion with the words ‘suitably to this experience’. This brings welcome relief as
it omits the distinction between the philosophical and the natural relation—
a distinction which, we have seen, is the source of much confusion and mis-
leading interpretation. The experiences, in the light of which definitions of
cause, are given exhaust in two circumstances—repeated conjunction between
two events and the customary transition from the observed to the unobserved.
Suitably to these two types of experience, Hume offers his two definitions of
cause. The important point to note here is that the first of these two definitions
is stated in two formulations which Hume claims to be equivalent.

Def. 1 : A cause is ‘an object followed by another, and where all the ob-
jects, similar to the first, are followed by objects similar to the
second’. 2!

Def, 1a: A cause is an object followed by another and ‘where, if the first
object had not been, the second never had existed’.2?

Def. 2 : A cause is ‘an object followed by another, and whose appearance
always conveys the thought to that other’.2

Before setting out to ascertain whether Def. 1 and Def. 1a are equivalent,
it is worth while to note that there is no explicit or implicit reference to conti-
guity in space or time in Hume’s definitions of cause in the Enguiry. This
feature constitutes an essential part in Hume’s definitions of cause in the
Treatise. Mention is made here only of temporal priority which is implicit
in the expressions ‘“first’ and ‘second’ and ‘following’ of the second from the
first. Now, a close look into Def. 1 and Def. Ia will at once suggest that these
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are not equivalent. The clause in Def. 1 refers to constant conjunction, while
the clause in Def. 1a is very different. It involves subjunctive conditional.
Flew?¢ seems to be right in maintaining that the subjunctive conditional
clause, involved in Hume’s Def. 1a, cannot be taken as equivalent to the
conjunctive proposition occurring in Hume’s Def. 1. But we cannot agree
with Flew that the clause in Def. 1—‘where all the objects similar to the first
are followed by objects similar to the second’—indicates plurality of objects,
whereas the clause in Def, la—‘where if the first object -had not been, the
second never had existed’—is in the singular, The expressions ‘first’ and
‘second’ in Def. 1a can be taken to represent first set of objects and second
set of objects respectively. Our interpretation seems to be well in accord with
Hume’s intentions, Nevertheless we agree with Flew that Hume is wrong in
thinking Def. 1a as equivalent to Def. 1. For us, Hume in Def. 1 takes note
of positive instances by virtue of which cause-effect relation can be ascertained.
Here he anticipates Mill’s Method of Agreement. In Def. 1a, on the other
hand, Hume strengthens his definition of cause by considering the negative
instances as well. Here he anticipates Mill’s Joint Method of Agreement in
Presence and in Absence. Now, as positive instances differ in important res-
pects from niegative instances, Def. 1 which is based on the positive instances
cannot be taken as equivalent to Def. la which is concerned with negative
instances. Another point to note in connection with Hume’s Def. 1 is that the
word ‘all’ in ‘all the objects similar to the first, etc’. is not to be interpretated
as meaning strict universality. Here ‘all’ certainly represents ‘all known cases’;
otherwise, the definition would not have any application at all. Indeed, there
is a logical gap between ‘All known A’s are B’s’ and “All A’s are B’s’—between
the restricted and the unrestricted generalizations. In a similar way, there
remains a logical gap between the statements of mere constant conjunction
(Def. 1) and statements entailing subjunctive conditionals (Def. 1a). Any
attempt to bridge this gap by allowing the words ‘all’ to mean strict univer-
sality is contrary to Hume’s spirit. Be it noted here that the Naiyayikas also
speak of anvaya and vyatireka as the requisite steps of establishing a causal
relation between two objects. It may be remarked here that Hume’s Def. 1
and Def. 1a correspond to anvaya and vyatireka respectively, while his Def.
2 is analogous to the Nydya concept of Vyabhicarddariana.®®

From the foregoing analysis, it becomes apparent that Def. 1 and Def. 1a
are not equivalent, but two separate definitions If this be true, we are justi-
fied in concluding that in the Enquiry we have three, and not two, definitions
of cause, This remark also beings to light the fact that there is an essential
difference between the formulations of the definitions of cause in the Treatise
and in the Enquiry. To sum up: as regards the definitions of cause, the ver-
sions of the Treatise and the Enguiry differ in important respects. In the first
place, we have, in fact three definitions of cause in the Enguiry as distinguished
from the two definitions of it in the Treatise. The three definitions, of course,
are not, however, ¢xplicitly formulated by Hume. Strictly adhering to our
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experience of causation in two circumstances, he claims in the Enguiry that
there are two definitions of cause. But nevertheless he offers two formulations
of the first definition and claims that they are equivalent. We have already
observed that the two formulations of the first definition are not equivalent
at all but simply two separate definitions by themselves. Secondly, the defi-
nitions in the Enguiry, unlike those in the Treatise, do not contain any refer-
ence to contiguity in either space or time. Lastly, gone are the hesitations of
the Treatise in the Enguiry. The celebrated distinction between the philo-
sophical and the natural relation is dropped. Causation is no longer viewed
‘either as a philosophical or as a natural relation ; either as a comparison of
two ideas or as an association betwixt them’.?¢ It is considered only in the
light of two distinct kinds of experience—‘one, the experience of similar ins-
tances of events constantly conjoined with each other, the other our habit of
mind which moves as’® from the appearance of a cause (o the idea of the
effect. It may be argued that we may interpret these experiences in accordance
with philosophical and natural relations and that Hume has never been able
to shake off this distinction seriously. But it is nevertheless true that Hume in
his Enquiry does not introduce this distinction, perhaps anticipating that it
will lead to endless confusions and misleading interpretations. Be that as it
may, we beg to differ, in the face of above analysis, from Robinson’s view
that the two versions of cause in the Treatise and in the Enquiry are essentially
unchanged.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion we like to submit that Hume always prefers a mixed kind of
philosophy because it is based on the mixed character of human nature. Accu-
rate and abstruse philosophy, in spite of its difficulties, is surely to be culti-
vated. But for that reason we should not disregard the easy and obvious philo-
sophy. Man is no doubt a reasonable being; but he is also a sociable and
active being. So we must try to reconcile between the reasonable and the
sociable, the contemplative and the active side of human character. One, in
fact, supplements and makes up the defects of the other. This is perhaps the
reason why Hume offers his two definitions of cause. This interpretation is
quite in keeping with Hume’s intention when he says: ‘Be a philosopher, but
amidst all our philosophy, be still 2 man’,?8
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Plato’s political thought: a critique of
Popper’s interpretation
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Karl Popper, in the first part of his book The Open Society and Its Enemies,
has analysed and criticized Plato’s moral and political thought very systemati-
cally and severely.! In his quite unique interpretation of some of the Platonic
doctrines, Popper has several ideas to put forth and some very pertinent
objections to make against Plato. He holds that one of the greatest dangers
and the main obstruction in the progress of our civilization has been totali-
tarianism, a dangerous political programme of which Plato was the founding
father. Plato’s political philosophy is a reactionary movement which has tried
and still tries to overthrow civilization and to return to tribalism. If it is so,
it is not an ordinary mistake but one of the gravest which human civilization
has seen. The time has come to correct the mistake, and Popper’s Open Society
is precisely an attempt to that end. The book primarily aims at freeing readers
from the long and lingering spell of Plato.

It would involve us in a long discussion to respond to all of Popper’s
arguments. Perhaps someone may react to every piece of the argument of the
book on both the counts: what has been said and the way it has been said.
Here, in this paper we do not intend to undertake any such task. We shall
rather concentrate on some of his major arguments.

Popper develops his strategy more or less by attempting to establish the
thesis that Plato was 2 historicist, and hence whatever methodological diffi-
culties and problems there are in historicism may be applied to Plato also.
Historicism, according to Popper, is the fundamental impulse of Plato’s entire
philosophy, and is intimately connected with his nataralism which, too, can
be rejecicd on sound theoretical grounds. Historicism and naturalism are
further linked with Plato’s theory of justice, which, in Popper’s view, is a
totalitarian theory of justice. Thus, at each stage, Plato’s theory is attacked
and then the theory is rejected finally.

All this calls for a systematic exposition of Popper’s views and also for
their critical examination. In attempting to do that in this paper we shall
maintain:

(1) Popper’s objection to Plate’s approach towards social science on the
ground of his commitment to historicism is baseless, for Plato was not
a historicist at all.

(2) Plato’s naturalism should be seen as rooted in his metaphysical or onto-
logical premises, and hence it is here that Plato is to be attacked and
not on the count that he rejected or ignored the fact-value distinction.



78 SARLA KALLA

(3) It is true that Plato was an advocate of totalitarianism, but the way
he expounded it is different from what Popper makes out of it. Popper
may be right in holding the view that Plato advocated a closed society,
but one should not forget that the reason for Plato’s favouring it was
to ensure justice for all in a political community,

Popper, in discussing the Socratic problem, argues that while making an
assessment of Plato we are, in fact, always interpreting him.? Scholars like Bur-
net and Taylor have suggested that we should proceed with the assumption
that Plato really meant what he said and that Plato’s evidence is the only first-
hand evidence available to us. According to this principle, Plato’s Socrates
must be accepted as a portrait of the historical Socrates. While conceding this
to be a sound starting point, Popper goes on to show that there are facts which
soon force everybody to give it up. They are the so-called contradictions in
Plato’s alleged portrait of Socrates. Even if we accept the principle that we
have no better evidence than Plato’s, we are forced by internal contradictions
in his writings not to take him at his word, and to give up the assumption
that he really meant what he said.

This point may well be applied to all the Platonic doctrines. If there are
contradictions, then-we are forced to interpret Plato. Therefore, to criticize
Popper it will not be sufficient on our part just to show certain passages and
theses in Plato’s writings which may lead to results contrary to those that
Popper has arrived at, because he may very well argue that the weight of the
argument turns on those passages which he has quoted. So, mere citation of
counter-passages will not cut the ground. What therefore is suggested is to
consider the passages which have been cited by Popper himself and on which
his interpretation is based, and then see whether his interpretation is the
only possible one or some other interpretations may also be possible.

Let us start with the question of historicism. According to Popper, one
is committed to historicism if one believes that a truly scientific or philo-
sophical attitude towards politics and a deeper understanding of social life
in general should be based upon contemplation and interpretation of human
history, and that only by right contemplation and interpretation it is possible
to trace a definite pattern in human history and work out historical laws by
which future course of events may be predicted. But, as Popper suggests, this
approach to social sciences gives poor results. In fact, any historical prophecy
is beyond the scope of scientific method.

The first question to consider is whether Plato was a historicist at all.
Popper writes: ‘From the feeling that society, and indeed everything, was in
flux, arose, I believe, the fundamental impulse of his philosophy. . ..’* And
Plato summed up his social experience by professing a law of historical deve-
lopment. ‘According to this law...all social change is corruption or decay or
degeneration.’® Popper suggests that Plato’s theory of forms provides the
speculative or meiaphysical argument in favour of maintaining the thesis that

-
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all change is corruption or decay, and Plato arrives at the same conclusion by
a study of history as we find in at least three of his.dialogues, namely, States-
man, Timaeus and Laws.

We may first take up the argument derived from the theory of forms
Popper writes:

The fact that this theory is designed to explain the similarities in sensible
things does not seem at first sight to be in any way connected with histc:ri-
cism. But it is; and as Aristotle tells us it was just this connection which
induced Plato to develop the Theory of Ideas.®

Since no reference is given by Popper, it is difficult for us to see how Aristotle
connected Plato’s theory of forms with his historicism. Popper thinks that
for Plato forms are the starting points of all the changes in the world of flux.
“If the starting point of all change is perfect and good, then change can only
be a movement that leads away from the perfect and good; it must be directed
towards the imperfect and the evil, towards corruption.”

To an ordinary reader this interpretation of Plato’s theory of forms would
seerm somewhat strange, for he usually understands the theory as a synthesis
of two theses which confronted Plato: the Parmenidean thesis that rea-
lity is unchanging and Heraclitean thesis that everything is in flux. One o.f the
central ideas on which Plato constructed the edifice of his philosophy itself
becomes the ground for proving historicism in Popper’s hands. (Surely this is
not an objection to Popper’s view because most of the scholars may be wrong
in their understanding of Plato.) Apart from this, however, what is objection-
able in Popper’s interpretation of the Platonic thesis tha.t ‘the more away a
thing is from its form, the less real, less true or less good it is’ may be summed
up in the following statement: Popper seems to think that bemg_more away
from means later in time, because it is only when interpreted this way thgt
one may say that there is a constant degradation in things or that history is
the history of decay in things.

But should Plato’s views be understood in this way? In fact, Plato says
that the more a thing resembles or participates in its idea, the more real it
becomes. It is true that the notion of resemblance or participation itself does
not carry any very precise meaning in Plato’s thought. But there can be little
doubt that the notion of time does not have any relevance in this context.
To prove its relevance one will have to imagine Plato holding the following
position: in the beginning of the universe, reality was more real or perfectly
real; and it becomes more and more unreal as time marches on.

That it is a misrepresentation of Plato’s view will become clear if we pay
atiention to the task undertaken by Plato in such dialogues as The Republic
and Laws: the task of conceiving an ideal society and his proposed plan to
realize the ideal. If we accept Popper, we shall have to admit that Plato never
meant what he really said. If Popper were right in this interpretation, Plato
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would never have spoken of the possibility of the' emergence of an ideal
state or of approximating the ideal condition, for time will always inevitably
result in degeneration of things and the dream of ideal city will never be
realized.

As usual, Popper anticipates the objection. (But that does not prove his
position to be right because he does not actually meet the anticipated objec-
tion.) He finds it problematic to explain how Plato could speak of a pro-
gramme for making of an ideal state when he accepted the law of social
decay. He admits that Plato ‘certainly believed that it is possible for us, by a
human or rather by a superhuman effort, to break through the fatal histori-
cal trend, and to putan end to the process of decay’.s Popper’s solution is
that it should be treated as historicism with some limitations.?

But it is not possible to reconcile these two views as they are contradictory.
One who believes that man’s destiny can be changed by free will can never
be said to believe in determinism. Therefore, it is not historicism with some
limitations as Popper suggests but no historicism at all.

Popper’s second argument in favour of considering Plato as a historicist
is that Plato’s study of history also led him to the same conclusion. In favour
of this thesis, Popper alludes to some passages in the Statesman, Laws and
Timaeus.

Popper writes:

According to one of Plato’s dialogues (the Statesman), a Golden Age, the
age of Cronos...i1s followed by our own age, the age of Zeus, an age in
which the world is abandoned by the gods and left to its own resources,
and which consequently is one of increasing corruption.l®

He further says: ‘It is not certain how far Plato believed in the story of the
Statesman. He made it quite clear that he did not believe that all of it was
literally true.’t* But in spite of this Popper writes:

On the other hand, there can be little doubt that he visnalised human his-
tory in a cosmic setting; that he believed his own age to be one of deep
depravity...and the whole preceding historical period to be governed by
an inherent tendency towards decay...'?

And he states again:
...in the Statesman the six forms of government are ordered according to
their degree of imperfection...the six forms which are all degenerate copies
of the perfect or best state, appear all as steps in the process of degene-

ration,'?

The passages referred to are 297 ¢ and 303 b of the Statesman.'* But these
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passages hardly show any intent on the part of Plato that he was attempting
a historical account of the degeneration of states. The whole discussion seems
to be a conceptual analysis of various actual or possible forms of government
rather than a historical one. This is a recurring theme in Plato’s writings; it
also appears in Laws, where he arrives at the conclusion that monarchy and
democracy are the two main types of government, all the rest being variations
or combinations of these two types.

Popper then refers to the theory of origin of species in Timaeus. ‘Accord-
ing to this story, man, the highest of animals, is generated by the gods; the
other species originate from him by a process of corruption...”.!* It is clear,
writes Popper, ‘that this theory can be applied to human society, and to its
history.’1® But Popper does not offer any further evidence to show how this
can be done. The story only tries to show how various species came into exis-
tence. It does not show in particular that lower species are gradually coming
into existence or that there is a constant degradation of species or that his-
tory is a history of degencration.

Popper further alludes to some references in Laws where a discussion is
undertaken regarding various forms of government. Popper maintains that
a historical survey is explicitly undertaken there. To prove this thesis, Popper
goes up to the extent of misquoting the text. One of the passages referred to
by him runs as follows: ‘Have not uncounted thousands of cities been born
during this time...and has not each of them been under all kinds of govern-
ment? ...Let us, if we can, get hold of the cause of so much change.’*” Taylor’s
translation of the passage reads : ‘And you will surely grant that thousands
and thousands of cities have come into being during this time, and no less a
number have ceased to exist? Moreover, every form of constitution has repeat-
edly appeared in one or other of them. Sometimes a small city has grown
larger, sometimes a large city smaller; a bad city has sometimes grown better,
a good city sometimes worse. . .. Thus we have, if possible, to discover the
cause of these variations...’!8 (emphasis mine). It is clear that the underlined
portion was deliberately left out by Popper while citing the passage, for had
he done so, it would have clearly shown that Plato did not believe in a cons-
tant decay in history.

Therefore, as far as the textual study goes, we do not find Plato believing
in any historical law of decay. Moreover, it is hard to believe that Plato had
any historical records before him to work out any theory of history. One need
not speculate on this point. In Laws he has explicitly stated that ‘our survey
of history also has led us to the same result which we had previously arrived
at’.1® It implies that Plato arrived at his conclusions independently on a pri-
ori grounds and that they were at most substantiated by history. This will
become clear if we ask ourselves the question: what would Plato have done
had the results of history been altogether different? Would he have aban-
doned his theory or altered his conclusions? Further, if history was so impor-
tant to him, why did he not introduce it in the curriculum at his academy?
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Popper, of course, admits that Plato probably did not possess the necessary
data, but he suggests that he tried to reconstruct the ancient tribal form of
social Iife as he wanted to show how free it was from disunion and how class
war had been avoided in it.*® But in the ancient tribal state, as depicted by
Plato (even if we allow it to be a historical fact and not a myth), there was no
class war to be avoided. It is true that Plato believed the older form of tribal
social life to be peaceful and free from many vices which went along with
more civilized life. But he did not consider it the truly ideal form of life for
the simple reason that there was no true knowledge or philosophy available
in it. The simple tribal life was devoid of vices but knowledge of virtue had
hardly anything to do with its making. Its formation was theresult of other
factors: the specific geographical and economic conditions in which the tri-
bals lived and their lack of technology. To think that Plato conceived the tri-
bal form of life as idea which had somchow to be revived and then preserved
for ever is to forget the central role that philosophy played in his notion of
good life or the role that philosopher was allowed to play in the ideal state
he conceived of. One might perhaps rightly conclude that neither Plato’s
sociological or historical investigations could lead him to any historical law
of decaying things; nor his theory of ideas could be treated as leading to
historicism.

To treat Plato as a totalitarian one need not go via historicism, A thinker
may be committed to historicism. He may believe that progress is inevitable
in history, and that the perfect form of society would be some sort of demo-
cracy; one may not believe in historicism, and yet maintain that totalitarian-
ism is the only possible remedy for the vices of social life.

We may now proceed to an analysis of Popper’s next thesis which seeks to
establish Plato as a naturalist.

According to Popper, naturalism is a tendency or a belief which states
that, in spite of the fact that there is a distinction between nature and conven-
tion and between natural and normative laws, there are some eternal unchang-
ing laws of nature from which one can derive cthical or normative laws. In
Popper’s view, Plato derived the norm that men ought to be treated unequal
from his belief that they were so by nature. Plato thought that social life be-
gan with natural inequality between persons and it could, therefore, continue
upon that foundation only. He also thought that man’s true natural aims
could be derived from his own true nature which is spiritual and social., and
further that natural norms of social lifecould bederived from man’s natural
ends. This spiritual naturalism was used by Plato to justify natural prero-
gatives of the noble or elect or wise or of the natural leader.

One can see that the problem arises right at the very foundations—the
way Plato conceived reality as manifesting ontological as well as axiological
principles. If a thing is real only to the extent it participates in its idea which
is also its ideal or, to put it conversely, if reality itself is ideal towards which
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all sensible things strive so as to become more real, then the fact-value dis-
tinction becomes irrelevant. A

In accordance with this view, one may account for or provide reasons to
think why Plato believed that inequality should continue in social life or why
he considered it to be just. In conformity with his theory of forms, Plato
maintained that men pariicipated more or less in the idea of manhood and
were, therefore, more or less human. In the very statement that men were
unequal, it was not a mere fact that was being stated but a norm which was
being employed indicating what a man ought to be and with reference to
which men were unequal. While asking what man’s true nature was so as to
derive norms for his conduct, Plato was seeking for the essence of man, and
wag thus, in fact, employing a valuational noticn about what a man ought
to be. In his scheme, it is pointless to argue that since man’s nature was
spiritual he ought to behave in a manner so as to acquire his true nature; it
must rather be said that man is man to the extent he participates in his
ideal or his spiritual nature. And, therefore, one can say that Plato did not
derive an ought from an is; rather he dropped this distinction.

In no way is this argument a defence of Plato. What we are suggesting is
that if Plato is to be criticized for this, his entire theoretical framework has
to be challenged. This will be true for all of his important doctrines including
the political ones.

The final argument of Popper against Plato is that he is a totalitarian, an
advocate of closed society and a conscious enemy of liberal ideas. According
to Popper, the principal elements of Plato’s political thought are as follows:

(A) The strict division of the classes, i.e. the ruling class consisting of
herdsmen and watch-dogs must be strictly separated from the human
cattle.

(B) The identification of the fate of the state with that of the ruling class;
the exclusive interest in this class, and inits unity; and subservient to
this unity, the rigid rules for breeding and educating this class, and
the strict supervision and collectivization of the interests of its mem
bers (emphasis mine).

From these principal elements others can be derived; for instance, the
following:

(C) The ruling class has a monopoly of things like military virtues and
training, and of the right to carry arms and to receive education of
any kind; but it is excluded from any participation in economic acti-
vities, especially from earning money.

(D) There must be a censorship of all intellectual activities of the ruling
class, and a continual propaganda aimed at moulding and unifying
their minds. All innovation in education, legislation, and religion
must be prevented or suppressed.

(E) The state must be self-sufficient. It must aim at economic autarchy;
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for otherwise the rulers would either be dependent upon traders, or
become traders themselves. The first of these alternatives would
undermine their power, the second their unity and the stability of
the state.®

This programme, Popper says, can be fairly considered totalitarian. Plato
identified justice with the principle of class rule and of class privilege. For
him justice was not a relationship between individuals but a property of the
whole state based upon a relationship between its classes. ‘The state is just
if it is healthy, strong, united, stable.’22

For Plato, Popper thinks, only one ultimate standard remained and that
was the interest of the state. Everything that furthered it was good and virtu-
ous and just, and everything that threatened it was bad, wicked and unjust.
Plato’s moral code was strictly political utilitarianism. Morality was nothing
but political hygiene.?

That Plato was interested in protecting the interests of a particular class
is a criticism that has been well responded to not only by Plato’s defenders
but also by some of his critics, Moreover, Popper himself, in the concluding
chapter of The Open Society, finally agrees that Plato was perhaps interested
in the good of the entire society. Why did Popper modify his initial position?
As has been well pointed out by his critics, in the Republic we do not find
strict division of classes, for nowhere does Plato discard the possibility of a
soldier becoming a guardian or a guardian’s degradation to the class of a
soldier. Moreover, such a modification becomes necessary if Plato’s second
major political treatise, i.e., Laws is taken into account. And surely this dia-
logue cannot be ignored or set aside as unimportant, particularly by Popper,
who himself frequently draws attention to the dialogue in support of his own
interpretation. Forexample, to prove that Platois ananti-humanitarian Popper
often refers to passages from Laws. But the dialogue also contains other
points of interest. For example, in Laws we do not find a division of classes
in the form of military class and unarmed class; rather the distinction is drawn
between citizens and non-citizens. Any citizen may occupy important offices
of the state, including the highest office. There is no separate guardian class
that alone is entitled to rule. If, in place of the phrase ruling class, (in the
passage cited above p. 83) all the citizens is substituted, it makes an impor-
tant difference. In that case, the conclusion follows that Plato’s programme
is not designed only for the benefit of the ruling class or that state’s interests
are not identified by him with those of a particular classonly. That Plato
might have totally misconceived what is to one’s interest or benefit and how
it may be attained is a separate issue.

Popper has suggested that by formulating the key problem of politics as
who should rule? Plato has created a lasting confusion in political philosophy.
Once the question is formulated in this way, it is hard to avoid some such
reply as the best or the wisest. With this answer the future problem will be of
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selecting and educating persons to rule and designing institutions for the
selection of future leaders. As Popper suggests, the very idea of selecting or
educating future leaders is self-contradictory; for the secret of intellectual
excellence is the spirit of criticism, independence of thought. Institutions for
the selection of the outstanding can hardly be devised. This criticism made by
Popper justifiably strikes at the root of the concept of education as under-
stood by Plato. It may be added that the problem has a deeper dimension,
for the question who should rule? presupposes one’s conception regarding
statesmanship itself. If one propounds the thesis that it is a matter of expertise,
a science, the object of which is to acquire spiritual health for its citizens, then
the answer is inevitable that the ruler ought to be an expert or knower of
science, a wise man, a philosopher. It would follow by definition that he who
knows the art of ruling should rule. Plato argues that just as navigation re-
quires a skilled navigator, treatment of a diseased person a physician, so the
treatment of spiritual illness requires a philosopher who knows the correct
treatment of the souls. Of course, Plato also assumes that there is something
called spiritual heaith which can be defined precisely or definitively; society
is diseased and, therefore, needs a healer or saviour.

However, the assumption that statesmanship is a science is itself’ question-
able. It is a mistake to hold that it has well-defined aims to achieve and speci-
fic methods to achieve the aims defined. For Plato there are correct standards
in fine arts and morality; similarly, there is some correct view of political
justice also. And if someone disagrees with that correct notion of political
justice, he is irrational for the same reasons as those which we have when we
find one disagreeing about a factual question, though sufficient evidence has
been provided to him to accept that fact. That there can be alternative rational
approaches to the concept of social justice is a view which will be rejected by
Plato outright.

We think that, in the field of politics, only this much can be said and agreed
upon that statesmanship aims at the good of the entire community. But dis-
agreements start when one proceeds to entertain the question: what does the
good of the community consist in ? Which political institutions will be able
to achieve it ? And, surely, these disagreements may be firmly grounded on
reason. 1 presume that Plato denies the very possibility of alternative rational
standpoints about matters of serious concern for human beings. Plato is a
totalitarian in holding the view that there is something called the good which
can be known only by a select few. His idea of the rule of Philosopher-king
in the Republic and an unchangeable legal code in Laws suggesis that Plato
thought of himself as among those few select beings.

To hold the view that there cannot be alternative rational standpoints
about values is, in fact, to commit oneself to an essentialist point of view
which is questionable in itself. That apart, there is also an epistemological
difficulty of a fundamental kind. In Plato’s thought, reason that compre-
hends ideas is more or less inuitive reason, rather than just reason itself,
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Knowledge of ideas is intuitive knowledge and, therefore, its validity cannot
be ascertained or judged by any rational means. Also, it can neither be proved
nor disproved that someone actually has the knowledge of beauty or justice.
Since there cannot be any rational criteria to know whether someone knows
(in Platonic sense), knowledge has to be assumed.

All this would become more apparent if we draw our attention to the fact
that nowhere does Plato provide any concrete definition of justice or good
(although while criticizing an opponent’s thesis Plato usually demands a con-
crete definition as “justice is the interest of the stronger’). Even if one consi-
ders “justice is to mind one’s own business’ as a definition of justice, it is
empty because it remains to be settled what one’s business is and who ¢an
decide it and by what criteria. Plato never presented, as rightly pointed out
by Popper, any arguments in favour of establishing his peculiar notion of jus-
tice. Plato writes (in ‘The Republic’) since all the three virtues of the state
have been examined, the remaining fourth, that of minding one’s own busi-
ness must be justice. Even a defender of Plato would not like to treat it as a
sound theoretical argument.

Plato’s whole spectrum of political thought, I suppose, rests on his notion
of human personality and on the assumption that politics is a science. Both
these elements combined together, perhaps, may explain some of the impor-
tant political views of Plato. We have already discussed some of the problems
inherent in the assumption that politics is a science. The other aspect, i.e.
Plato’s notion of human personality, is much more problematic to deal with
since it involves the fundamental question of one’s value conception regarding
ideal human life as such. For Plato, the ideal life is a /ife governed by reason;
all other values of social life are subservient to it. That is Plato’s ultimate
principle. One may reject it, but one has to see what such a rejection involves.
Does the rejection or acceptance of any particular value scheme in favour of
another depend upon logical grounds or cognitive considerations? If it is not
so, then one can only say that Plato’s conception of ideal human life is diffe-
rent from that of our own. The difference lies in our cheices. Such a choice
may be supported by good reasons, but then they are not conclusive reasons.

Plato’s deep concern for the achievement of an ideal human life led him
to adopt an authoritarian view in politics. He did not find anything objection-
able in the thesis that an intelligent person should govern the community with
his own view about what is good and beneficial for the masses; it is justifiable
and desirable as much as it is right that reason should govern passions. But
Plato could not see that reason can never be a property of an individual and
that the search for truth never ends with one individual’s thought process.
Belief in one’s own reason and no one else’s is a belief which is too objection-
able to hold. Such a view is so conspicuously present in all the major political
dialogues of Plato—whether it is the idea of the Philosopher-King in the
Republic wherein future philosophers are frained intheliteral sense of the term
or the statesman of the Stafesman who is a saviour or healer of a diseased
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society or a herdsman of the human flock or the legislator of Laws who would
not let an individual do any activity without proper instructions of a leader—
that one wonders whether it is a disciple of Socrates who is addressing his
readers. One really finds in the dialogues that Plato the idealist philosopher
is gradually submerged by Plato the advocate of totalitarianism. But it must
also be conceded that Plato’s totalitarianism is highly intellectualized which
finds its expression only in the field of politics.

The fact remains that the social structure so strongly condemned by Plato
made the rise of a philosopher like him possible. But in the Platonic ideal
society the emergence of a philosopher like Plato canhardly be imagined.
And herein lies the basic paradox of Plato’s philosophy.
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In defence of quantum logic

BLIOY MUKHERJEE
Jadavpur University, Calcutta

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum theory, which is regarded as one of the most important develop-
ments in the history of science, has been in need of a satisfactory interpretation
since the theory was first formulated. To meet the need, several interpretations
have come to the surface, of which the most influential one is known as the
Copenhagen interpretation.

Rirkoff and von Neumann [Birkoff and von Neumann, 1936], inspired by
the Copenhagen view, have offered an interpretation by discovering the logic
of the experimental propositions of quantum mechanics, which is different
from classical logic, and is formally indistinguishable from the calculus of the
linear subspaces of Hilbert space. This view has been reinterpretated by Fikel-
stein more operationalistically in his Pittsburgh lecture [Finkelstein, 1972].

From this Putnam takes his {ead and asserts that the logical form of the
world is non-classical, and so we need to revise our logict [Putnam, 1975].

He argues that while

(1) Py (VovViv..v¥av..}
is true according to quantum theory

(2 (Po V) V(P V)V ...V (Py- Vo)

must be false. Therefore, according to classical method of evaluation,
(1) O (2) must be false. Hence the necessity of revising classical logic, and
that amounts to dropping the principle of distribution:

(3) A-(BvC))D((4-B)v(A-C))
11. OBIECTIONS TO QUANTUM LoOGIC

11.1. Harrisor

In a recent paper Harrison [Harrison, 1983] objects to such a revision. He
maintains that Putnam’s contention about (1) is false. The reason is: we can
hold (1) to be true only when both of its conjuncts are true. But we can assert
the second conjunct of (1) to be true, given that the first is, only if we take for
granted that the propositions ‘that the particle has velocity ¥, “that the parti-
cle has velocity V,, etc., are all the possibly true propositions. But that is false,
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according to quantum theory. Though ¥V, ¥, etc., are alt the possible velo-
cities, the propositions asserting that the particle has this or that velocity do
not exhaust the possibilities, because theadditional possibility is that the parti-
cle does not have any of the velocities above. Therefore, we cannot hold the
second conjunct of (1} to be true. From this he concludes:

Fither the second conjunct of (1) is logically true or it is not. If it is logically
true quantum theory must be false, so there is no need to revise classical
logic to accommodate it. On the other hand if it is not logically true, there is
no reason why it should not be false in the event of quantum theory’s be-
ing true and so (1) and (2) be both false in the same circumstances. Hence
quantum theory provides no reason for rejecting principle of distribution
and there is not this need of quantum logic [Harrison, 1983].

11.2. Hooker

In his long article, Hooker [Hooker, 1973] describes this approach (the logical
interpretation of Hilbert space and so directed more against Bub [Bub, 1974]
than Putnam) to be a failure, though an elegant one. In his opinion, the
approach to bring coherence between the conceptual-logical and mathematical
structure forces upon us a conceptually unbelievable ontology. In fact, he
claims that there is no ontology at all:

Although through parasitism upon the atomic ontology of CPM, one is
inclined to suppose that one can conceive of particles that have position
and do not have momentum one moment (and place}, have momentum but
do not have position next {at no place), more careful thought leads to the
conclusion that no notion of an individual is constructible [Hooker, 1973
266].

It is interesting to note that Hooker accuses Putnam and Bub of doing
exactly the opposite of what Harrison claims they have done. He arrives at
his position from somewhat formal considerations, and we shall presently
explore them.

As usual he starts by considering propositions of the form as in the
following:

The value of the observable 6 lies in E(C R), E being a Borel subset of
the real line R.

Observables are construed as real-valued functions on the phase space. Such
a proposition expresses a property (8 lying in £) of a classical particle mecha-

nical system, call it P::m:. These will form a Boolean algebra, call it fé”gm. But

every P:Pl; selects a Borel subset §-'( £) of phase space S&¥ of an N-component

system.

IN DEFENCE OF QUANTUM LOGIC 91

0-YE)={<q,P)>:8({q,p)) EE}

where ¢g,p) are points of phase space. So thereis a correspondence betws—:en
such propositions and a subfield of the field of subsets of S, Hence thereis a

CGPM CPM
ong-one correspondence between 93’0 and @s , the Boolean Algebra of

. . CPM
subsets of SV, But the singleton set {{g,p>}is an atomin & and so {g.p>

determines, by theory of Boolean Algebra, ultrafilters® on the Boolean
CPM

CPM CPM - CPM
Algebras # ' 0 Z g » ot The atoms of ‘@e are the propositions PB, )y {r}
being a singleton subset of R. So a definite value on R is determined- '
For a joint assertion of some 7 observables 0, &', etc., we need to consider
the product of » such Boolean Algebras. The product of all such algebras

CPM
would also form a Boolean Algebra, call it Q:;P 3 and an atomof &, would
be the conjunction of the atoms of the respective Boolean algebras. Then

CPM o .
the <g,p> would determine ultrafilters on &,  and would be isomorphic to
‘@{;PM

Now consider the characteristic observables for the set. It has the value
1iff the location of the system is in S". So any proposition of the form

PEP}“{I} would correspond to S” and the Boolean algebra of these proposi-
-]

. . . CPM
tions would again be isomorphic to %y .

Then every magnitude can be thought-of as a collection of properties; and
since every property corresponds to a characteristic observable, every magni-
tude may be expressed in terms of the demand so that the collection of pro-
perties has the structure of a Boolean algebra. This is the sense of saying that
the logic of the classical mechanical system is Boolean, and it represents the
way properties of the classical mechanical system hang together. -

In quantum mechanics also one may start by considering the propositions
of the form as given below:

The value of the observable 6 lies in E(CR) denoted by P&ME. Here also

E is a Borel set, R is the real line. In quantum theory there is a special type
of operators corresponding to the characteristic observables of classical
mechanics. These are the projection operators fg, the idempotents of the
theory and represent the properties of the system. These are in one-one COrres-
pondence with the subspaces of the Hilbert space associated with thf: 'systcm.
Denote the subspace corresponding to fy by A(ly) and the propositions by

Pﬁ“(‘l ) {1} On the basis of this correspondence logical connectives can be
P L)

defined in the following way:
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P]%E;B),{l} & P%?Ie'), {1y = af P}%(li'!e)u h (16')»{1}:
Pitton(ny ~ Pigyy, 1y = VPR, N AL
Py, 3 P LD

where N, U, | stand for the intersection, span, and orthogonalization res-
pectively. Withthesedefinitionsit iseasy toseethat these propositions form an

orthocomplemented, orthomodular lattice L%SM, Butby the spectral theorem
for any observable 0 and Borel set £ C R, we have a set of projection oper-
ators Iy on the Hilbert space of the system. So for every propoisition PBQ,:
we have a prescription for associatinga projection operator Iy and a subspace
A(Iy). Hence we get, using definitions, the same structure L*Ilg‘.

Here comes the peculiarity of quantum mechanics. In the classical case,
the algebraic structure of the observables is such that it allows the product
algebra to be a Boolean algebra. This is possible because of the fact that all
the observables in classical particle mechanics are compatible with each other.
In the case of quantum theory, this is not true. Here we have blocks of Bool-
ean algebras formed out of those observables that are compatible with each
other. Since they are compatible, their corresponding subspaces coincide
either pairwise or are orthogonal to each other. Hence given any proposition

Péll:, it would determine an ultrafilter on such a block but omit any refer-

ence to elements of other blocks involving incompatible observables. From
this Hooker concludes:

Facts remain however that when we have P | true, § a basic observ-

9,{r}
able, {r} a singleton set in R...we have P%V Efalse for every EC Rfor any 9’

which does not commute with8.... From this it is quite clear that QM onto-
logy for Bub, cannot be a pure classical ontology and heis in fact driven by
the “logic’ of his own position to claim that the facts of QM are physical
situations in which not all of the classical properties appear [Hooker, 1973:
265].

This conclusion, I would like to point out, is quite unwarranted. I am go-
ing to argue later that it is Hooker’s misinterpretation of Bub and Putnam
which leads him to such a conclusion. Both Putnam and Bub have categori-
cally asserted that a particle has all the classical properties it is supposed to
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have. So, if Hooker’s conclusion were to be followed, then the whole of Putnam-
Bub approach would be self-contradictory and should be abondoned
altogether. In fact, a Hooker-typeinterpretation of the view would obviouslty
lead to a kind of hidden variable theory or unsolvable measurement problem
which does not exist in their scheme.

11.3. Dorling

Such a possibility has actually been pointed out by John Dorling. In his
review of Bub’s book he writes [Dorling, 1976]:

The most acute difficulty here is this: Bub wants measurements merely to
discover and not to create the value of the measured observable. He there-
fore wants any measurable observable to have a particular (generally un-
known) value at any time whether or not the system is in an eigenstate of
the corresponding operator. In particular, each component of the spin of a
spin one system is to have a particular value at a given time, Now this is
just what Kochen and Specker’s argument rules out for a certain special
choice of 117 different spin-axes directions. But Bub’s position is that it
does not rule this out, but only rules out the conjunction of this along with
the assumption (rejected by Kochen and Specker) that the clementary pro-
positions assigning values to spin components obey the laws of classical
logic.

Now it is not clear in Bub’s discussion just where his assumption of non-
classical logic for the propositions in question blocks the derivation of
Kochen and Specker’s contradiction.

I am going to argue that Dorling essentially makes the same point as
Hooker.

ITI. In DErFENCE OF QuaNTUM LoGiC

TI1.1. Harrison

Let us now get back to Harrison. As one starts with his paper one gets the
impression that he is trying to defend classical logic. But as the article pro-
gresses his remarks become increasingly obscure. For example, he assumes
{a) that given the position of the particle, its momentum would be indeter-
minate; () thatitwould be perfectly possible in that case to maintain that the
particle does not have any momentum at all; and (¢) that the proposition
‘momentum of the particle is equal to mv’ is false. Presented this way, it is
relatively simple to defend quantum logic against such an attack. For, if the
momentum is indeterminate, how can one claim that the proposition ‘momen-
tum of the particle is equal to mv’is false? However, it is possible to make his
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remarks appear more respectable. But before we can do that, let us take an
example used by many, particularly, by Finkelstein [Finkelstein, 1972] from
whom Putnam took his lead.

Consider a spin 4 particle. Let o, be the spinin the z-direction having
eigenvalues 1 and —1 in states (}) and () respectively. Let 4, denote the pro-
position ‘cz=1" and A4, the proposition ‘c; = —1°. Let ox be the spin in the
x-dirgction and call the proposition ‘ox =17 A,, the state being G }yg) Then

according to Putnam’s reading, given A,, there are two possibilities for o,
and only two propositions 4, and A4, Thus 45 (4, v Ayp) is true. Reasoning
in the way Putnam does, it is casy to see that the law of distribution fails
because (A, A,) v (4,4 A,) is false. But Harrison’s objection is that given A4,,
the spin in the z-direction is indeterminate and A4, v A4, is false since it does
not exhaust the possibilities. This implies that another proposition 4, (the
spin in the z-direction is indeterminate) must be included in the disjunction
and assumed to be true or false, The implication

(Ay (v 43v A) ) D ((Ay A)) v (Ay 43) v (40 4,))

would be true but at the cost of giving way to a proposition devoid of any
operational significance at all, for whenever we measure o, (I mean the energy
due to spin) we get either 1 or — 1.

There is a more serious reason to reject Harrison’s claim. He is clearly
confusing between propositions pertaining to the system with statements
about the context. The context may, of course, affect the truth-value of a
proposition, but it cannot certainly be included in the set of propositions
asserting the properties of the system. This can be easily seen as each of A4,
Ay, A, corresponds to a subspace of the complete Hilbert space of the system
but nothing corresponds to 4,.

There are other troubles too. We can direct an old question to Harrison.
Suppose we assign (by measurement, say) the particle spin+1 in the z-direc-
tion. Then, in such a view, the spin in the x-direction is indeterminate. How-
ever, we could have alternately chosen to assign (again by measurement, say)
ita spin+ 1 in the x-direction and its spin in the z-direction would have been
indeterminate. So a particle’s having a spin at a particular time would depend
upon the kind of measurement we are making, or even worse, on our choos-
ing to assign it one or the other. It is precisely to refute such a position that
Einstein along with Podolsky and Rosen wrote their oft-quoted paper® [van
Fraassen, 1976).

The only way Harrison can justify his remarks is by arguing like Bohr
(i.e., by bringing in context-dependence or presupposition) as Heelan or
van Fraassen has done. But then ‘the logic’ is not classical as has been shown
by them.

In his paper Harrison has raised an issue concerning Putnam’s paper that
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should be taken seriously.* He remarks: The proposition that these are all the
possible velocities that there are must be assumed by those who wish to reject
classical logic’ [Harrison, 1983].

The issue is the following: we have a theory T, (say) whose predictions are
in accordance with our observations. There could be another theory T, which
also explains the same set of experimental results, butthe algebraic structure
of these could be different. Can we now claim on the ground of simplicity
alone (as Putnam does) that there is nothing in reality answering to the terms
of T; which do not occur in T,? That, in general, we cannot is apparant
from the case of classical statistical mechanics (77} and classical particle
mechanics (T,).

But in this case, there is a way out which was not taken note of by Putnam
earlier [Putnam, 1975]. This depends upon a formal result of Kochen and
Specker who have shown that the algebra of the observables of quantum
theory is not imbeddable in that of classical particle mechanics. This sharply
distinguishes the case from that of classical particle mechanics and classical
statistical mechanics, for in the latter case the algebra of statistical mechanics
is very much imbeddable in that of particle mechanics. In the absence of
Kochen and Specker’s result, Putnam’s way of introducing quantum logic
is as ad hoc as he feels the introduction of hidden variables are in quantum
theory. But these charges are no longer applicable to Putnam’s revised position
[Putnam, 1983]. Kochen and Specker’s argument was, however, well taken
care of by Bub in his work [Bub, 1974].

iI1.2. Hooker and Dorling

Before we can answer Hooker, let us first formulate clearly an equivalence
principle extensively used in the literature.

Eguivalence. The following statements are equivalent:

{a} The two-valued homomorphisms on the Boolean subalgebra of the
partial Boolean algebra of the propositions of quantum theory assign 1 to

the proposition PEM{HI} iff 4 has the value a;

(B) An observable 4 has a definite value iff the state of the system is |a)
where A|a) =aifai).

The proof, I suppose, is quite straightforward, and [ merely outline it here.
From the theory of Boolean algebra a two-valued homomorphism is defin-
able® iff the subalgebra & of the partial Booleanalgebra isa Boolean algebra.
But & can be a Boolean algebra iff the observables pertaining to it are com-
patible with each other. They are compatible with each other iff they share
the eigenfunctions. In quantum theory the probability that 4 has a value o
is 1 iff it is in the state |@1)>. QED. The objections to quantum logic raised by
Harrison, Hooker and Dorling are all based on the acceptance of (o) or (8),
none of which is acceptable to the proponents of quantum logic.
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Let us now see Hooker’s conclusion in the light of Equivalence. Hooker
clearly presupposes (a), for through ultrafilter construction he is clearly after
two-valued homomorphism and also identifies two-valued homomorphisms
with truth-value assignments. But does his conclusion follow? There are rea-
sons to think that it does not. To see this a simple example due to Bub would
sufficc. Consider a system associated with a z-dimensional Hilbert apace. Let
A, B be two incompatible observables such that

Alad=ai|a 2

2 33=b11 Bg }a=1.2,9.
Here propositions asserting particular values of allthe observables compatible
with A will form the Booleanalgebra & ,, say. Let &5 besuch a Boolean algebra
for B.It is apparent that an ultrafilter f,on #, would omit anyreference to any
clement belonging to % y. So atwo-valued homomorphism on &, would assign
0 to every element belonging to &,, while assigning 1 to elements belonging
to fa. But for the same reason a two-valued homomorphism on & would omit
any reference to elements of %, and (@) assign 0 to them. Sothe values of every
propositions would oscillate between 0 and 1. Hence it is wrong to conclude
that given a definite value for any observable, say 4, i.e., given a proposition

oM QM o .
PA, Py to be true, we have P (b5} false for every j. This only shows thatthere

is something wrong with the very way the truth-values are assigned through
ultrafilter construction. This is precisely what Belinfante [Belinfante, 1973]
claims Kochen and Specker’s paradox shows. Ishall now present Belinfante’s
proof of this paradox instead of Kochen and Specker’s, so that we can
also show why Belinfante’s claim that certain propositions lack truth-values is
untenable. This wilf also showhow Belinfante, Hooker and Dorling are really
claiming the same thing. This way we can answer both Hooker and Dorling.
Note that the purpose of Kochen and Specker’s proof is to refute hidden
variable theories of a particular kind. quantum theory gives us a state
function  for any system which can be written as

i =Zc1 ¢t where {1} is a set of constants, {¢;} is a complete set such that

A d1=a1¢1, o being the cigenvalues i.e., the possible values of the observ-
able 4. The theory only predicis a probability |Cy|? that the observable 4
would have the value ax. Now the problem any hidden variable theory wants
to solve is to find out a set of parameters which together with ¢ would give
the exact state ¢a in which the system is at a definite instant. The transition
from ¢ to ¢én as a result of measurement may be described as

> én with n=n (4, &; {11 -@)

where the function » simltaneously predicts the result of every measurement
that could be made. Every quantum mechanical pure state would then turn
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out to be a classical mixture and for every value £(®) of the hidden variable
£ there would be a probability P and any uncertainity about the measure-
ment (4) would be due to the uncertainity of assigning a B to £ in t‘h_E‘,
unique function r{y,E,{$:}). This Pg would tend irreversibly to an equili-
brium distribution p 8 when

:5[3 =Pp (t—>00)

For any observable in an ensemble, corresponding to a pure Quantum mecha-
nical state, such a theory should predict a probability

B )
P (1D = SB 7,

where S.(¢’k) stands for the sum over all the § and a given index value k

of n:
k= n@ P, 4.

But if the theory should predict what quantum mechanics does, then Pk
should turn out to be the familiar quantum mechanical distribution

P (h, {3} = |Sf *ype

Within this framework Kochen and Specker are supposed to have generated an
apparent contradiction regarding the truth value of the propositions {or, to
follow their own terminology strictly, regarding the values of the observables).
They considered an ortho-Helium atom inits triplet state (n=2,I=0, 5=1).
But we have for J=L--§
2 2 2
= Jx + JY + Jz
where Ji (i=x, ¥, z) are the components of angular momentum. It can be
shown that for this triplet state the Ji’s have simultaneous eigenfuctions. But
as J% ¢m —j(j+1) ¢m and J =1, J2 must have the value 25* and so one of them

should have the value 0. They also described a set-up in which it is possible
to know which of the spin angular momentum components is 0. We can

now define a quantity
Vi= dfl - [Ji2 lﬁ?.] (i=x,y,z)

which can only assume the values 0 or 1 and can be interpreted as truth-

values of propositions of the form Pﬁ;‘ (Hi%,} Suppose we have a set of
b Ll ./ -
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L . 3
<-11rect10ns n along which J, =0 or ¥,=1. Then we can expect that there
is a set 5 of directions # such that for a given value of £

(4) V.~land J -0if ;€ 4

Vy=0andJ , =hif ndn

The paradox then generated is that there does not exist a set 7 of directions
such that (4), (B) and (C) are satisfied, where (B) and (C) are the following:

B E , N , i
: (8) For any triad of orthogonal directions, one is a direction # for which

J, =0, =1 and the other two are directions for which J2,=E2 V ,=0;
) n S

) (C)2 Corres;:ondmgly, for any fwo perpendicular directions / and m not
oth J1 and Jm will be zero simultaneously but one or both of them must

be k2, ie., one or both of ¥1 and ¥ must be zero. If (B) and {C) hold, then
accordmg to (A) the value of J; for a particular / would oscillate betwe;n h?
anq 0. From this I.{ochen and Specker concluded the impossibility of hidden
variable cqnstrucﬁon. On the other hand, Belinfante claims that this prove
the non-existence of truth-values rather than the impossibility of hiddezf variS
able construction, whereas Dorling believes this to disprove the existence o;'
any vall;le of Jy atall. Sincethe Vy'shaveaO, I assignment, it is clear that
Hooker’s attempt is really an algebraic formulation of the san;e result.

Let US NOW concentrate on the structure of the proof. It is clear from the
presentation that such a proof accepts (8) and so by implication ( « ) of Equi-
va}lence. Note also that in the proof (8) and (C) are prefectly in accordaice
with quantum mechanics and were obtained from the relation

2 2 2
Ji=J 4J T
X v z
Therefore (4) and consequently (8) are suspect and by implication (a), i
two-valued homomorphism. Belinfante has generalized the paradox to’ HTI’
bert space and that is really of importance here. This amounts to rovi i
that the same contradiction would be generated for a function v— v(glz 5 ¥
where v is 1 if the system is in the state ¢, (so that the observable h;s: slczh’é )
c-orrespondlng eigenvalue as its value) and v—o would mean that the pro os'e
tion ‘tl%e _system has the 4-value a1’ when A ¢1=a; ¢1 is false. We hfve pse K
that this is possible. So what comes out is that the truth-value would 'un:n
between 1 and 0 or equivalently the following conditions cannot be satigﬁedl:-’
(@) Every vw(¢u;4,E)=10r0 -
(B) For every orthogonal set {¢,} with I<ign

jv(qsn;sb, 51

T{{his f:learly shows that Kochen and Specker’s proof stands valid, only if we
identify two-valued homomorphisms with truth-value assignments. Bub re-
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jected this to get rid of the contradiction. It is clear that if we agree to assign
states and so some probability within the interval {1, 0] to propositions, there
will be no problem in satisfying (b) and the whole problem would be resolved.

We are now in a position to take up the ontological issues Hooker raised.
He reached those conclusions by the results we have already discussed in con-
junction with what he proposed to be the Ideniity Principle.

Identity Principle. A continyous spatio-temporal trajectory constituting
the successive locations of a substance also constitutes the identity of the in-
dividual whose trajectory it is.

Now if a particle has a position but does not have a momentum at a point
of time and has momentum but does not have any position at another time,
then certainly it does not have a continuous spatio-temporal trajectory. Hence
by the Identity Principle it cannot properly be called an individual. But, as
we have seen, if we give up classical logic and agree to accept a non-classical
logic, then there will be no problem in claiming that a particle has all the pro-
perties it is supposed to have classically. So there isno problem in quantum
logic in identifying individuals strictly in accordance with the Identity Princi-
ple.

This solves another problem which has been raised by Hooker following
Bohm [Hooker, 1973:276; Bohm, 197 1:122]. If it were the case that quantum
mechanical individuals are not identifiable, then they do not have well-defined
trajectory which is vital for the concept of signals in relativity. Hence Hooker’s
proof would have shown, as indeed he claims, that any successful fusion of the
two theories is impossible. But we have seen that the Identity Principle holds

in quantum logic. Therefore, although attempts to have a consistent formu-
lation of relativistic quantum mechanics have failed so far, there is no reason

to suppose that it is impossible.

IV. CONCLUSION

We have taken up three recent objections, viz., those of Harrison, Hooker and
Dorling, against the Putnam-Bub view which claims that the logical structure
of the world is non-classical. It is not entirely clear what Harrison really
means. He claims that (@) given the position of the particle its momentum
would be indeterminate, and then goes-on to state further that (b) the pro-
position ‘the momentum of the particle is equal to my’ is false, i.e., Putnam’s
claim that the second conjunct of (1) is true must be false, and consequently
Putnam’s argument against the law of distribution does not work. One can
interpret this objection in three possible ways. The first reading would be to
take these remarks literally. But then one cannot take them seriously because
(@) and () are incompatible statements. Alternatively, one can read his re-
marks operationalistically. In that case, he cannot answer E-P-R type of situ-
ations.® Finally, one can interpret his remarks along the lines of Bohr. But

then the logic is non-classical.
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Regarding Hooker it has been shown that his long argument is an attempt
at bringing in two-valued homomorphisms as truth-value assignments. Dor-
ling, on the other hand, raises his objection by bringing in Kochen and Spec-
ket’s result. It has been shown how this result (the alleged contradiction) also
depends upon the acceptance of two-valued homomorphism as truth-value
assignment. Hence it turns out that Dorling and Hooker basically raise the
same objection; Hooker only expressed it in algebraic terms. Now, the postu-
late that an observable 4 has a definite value ay only if it is in the state lay
when 4|a) = ai|a) is an independent postulate of quantum theory, which
by Equivalence [Sec. I11. 2 above] brings in two-valued homomorphisms. Its
rejection would thus rid us of the troubles pointed out by Hooker and Dor-
ling. This is the path taken by Putnam and Bub. Neither Hooker nor Dorling
takes note of this. Hence their objections are beside the point. Moreover,
since it is very much possible to identify particles in the Putnam-Bub view
strictly according to Identity Principle, Hooker’s “proof’ of the impossibility
of relativistic quantum theory does not apply.

NOTES

1. That Quantum Mechanics has a different logic has been claimed by many authors
starting from Reichenbach., Here T want to defend the Putnam-Bub view.

2. An ultrafilter is a maximal proper filter in a Boolean Algebra. A filter is a non-empty
set fsuch that

() ifab € fthenaAb € f

() ifa & fanda Kb, then b & §

where A and<are the familfar operations in a Boolean Algebra. A proper filter is a
proper sub-set of the Boolean Algebra.

3. A typical operationalist would, of course, not give up so easily. But ses [Hooker, 1972].
I think it is largely accepted now-a-days that operationalism cannot answer E-P-R
type of situations satisfactorily.

4. One may doubt whether Harrison meant anything like that. Anyway it is a valid objec-
tion regarding Putnam’s catlier position. Obviously, given Kochen and Specker’s re-
sult, Harrison’s remark is incorrect.

3. No doubt it is accepted that the concept of ultrafilter can be extended to lattices. In
that case it would be possible to define ultrafilter on the partial Boolean algebra of
Quantum Mechanics also [Bub, 1974 : 120}, But if we want the ulirafilters to have the
property that for every element a either @ or @’ is a member of it, then my remarks
apply. But this is the property which is relevant here,

6. Even operationalism accepts that the logic of quantum mechanicsis non-

classical
[Finkelstrin, 1972].

[

10.

11.

12.

13.
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Towards a dispositional ontology

AMITA CHATTERJEE
Jadavpur University, Calcutta

I

To ordinary human experience a physical object is known by what are termed
its properties, powers and dispositions. Every object is belicved to possess
certain intrinsic properties, its inner natureand its states, which serveto differ-
entiate it from other objects. The history of a thing is determined by the inter-
action of this inner nature and the external circumstances in which it is placed
from time to time.

In physics, physical object or matter is defined as that which has spatio-
temporal existence and poSsesses Mass. These two, therefore, may be reck-
oned as the defining or primary properties of matter. Besides these two,
matter is said to possess several other general properties like density, elasti-
city, viscosity, hardness, malleability, ductility, etc. In philosophic parlance,
the latter properties are termed dispositional, and much dispute has been
raised regarding their nature. T he views, centring the nature of dispositional
properties, range from these being condemned as unreal and occult properties
to their being identified with the inner nature and intrinsic properties of an
object. One’s views about dispositional properties make much difference in
one’s philosophical position. I shall, therefore, begin by evaluating the preva-
lent views on this topic before finally offering my own conclusions.

1l
When we say ‘salt is soluble in water’, any of the following may be the casc.

(@) We are just asserting a non-truth functional conditional (or a set of
non-truth functional conditionals) like if salt were put into water, then
it would dissolve’. Asserting such a conditional in similar contexts is
known as minimal dispositional ascription, and the conditional is to
be treated as an inference-ticket which warrants inference from ‘salt is
put in water” to ‘salt dissolves’. We need not assume or assert that any-
thing special is going on within salt which makes salt soluble and some
other obijects insoluble.

() Salt has some real and intrinsic property which in itself is dispositional
and this property of salt entails that salt will dissolve whenever it is
put into water.

(¢) Salt has the power to get dissolved in water, i.c. if salt is immersed in
water, then it will be dissolved in virtue of its inner nature.
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{d) Salt.is ip a particula.r state which is causally responsible for salt’s dis-
soh:mg in water. ThlS particular state of salt is the ground or basis of
salt’s water-solubility. Salt, therefore, has some occurrent feature or

property which makes it soluble, and abse i i
PR R nce of this feature in wood

'T he gl?ove-mentioned possible descriptions of the state of affairs when
;/[ (ilcsl};()fn(‘.ﬁnalkproi);%y is ascribed to an object may be named, following
ie ackie, , the i i i
e (e respecﬁzve];: phenomenalist, the rationalist (b & ¢) and the
_ The term ‘phenomenalist’ was coined by Armstrong? (Armstrong 1968)
W1t}_1 'reference to the position upheld by Gilbert Ryle? (Ryle, 1949) B’ut thi
position may be maintained even without subscribing to the ‘;nferen.ce-tickets’
view. To be branded as a phenomenalist it is sufficient to maintain that an
opject may possess a dispositional property, if it is possible to have a minimal
dlsp‘051't10nal ascription with reference to that particular object, and that thi
ascnpltlc'm doe‘s not depend on any occurrent or concurrent ba’sis. :
‘Mlm_m'al dispositional ascription is, however, inadequate for explainin
a d{sposmo.nal situation unless it is combined with the ascription of a cate%
gorical ba_SIS. We may try to comprehend this position with the help of an
example given by Mackie. Mackie wants us to picture an imaginary situation
};vhe.re two glasses @ and b, both made at the same time and having identical
intrinsic features, vary in their behaviour, i.e. ¢ crumbles into pieces on i
pafct: but b does not. It will be very natural under such circumstances to malljcr
minimal dispositional'ascription to a and not to b. How are we to explain thc
above-mentioned phenomenon without referring to some categoricle)I basisg
Any such attempt on our part will be met with a veritable dilemma Eithei.'
we shall have to maintain that behaviour-variation of these two glasse's is du
1o no cause at all or we shall have to explain this phenomenon by pinpointi ;
a temporally distant cause without any link in between. We may. tli:ref 5
f;‘cape geg’w::en the horils by attributing the cause of varjation in’ behavi(:)l;fl,'
a an 0 some real oce j i
e e urrent state of the object, i.c. the ground of the
. Tl'le inadequacy of the phenomenalist view is felt more acutely while deal
mg'w1th.a- multiply-manifested dispositional property. If a thing’s possessi )
a disposition is nothing but the assertion of a conditional about that thiIng
!:hen there sl}ould be as many dispositional properties as there are conditionz]tllg,
ie. tf}e pOSSl.bﬂity of its manifestations. It is, therefore, very strange that R IS,
in spite of I‘us phenomenalist position, could distinguish multi-track from i
gle—t.rack d_1spositions. For it is more likely on this view to consider diffe Sm;
maprestatlons of a single disposition as a cluster of different dispositions rzl;t
us 11.1ustrate our position with an example. Elasticity of an object ma. b
mz_szested by its contracting after being stretched or by its expandin thei
being compressed or by its being bounced on sudden impact. All thesegmam'-
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festations can be expressed in different conditionals. If we are not ready to
admit the existence of an underlying state common to all these occurrences,
then there is no reason why these should be taken as different manifestations
of the same disposition rather than a cluster of different dispositions.

A.D. Smith¢ in his article (Smith, 1977) objects to Mackie’s formulation
of the phenomenalist viewpoint. Mackie (Mackie, 1973) defines a minimal
disposition as follows:

...if “M is a sure-fire singly manifested dispositional predicate (e.g. fragile)
.M (x, )=If K (x, £), L (x, £) where this if-sentence is a non-material
conditional,®

Smith points out that such a formulation will hold good only if there is some

direct connection between the antecedent and the consequent of the above-

mentioned non-material conditional. Since presence of such a direct connec-

tion is neither evident nor can be construed from Mackie’s formulation, this

formulation is definitely faulty. He offers an interesting example in support

of his view. Let us imagine that a sturdy block of wood is sharply tapped at

¢, and that it is also exposed to a special ray (viz. z-ray) at ¢. Thus the block
of wood is made to splinter in exactly the same manner as it would have been
if it were fragile. Hence the above formulation of the phenomenalist position
becomes questionable because of the possibility that an object may be knocked
at ¢ and break at ¢, even though it is not fragile. If someone points out that
this example is inappropriate because it overlooks one of the unanimously
accepted features of non-material conditionals that there is a connection bet-
ween its antecedent and its consequent, then for him Smith reconstructs his
example by suggesting a few changes. He wants us to conceive of a slightly
more complicated situation where the beaming of the z-ray on to the block
of wood is caused by tapping of the block. Here certainly the connection bet-
ween the antecedent and the consequent is established, but once again such a
connection makes the block of non-fragile wood fragile. It may, however, be
pointed out that tapping has become relevant to the situation only through the
mediation of the beaming of the z-ray, whereas the beaming of the z-ray on
the block of wood is directly connected with its breaking into splinters. Smith,
therefore, maintains that an adequate formulation of the phenomenalist view
of minimal dispositional ascription should include a reference to the direct-
ness of a connection between stimulus and response.

Smith’s objection against Mackie is, however, not entirely fair. Mackie
has not felt it necessary to spell out the directness of connection, simply be-
cause it is a maiter of logical convention that there should be a connection
between the antecedent and the consequent of a non-material conditional.
Moreover, since the consequent of such a conditional is always asserted with-
in the scope of the antecedent, these two should always be directly connected
so that the antecedent is never relegated to redundancy. If the beaming of
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z-ray on the block of wood causes it to break, then the minimal conditional
will be:

If x were exposed to z-ray at ¢, then x would break at ¢.
and not

If x were suitably knocked at ¢, then x would break at r.

Thus the minimal dispositional ascription in case of fragility may retain its
sense.

We, therefore, agree with Mackie in upholding that a minimal disposi-
tional ascription is not faulty but inadequate. Such minimal dispositional
ascription always cries for further explanation, and such explanation is avail-
able only if it is supplemented by the admission of the existence of an under-
lying state. Mackie, therefore, is in favour of a full dispositional ascription
instead of a minimal one, and the full dispositional ascription of x in fragility
will be

x is such that if x were knocked at ¢, then x would break at ¢

notwithstanding the fact that Mackic has only a linguistic hunch in support
of such a position.

The propagation of the rationalist view has been attributed to Mellor®
(Mellor, 1974) and Harré® (Harré, 1970, 1975.) D.H. Mellor maintains that
dispositions are real, in-built properties of objects. These properties are not
to be identified with the structural properties or what has been termed by the
realists ‘the categorical basis’ of objects. These real, intrinsic properties entail
their manifestations and remain actually present both when the disposition
is being manifested and when it is not. Mellor has no objection in granting
that dispositional properties may possess some bases, but these bases need
not be categorical.

Two major criticisms have been put forward against this position from
the realist quarter.

While analysing a dispositional property like fragility we try to provide
some causal explanation of the glass’s breaking when dropped. Such causal
explanation will be casily available only if we admit that there is a categorical
basis, e.g. the molecular structure of glass, which is only contingently related
to the manifestation of the disposition in question. But according to Mellor,
this intrinsic real property (to which fragility refers) over and above the non-
dispositional property like molecular structure of glass entails its display. The
connection between [ragility and breakage thus becomes logical and ceases to
be causal. Hence such a theory fails to give a satisfactory explanation of the
event in question. One need not insert such a real and intrinsic but disposi-
tional property between the non-dispositional basis and the causal behaviour
of an object. Mellor, of course, faces this objection non-challantly, and once
again points out that fragility has no non-dispositional basis, and, therefore,
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the question of inserting an extra element between the non-dispositional basis
and the causal behaviour does not arise at all. Besides, fragility-entailing-
breakage does not pose any problem to Mellor. He says that only events need
causes. A disposition is not an event. Therefore, the relation between the dis-
position and its manifestation is not causal. Since an event alone can be
caused, the cause of the glass’s breaking may be said to be its being dropped.
But it is the glass’s being fragile that makes dropping it the cause of its break-
ing. But fragility or that the glass would break if dropped is no event at all,
and so needs no cause in the form of a categorical basis. He further maintains
that the hypothesis that the glass is fragile may be tested from independent
evidences, and explanations of it may be had on the Hempelian model.
Mackie’s second objection is:

...the suggestion that there are such properties is in open conflict with
Hume’s principle that there can be no logical connections between distinct
existences. For if fragility in this sense were an intrinsic property of
the glass, then it, the being struck, the breaking would all be distinct
existences, and vet on this view the conjunction of the first two would entail
the third.8

To this objection Mellor replies in the same vein that the dropping of the
glass and its breaking are both events, and no logical connection holds bet-
ween them. But the glass’s being fragile at the time of breaking is not an event
but a property. And there is no bar against logical connections obtaining
between properties and events. Hume’s restriction does not apply unreser-
vedly to the mixed ontology of Mellor comprising things, properties and
events. The principle holds within each category.

Mellor-Mackie controversy distinetly reflecis their individual standpoints.
Mackie has strong Humean moorings. Mellor attempts to drift away from
that trend. But it seems that Mellor also accepts the Humean theory that two
events which are causally related must be contingently related. Harré, on the
other hand, we shall find, is more loyal to the Lockean tradition and boldly
supporis necessity in causation.

Harré’s position is very interesting but at the same time very much sus-
pect because of his ontology of power. Mackie considers his view along with
Mellor within the fold of rationalism. Harré warns us, at the very outset, that
the empiricist rescrvation against his ontology of power is totally unfounded.
By introducing the concept of power he is not resorting to anything occult
or mysterious. He categorically points out that power ascription does not
amount to ‘an attribution of occult quality, because it is not a quality atiri-
bution at all.”® Empiricism still may have reservations against power in so
far as they are not manifest.

Harré then goes on to distinguish between active powers and passive
powers ot liabilities and maintains:
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Many properties of substances are strictly speaking liabilities and not
powers, though their analysans is formally alike, e.g. all those old favour-
ites like ‘solubility’, ‘inflamability’, ‘brittleness’, etc.10

But one must remember that what is agent or possesses active power in
relation to some object may become patient in relation to something else
and vice versa. As he says:

We are not sure that any naturally occurring entity can fall under the
pure concept of patient.

Thus agent-patient, power-disposition being correlates, explanation of any
one of the pairs necessarily refers to the other. Harré, therefore, contends:

The reason why we believe that a certain disposition can be asserted truly
of a thing or material is that we think or indeed know that it currently has
such and such powers. x has the power to 4 =if x is subject to stimuli or
conditions of an appropriate kind, then x will do A4, in virtue of its intrinsic
nature.!?

By intrinsic nature he means the intfinsic constitution or intrinsic enabling
conditions which may not be the internal condition of the object. The intrinsic
enabling conditions are satisfied by a thing or material object of a certain
constitution, or having a certain crystalline structure. Even though a thing
can be powerful only by virtue of its nature, still while ascribing a power to
a thing one need not know the specific constitution of that powerful parti-
cular. Harré only demands ‘an unspecific reference to the nature or consti-
tution’ of the thing or material concerned.

Ii will be evident now to a discerning mind why Mackie wanted to consi-
der Iarré and Mellor at par. Both of them ascribe real bases for dispositions
but do not think that these bases are necessarily categorical or that categorical
bases alone can be causally responsible for manifestation of dispositions.
Both of them think that their theories are more suited for explanation in
empirical sciences, and can avoid the drawbacks of phenomenalist account
without committing oneself to the pondercus and almost insoluble problem
of determination of truths of subjunctive conditionals.

The high claim put forward by the so-called rationalists in favour of their
theories is, however, doubted by realists like Mackie. The real difficulty that
Mackie points out in Harré’s position stems from his theory of explanation.
Harré thinks that, by introducing the concept of power, he will be able to
put an end to the regress in explanation. But such a regress may be stopped,
only if powers are considered part or whole of the nature of a thing. Here
Harré’s ambivalence is noteworthy. On the one hand, he postulates powers
as ‘ultimate entitics, as point centres of mutual influence’. On the other hand,
he maintains that their ultimacy is only remote and temporary. For, a physical
field, which he thinks to be one of the most snitable candidates for being
ontologically basic, is not a ‘Parmenidean individual’, and even at that basic
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level a change of power and a consequent change of nature may take place.
But Harré himself admits that an unchanging ‘Parmenidean individual’, the
nature of which is identical with its powers, alone can halt the regress of
explanation.

Introduction of power in the context of cxplanation appears to be unsatis-
factory for following reasons also. (7) Postulation of separate powers to
explain different phenomena leads to gratuitous multiplication of entities.
(#) Either we should introduce power over and above the categorical basis or
we shall have to maintain that analysis of the constitution of a thing into its
components will provide a proper explanation.

If somebody asks why opium puts people to sleep, then either we shall
have to maintain that it has a special dormitive virtue which will be no expla-
nation or too good an explanation, or we shall have to search for the soporific
element within its nature in the following manner. Opium puts people to sleep
because it contains morphine, and morphine has such & structure that it puts
people to sleep. But if one postulates a dormitive virtue in opium one will
not be interested in the analysis of its nature. Harré seems to vacillate between
the realist and the rationalist position. That is why he ascribes power and pro-
poses to analyse the physico-chemical nature of opium at the same time.

It may probably be said, in support of Harré’s position, that a rationalist
also can be a realist. Realism is no privilege of the Humeans. There is no
logical incompatibility between analysing the nature of an object and ascrib-
ing power to that object, provided one is sure to which primacy should be
granted. Harré grants primacy to power, and at the basic ontological level he
identifies powers of a thing with its nature, e.g. a field of potentials. Such
identification distinguishes his position from that of an empiricist realist. But
he will not admit that such a theory makes him a non-realist. He has shown
with a nomber of examples that in our experience we really come across
powerful particulars; and those particulars are powerful by virtue of their
intrinsic nature, even if we are not aware of the latter at the time of power-
ascription. It may appear, at the first sight, that a ficld of potentials is not
real or does not exist like tangible material objects. But unless, thinks Harré,
one is committed to ‘Jack Horner’s’ criterion of reality or exitstence one should
unhesitatingly call a field real. Besides, it is just a matter of accident that a
magnetic field is imperceptible. We can easily conceive of beings endowed
with special organs sensitive to the magentic field. A magnetic field or any
field of potentials has got to be real, for it occupies space for a time and exer-
cises causal powers. In such a dyramic theory, powers do not require any subs-
tratum to reside in. So all the anomalies, arising out of ontology of substance
and quality, can easily be got rid of.

Harré also claims to avoid the charge of essentialism which might have
been brought against his ontology of power. In the world of large-sized objects,
one might habitually put powers and dispositions under the head of nominal
essences and natures of objects under the real essences. But one, who identi-
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fies the power with the nature of an object, need not distinguish between
nominal and real essences in the manner of Locke, which is a corollary of
‘substratum’ theory. The nature of an object, according to Harré, is know-
able @ posteriori; it can be discovered progressively with the advancement of
scientific knowledge.

The realist view of dispositions has come to the forefront with the publi-
cation of D.M. Armstrong’s book 4 Materialist Theory of Mind. He seems
to have stirred up a hornets’ nest by proposing such an analysis of disposi-
tional properties. Let us analyse Armstrong’s contention carefully and bring
out its implications:

To speak of an object’s having dispositional property entails that the object
is in some non-dispositional state or that it has some property (there exists
a categorical basis} which is responsible for the object manifesting certain
behaviour in certain circumstances, manifestations whose nature makes
the dispositional property the particular dispositional property it is...in
asserting that 2 certain picce of glass is brittle, for instance, we are ipso
Jacto asserting that it is in a certain non-dispositional state which disposes
it to shatter and fly apart in a wide variety of circumstances.!?

Armstrong further contends :

Dispositions are seen to be states that actually stand behind their manifes-
tations. It is simply that the states are identified in terms of their manifesta-
tions in suitable conditions, rather than in terms of their intrinsic nature.

An analysis of Armstrong’s contention highlights the following points:

(7) If an object x is to have a disposition &, then x must be in some state,
say, s, which is causally responsible for the manifestation of d.
(&) This underlying state of s must be specifiable in non-dispositional terms
independently of the terms describing 4.
(iii) Knowledge of the exact nature of this underlying state is not abso-
lutely necessary.
(iv) A disposition is to be identified with the underlying categorical basis
s which is causally responsible for manifestation of the disposition.
(v) The inevitable outcome of (¥v) is that dispositions are cause of their
manifestations.

The argument of Armstrong just mentioned is mainly epistemological, and
by this argument he intends to avoid the phenomenalists’ predicament.

Armstrong holds that we cannot have good reasons for ascribing minimal
disposition to an object when that disposition is not manifested if we are not
ready to accept the existence of a categorical basis. To say that a rubber band
has a disposition of stretching one inch under force Fis to mean that when-
ever subjected to force Fit would stretch one inch. But how are we to be sure

about this ascription? The guarantee is provided by postulating a categorical

basis from which the manifestation follows as a physical necessity. But to
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explain the disposition ‘stretchable’ the phenomenalist, who refuses to admit
any categorical basis, has to bring in the concept of numerical identity. That

-is, to say, the band would stretch at any time in future because the same

(numetically identical) band has behaved in that particular way in the past.
This argument, however, is vulnerable, for numerical identity is no guarantee
for a thing’s property remaining unchanged through the passage of time. The
phenomenalist standpoint will, therefore, lead to scepticism about disposi-
tions.

The first opposition to Armstrong’s view came from Rogers Squirest?
(1968). Squires alleges that Armstrong is unduly attributing a dispositional
property to the categorical basis which will ultimately lead to the postulation
of an infinity of categorical bases all sitting inside the object like Chinese
boxes. The categorical basis, which is responsible for the manifestation of
disposition, is present even when the dispositional property is not manifested.
That is, the categorical basis tfends to manifest the dispositional property
under favourable conditions. So the categorical basis, which has the disposi-
tion of manifesting the dispositional property requires, in its turn, another
categorical basis and so on ad infinitum.

Squires further objects that Armstrong posits a third entity, viz. a cate-
gorical basis over and above the thing that has disposition and its manifes-
tations and asserts that, given similar favourable conditions, the correlation
between the thing and its dispositional manifestations will continue because
of the presence of the categorical basis. But the third entity is superfluous
because the said correlation can be established between the thing and its
behaviour without the third entity. If, however, the correlation is sought to
be established through the mediation of the third entity, then that correlation
cannot be justified at all. Even granting the possibility of justifying the corre-
lation between the thing and its dispositional manifestations, the phenomena-
list can hurl him back the same question: if the dispositional property changes,
even in the case of a numerically identical object at a certain interval of time,
then what is the guarantee that the correlation will hold in case of qualitatively
similar objects for all time to come? The correlation between the object of
a certain sort and behaviour of a certain type is merely contingent. Hence
Armstrongshould not have indulged in unnecessary multiplication of entities.

The third objection of Squires is directed against Armstrong’s thesis that
dispositions are to be identified with the inner state (the categorical basis) of
the thing, which are causally responsible for the thing’s manifest behaviour,
and, therefore, dispositions are causes. Squires thinks that this thesis of
Armstrong can be easily reduced to an uninteresting tautology, e.g. a thing’s
disposition to behave in certain ways causes ii to behave in just those ways.
Squires, therefore, concludes that dispositions are not causes but the things
that have dispositions are causes. Thus a dispositional statement, e.g. a glass
breaks because it is fragile only helps to narrow down our field of investi-
gation and determines the area where one may search for the cause.
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Armstrong!® tries to meet Squires squarely but his shot fails to clear the
net. Armstrong admits that he really attributes a disposition to the categorical
basis of the first disposition, and this second disposition (say, d) also requires
a categorical basis (viz. S) which would cause manifestation of d at z, were
conditions propitious. But he tires to convert the vicious regress into a virtu-
ous one by pointing out that s is identical with §. A little manipulation with
symbols will expose the absurdity of this position. By substituting § for s in
Armstrong’s thesis we shall get; s would cause s to manifest d at £, were condi-
tions propitious, i.e. a state would cause itself to cause the manifestation of
d, were conditions propitious and this is surely absurd.

L. Stevenson'® (1968-69) proffers 2 more curious solution to Armstrong’s
problem. Stevenson attempts to salvage Armstrong’s argument. simply by
replacing the necessary causal basis theory by the thesis that the existence of
such a basis is always a good bet as a matter of fact, Since by attributing a
disposition to an object we are not committed to the existence of an under-
lying state, we are thereby not committed to an infinity of underlying states.
But Stevenson’s suggestion does not really strengthen Armstrong’s hand. If
existence of a causally responsible categorical basis follows merely, as a mat-
ter of fact, from the ascription of a disposition to an object, then one may
commit oneself to any of the two alternative standpoints: (f) the disposition
does not have any underlying state and, therefore, it is an ultimate or a brute
disposition ; (if) the disposition has an underlying state. The first will be con-
trary to Armstrong’s general anti-behaviouristic attitude (Armstrong deve-
loped his theory precisely to counter what he calls the ‘behaviourist’ account
of psychological dispositions), and the second will reinstate the infinite re-
gress. Of course, this regress may be put to an end by admitting once again
some brute disposition at some stage of analysis.

David Coder? (1968-69) comes to Armstrong’s rescue by offering a dis-
tinction between subjunctive properties and dispositional properties. He up-
holds that the property that can be attributed to the categorical basis of a
disposition in question is not a dispositional property but a subjunctive pro-
perty. A subjunctive property need not possess a categorical basis and thus
the vicious regress may be avoided. As Coder puts it:

Not every casc of an object that would exhibit some behaviour B in some
circumstances C is a case of an object with a dispositional property. At a
minimum an object may bé attributed a disposition on the grounds that it
would exhibit B in C, only if not every object would exhibit B in C.

Coder’s distinction between dispositional and subjunctive properties may
be illustrated as follows. When the two ends of a stretched steel spring (s)
are held in position in their stretched condition, (5) would contract to its
unstretched length at ¢, if one or both of its ends were released at £ The
question may be raised whether this is a disposition of (5) or a subjunctive
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property. It may be argued that this is a disposition since releasing one or
both ends of a solid is not sufficient to make it contract to a smaller length.
The material, first, must be elastic and, secondly, must be initially in a stret-
ched condition. Coder may take a different approach and contend that being
stretched would cause (s) to contract at #, were conditions propitious. Thus,
this exemplifies only a subjunctive property, because releasing one or both
ends of (s) would be sufficient to make ‘being stretched’; or rather the state of
being in tension would cause contraction. For any elastic object x such that
is under tension would contract if released. No other property of the object
is involved, and the event is a consequence of the fact that the object is under
tension together with the fact that the length of an object increases under
tension along the axis of tensile force. So we find that what Coder considers
a subjunctive property may be interpreted as a disposition from another point
of view. It is, therefore, very difficuit to decide whether a property is subjunc-
tive or dispositional even when one is conversant with Coder’s definition.

Coder’s own examples do not help us much in this respect either. Coder
says that no one ever attributes a disposition like ‘getting wet’ to anything if
that object tends to get wet, were it immersed in water. Because any object
would get wet if it were immersed in water, and this behaviour is not due to
any particular feature of that object, “Tendency to get wet’ is, therefore, a
subjunctive property and not a disposition, Nor is it generally maintained that
a house has a dispositional property of getting disintegrated at ground zero,
were it exposed to an atomic blast. But unfortunately both the examples fail
to clinch the issue because not every object gets wet if immersed in water, nor
does everything disintegrate if exposed to atomic blast. An already wet object,
the back of a duck or a heavily waxed steel ball having, very high surface
tension, etc., do not get wet if immersed in water. A house, because it is a
composite object, disintegrates at ground zero when exposed to atomic blast,
but an electron does not. Therefore, there are special features of objects, be-
sides the facts of immersion or exposure to atomic blast, which must be pre-
sent to ensure that a thing would get wet if immersed or would disintegrate
if exposed to 2n atomic blast, It surely goes to the credit of Coder that he in-
vented a made-to-order distinction between dispositional and subjunctive
properties just to support Armstrong’s move from attributing dispositions to
objects to attributing dispositions to states. But this distinction, it seems, is
too tenuous to serve any useful purpose.

May we then suggest with Robert Cummins® (1974) that the states can-
not have any dispositional property, because the concept of a state behaving
in a certain fashion is not at all intelligible, and, therefore Armstrong’s argu-
ment does not lead to any infinite regress? The suggestion appears to be
plausible but is open to the objection that in common speech we very often
use expressions like unstable states; hence states may possess dispositions.
Really speaking, states themselves cannot be unstable but such an expression
means that the objects in those states tend to change states frequently in a
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variety of common circumstances. A state undergoing another state or a
state persisting through changes does not make any sense at all. Talk of
changes of state refers to one state of an object succeeding and replacing an-
other, and not to changes in the state itself. As Cummins says:

We do not speak of a gas being hot or a person being angry, and of those
states becoming more intense but the natural (perhaps only) way to under-
stand this is that the gas or person changed states from S, (300°F/angry)
to S, (400°F/enraged) where S, and S, are states of the same kind (tokens
of the same type).

Cummins thus removes the charge of infinite regress brought against
Armstrong’s argument by Roger Squires, and finds no objection in main-
taining that for an object x to have a disposition d, x must be in a categorical
state s and in identifying the disposition a with the underlying categorical
state (). Possession of such a non-dispositionally specifiable categorical basis
is all the more necessary in cases of dispositions which can be acquired or
lost by x at a particular point of time. But as a necessary consequence of his
view that states cannot change or cause any change he has to refrain from
saying that dispositions are causes. He can at best say that dispositions which
are to be identified with states play an important role in causal explanations
and, therefore, may be causes only in a derivative sense.

111

The above summary of the realist position makes it evident that a philoso-
phically cogent formulation of the realist view of disposition is not easy to
provide for. The phenomenalist thesis is counter-intuitive and, therefore, can
be set aside without any qualms, but it takes much more courage and deli-
beration to choose between realism and rationalism over the dispositional
issue.

The rationalist view that postulates some intrinsic power other than the
categorical properties (like molecular structure, movement, etc.) comes nearer
to the common sense view. The common man, totally ignorant of scientific
theories and philosophical analysis, is more prone to regard dispositions of
an object as causal powers which enable the object to behave in a specific
manner under specific circumstances. These powers are generally considered
patrt of the nature of the object.

The realist, on the other hand, thinks that the rationalist view is the out-
come of a metaphysical double vision as well as. a confusion involving the
epistemological and ontological issues, These powers are nothing but the
causal processes which are thought by the rationalists to be some latent pro-
perties or potentialities of the objects that enter into the causal processes.

Another reason for the popularity of the rationalist position lies in the
fact that almost all the properties are known to us only by the effects they
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produce; and since no object carries any tag on it describing its molecular
structure or molecular arrangement, we fail to notice the role, played by its
categorical properties, and ascribe causal powers to the properties, which
appear to be responsible for bringing about some specific ¢vent under specific
conditions. Despite this, the realists identify dispositions with the intrinsic
categorical properties of objects. As Mackie says:

It is far more reasonable to suppose that electrons and the like have, intrin-
sically, merely whatever categorical features they do have, and that these
in interaction with the categorical features of other things, generate the
causal behaviour which “dispositions’ or “powers’ are a shadow.1?

All the problems about dispositions, it would appear, stem from the same
root, i.e. inadequacy or vulnerability of the different definitions of disposi-
tional properties. Nor is there any rule of thumb by the help of which we can
easily draw a line between properties which are dispositional and those which
are non-dispositional. As a result, there ensues all sorts of confusions regard-
ing the nature of dispositions. But once we find a solution to this problem, i.c.
once we make up our mind abouta precise and appropriate definition and
the distinguishing criteria of dispositional properties, all other related prob-
lems will be automatically solved.

Dispositions are generally taken to stand for latent or non-occurrent pro-
perties of objects, but the occurrent-dispositional dichotomy breaks down
very easily. If dispositional properties are thought to be conditional-entailing
or about which some minimal conditional ascription can be made, then sim-
ple sensory qualities like colour, shape, etc. also turn out to be dispositional.2
If dispositions are construed as mere tendencies to behave in a specific manner
under specific circumstances, then they become equivalent to possibilities or
potentialitics and cease to be anything real. But acquiring a potentiality is
definitely an actual property, even though not a categorical one. It seems,
therefore, that at the moment we can at best provide a negative definition of
dispositional properties by pointing out that dispositional properties are those
which are not categorical. But now the onus of specifying categorical proper-
ties falls on us. The categorical properties are those properties of an object
which make the object what it is, and it is a legacy of John Locke to call the
properties that make ‘the object what it is’ the primary qualities of an object.
A thing, by virtue of its primary qualities, possesses some powers to produce
secondary qualities like colour, etc, by acting on our sense organs and also
to produce tertiary qualities which affect other objects in a specific manner,
e.g. the power of the sun or fire to melt wax. According to Locke, these powers
are not the causes that bring about changes in other objects, But the properties
which are the grounds or bases of these powers are partial causes, if not wholly
responsible for affecting other objects in a specific manner. Now, we think, it
1 clear to everybody why the realists uphold, in the first place, that a dis-
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position must have some categorical basis, and also identify the disposition
with the underlying categorical properties. The rationalists also could not
outgrow the influence of Locke, and that is why they treat dispositions as
powers.

We also think that the most plausible way to distinguish between cate-
gorical and dispositional properties is to suggest that this distinction runs
parallel to the distinction drawn by Locke between the primary qualities, on
the one hand, and the secondary and the tertiary qualities, on the other. We,
therefore, maintain that Locke’s list of primary qualities coincides with our
list of categorical properties, and all other properties are to be treated as dis-
positional. The plausibility of our suggestion will augment, if we examine the
problem from the viewpoint of a physical scientist.

If we begin at the beginning, then the first question to a physical scientist
is: what matter is. By definition matter, as opposed to energy (and which by
the way are inter-convertible), is something that has a spatio-temporal exten-
sion and possesses mass. The next problem is; how do we identify and know
the various kinds of matter? The scientist replies by examining their proper-
ties. Let us take the problem of identifying an unknown substance and deter-
mining its composition in terms of various elements. The scientist would first
study what we may call its gross physical properties, to the extent these are
applicable, like colour, shape, transperancy/opacity, hardness, specific gra-
vity, malleability, ductility, elasticity, etc. followed by a study of its micro-
scopic section and its chemical reaction by treating it with various reagents
and finally come to a unique solution. The scientists may agree to classity
these properties into two: (i) the fundamental and defining properties of mat-
ter which are spatio-temporal, extension and mass and (#) the general proper-
ties which include secondary and tertiary qualities. A specific substance is
always defined in terms of its molecular structure which includes both its mole-
cular constitution and its molecular arrangement. All the primary qualities
mentioned by Locke can be found within this molecular structural set-up. A
molecule, in its turn, is constituted by its atomic structure and the atomic
structure, in its ultimate analysis, will depend on the number and arrange-
ment of electrons, protons and neutrons constituting the atom. The elements
of the subatomic level also show regularity in their behaviour. This also may
be traced to the quarks, etc. Now if the scientist is asked why a quark or
whatever may be the name of the ultimate simple unit behaves in the way it
does, he will have to answer that it just does so because of its nature. So,
there remains scope 0f controversy regarding intrinsic features of the elements
of the subatomic level. Thinkers like Mackie maintain that the intrinsic pro-
perties of electron, ete. are categorical, whereas Robert Cummins, Harré and
few others contend that they are dispositional; and we are to admit some
brute dispositions in the long run. But, as these features of electrons, etc.
make these elements what they are, let us concede that these intrinsic proper-
ties are categorical. Even then we shall not be able toidentify the dispositional
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properties of an atom with its structure. For an atom, depending on the num-
ber and arrangement of its components, comes to possess some emergent
properties by virtue of which it behaves in a specific manner. Thus, if we pro-
ceed higher up the ‘escalier’ and concentrate on any specific object, we shall
find that, because of the molecular structure of that particular type of object,
it possesses some emergent propertics which were absent in the molecular
stage. These emergent propertics like colour, hardness, malleability, etc. are
dispositional propertics.

A suspicion might arise that even in our analysis the categorical-disposi-
tional distinction breaks down at the ultimate level. We would like to assure
those critical minds that such an anxiety is really unwarranted, for the ulti-
mate in the subatomic level is either structured or unstructured. If it is struc-
tured, then our analysis will follow the previous pattern. If, on the other hand,
it is unstructured and its inherent properties are treated as categorical, there
still remains scope of its possessing certain dispositional properties when its
categorical properties interact with its environmental conditions.

We may, therefore, conclude that dispositional properties are real, intrin-
sic properties of objects; but these properties alone cannot explain the specific
behaviour of the object even with a proviso of cateris paribus. Dispositional
properties cannot play the role of cause or the completing condition in a cau-
sal situation, but they definitely fill in certain gaps as one of the conditions
of the whole causal set-up. Dispositional properties may not be manifested
all the fime. The events that are generally thought to be manifestations of
dispositions depend for their origination on various factors, viz. the mole-
cular structure of objects, the emergent properties or dispositions as well as
the external circumstances including environmental conditions.

In spite of us and our way of distinguishing between dispositional and non-
dispositional properties, there will be no dearth of philosophers who will
unhesitatingly obliterate this distinction and denounce dispositional ontology
as trivial or redundant. To them, we will say with J.H. Fetzer (1977): ‘For
ontology, a world of disposition is world enough.’
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F.A. Hayek on social justice

BINOD KUMAR AGARWALA
Lucknow University, Lucknow

F.A. Hayck, the Nobel Prize winner economist and social philosopher, in his
second volume of Law Legislation and Liberty® published in 1976 under the
title, The Mirage of Social Justice, has mounted a vary powerful attack on
the notion of social justice. He has developed the following main arguments
in it to criticize the notion of social justice.

First, justice is primarily ‘an attribute of actions’. According to Hayek:
‘To apply the term “‘just” to circumstances other than human actions is a
category mistake’® (p. 31). The terms ‘just’ and ‘unjust’ can be applied to
‘states of affairs’ secondarily, only when they are the ‘intended or foreseen’
consequences of action. And “if it is not the intended or foreseen result of
somebody’s action that A should have much and B little, this cannot be called
just or unjust’ (p. 33). The judgments of justice or injustice of states of affairs
logically depend on those of justice or injustice of actions, of which they are
the intended or foreseen consequences. The judgments of justice or injustice
of states of affairs cannot be arrived at independently of the prior judgment
of justice orinjustice of actions. In fact, according to Hayek, if a state of affairs
is an intended or foreseen consequence of a just action, then it is just; and if
it is an intended for foreseen consequence of an unjust action, then it is un-
just. The judgments of justice of actions are arrived at independently of the
justice of the states of affairs they give rise to, since Hayekian rules of just
conduct are denotic entitlement principles which delimit protected domains
not by directly assigning particular things to particular persons, but by mak-
ing it possible to derive from ascertainable facts to whom particular things
belong (p. 37). The propenents of social justice, argue Hayek, not only raise
questions of justice of the states of affairs which are not intended or foreseen
consequence of any persons’ actions but also try to arrive at the judgments
of justice of states of affairs, independently of the statements of justice of
actions, by looking at the pattern of distributions of things only; and thereby
they are making the concept of social justice completely meaningless.

Secondly, the notion of social justice is inapplicable to societies which rely
on genuine market order for solving its economic problems. For ‘a genuine
market order...does not and cannot achieve a distribution corresponding to
any standard of material justice...” (p. 81).

Thirdly, it is impossible to design a social order which can satisfy the
requirement of social justice. For, in such societies, it is inevitable that some
people will be assigned by the system to do work they do not want to do,
which is injustice to these persons.
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Lastly, according to Hayek :

...the demand for ‘““social justice”...becomes a demand that the members
of society should organize themselves in a manner which makes it possible
to assign particular shares of the product of society to the different indi-
viduals or groups. The primary question then becomes whether there exists
a moral duty to submit to a power which can co-ordinate the efforts of
members of society with the aim of achieving a particular pattern or distri-
bution regarded as just’ (p. 64).

And, of course, Hayek’s answer to this question is in the negative.

11

The above-mentioned four arguments do not appear to clinch the issue against
the notion of social justice. It is an undeniable fact that the appeal to the idea
of social justice requires a rethinking about traditional notion of justice, for
the traditional notion of justice could not have been the notion of social jus-
tice. The reason is that the ideal of social justice requires a kind of agency in
an area where there was no agency. The belief that revolution can bring about
a desired distribution of values in society is just as old as Marx. The belief
that instrumentality of taxation can be used for redistribution cannot claim
antiquity beyond the present century. The feasibility of centralized planning
to achieve a desired pattern of distribution of values dawned on mankind only
after the Bolshevik Revolution. The claim that the notion of social justice is
incoherent or meaningless, because it involves an extrapolation of our com-
mon ideas of justice to a point outside the situation which make them appli-
cable, is nothing but a claim that the rethinking alluded to above is para-
doxical or impossible. But is it so? Can’t we raise the question of justice of
states of affairs, even if they are not the intended or foreseen consequence of
anybody? Can’t we raise the question of justice of states of affairs when they
can be ameliorated, even if they are not the intended or foreseen consequences
of anybody’s action? The answer appears to be that we can. We can blame
government for inaction, for the injustice they help in perpetuating even if
nobody is responsible for bringing about that injustice, when we see that
government can remove that situation. similarly, can’t we make justice judg-
ments about states of affairs independently of the justice of actions which
bring them about or help in perpetuating them? Most, if not all, major theo-
ries of justice like utilitarianism, egalitarianism and justice as fairness answer
the question in affirmative. So the question is not that of meaningfulness of
application of term “just’ to states of affairs when they are not the intended
or foreseen consequences of anybody’s actions; or the meaningfulness of
judgements of justice of states of affairs arrived at independently of the judg-
ments of justice of actions, of which they are the intended or foreseen conse-
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quences. Rather, what is at stake is the desirability of social actions to amelio-
rate the unacceptable states of affairs when we can do so, even if they are not
the intended forescen consequences of anybody’s action; and the desirability
of a pattern of distribution of values over positions in. society. .

Even though rethinking of traditional notions of justice is involved in the
notion of social justice, it is not as radical as the case is made out to be. We
have to make distinction between the distribution of goods to positions and
offices and the distribution of goods to persons. These two distributions need
not coincide as a person may occupy more than one position, or shjf'f frc?m
position to position and may even fail to occupy a position. Social justice
advances principles for the pattern of distribution of goods to offices and
positions in society. The question of proper distribution of goods to persons
is treated as a question of pure procedural justice without providing any spect-
fic pattern of distribution as the end, providing only procedural rules of
entitlement to persons.? So, looked at from the point of view of the indiv%—
dual, justice of his share depends on the rules of entitlement, i.¢. the tradi-
tional notion of justice is still valid. But now we realize that these norms are
neither God-ordained like ten commandments nor binding on us due to tra-
dition but are valid because there is a consensus to uphold them; and they
can be changed by social actions if the consensus is disturbed to arrive at a
new consensus. It is here that the notion of social justice has been advanced
to play the crucial role. It is the principle of social justice which is advocated
%o assess the desirability of maintaining or modifying the social rules of entitle-
ment to which individuals have to conform. Hence the notion of social justice
involves rethinking about traditional notion of justice to the extent that it
urges us to assess afresh the rules of entitlement. But it is not radical ffnf)ugh
to reject the role of rules of entitlement in assessing the justice of individual
actions of persons. So what is at stake between the defenders and critics of
the notion of social justice is the desirability of assessing and, if necessary,
desirability of modifying the rules of entitlement by social actions on the basis
of the overall state of affairs they give rise to, or the distribution of values
they bring about over position and roles. Defenders of the notion of sgciz?.l
justice argue for the desirability of assessing these rules on pattern of distri-
bution of values they lead to, while the critics find this task as paradoxical.

Tt is the failure to keep this distinction between the distribution of goods
over persons and distribution of goods over positions which has led another
critic of social justice to argue: ‘Justice is not a forward-looking virtue. Justice
consists in some appropriate relationship between what a person has done
or what he is now and the benefits that he receives or the costs that he bears.™
It is irue that the justice of distribution of goods to persons cannot depend on
forward-looking principles. They have to be non-forward-looking principles,
only looking at past actions of persons. But principles of just distribution of
goods to positions have to be forward-looking ones; and. these cannot be
principles in terms of past performance of persons occupying the positions,
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since the structure of society and the positions in it have to be evaluated in
terms of their effect on society.

II1

Hayek is quite correct when he says: ‘...a genuine market order...does not
_and_ cannot achieve a distribution corresponding to any standard of material
!ustlce.’ But taxation can be used to correct the maldistribution. In fact, there
is no society which has market and which does not use taxation for re’distri-
bution. Of course, taxation will interfere with the efficiency of the markets
So.t!le question is: should efficiency be sacrificed for achieving social justice‘;
Critics say ‘no’, while the defenders of social justice say ‘yes’. Not only thai.:
there is nothing sacrosanct about market institution. It is maintained by the
for(?e gf the state and can be given up for centralized planning to achieve
soclgl Justice. So the inconsistency between the notion of social justice and the
efficiency of markets is not an argument against social justice. Rather, it forces
us to face the question whether we should preserve the markets or silould we
interfere in it or give it up to achieve the desired pattern of distribution, even
at the cost of efficiency. ,

It is interesting to note that a familiar line of attack that used to emanate
from Hayek, taking cue from Von Mises, on the possibility of economic
arrangement without market, was that it is not practically feasible. It is only
when Lange and Taylor have successfully demonstrated the feasibility of non-
@arkqt e.:conomic arrangement that Hayek has changed his line of attack from
mfea_smllity to meaninglessness of social justice. He writes in the Preface: ‘In
the circumstances I could not content myself to show that particular atte-mpt
to achieve social justice would not work, but had to explain that the phrase
mea.nt r_10thing atall’ (p. xii). I resist my temptation here to aruge: if the phrase
;Jsjoczal Justice’ meant nothing at all, infeasibility of what was being shown by

m’

v

The notion of social justice advocated is, in fact, a social-ordering relation

whether it is utilitarianism, egalitarianism or justice as fairness.? So it is n01’:
the case that a state of distribution is either just or unjust. Rather, states of
aﬁ“al.rs can be compared on the scale of justice so that one may bt; more or
!ess Just than or equally just as the other, without any of them being perfectly
just or unjust. When alternative systems are proposed, they are not proposed
as perfectly just but as more just than the present system. Hence in the pro-
posed alternative system there may be injustice but less than the existing one

Hence when Hayek claims that there will remains injustice in alternative sys:

tem, he does not succeed in proving that the alternative is not better than the
present one.
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In systems alternative to markets, claims Hayek, some people will be
forced to do work which they do not want to do and this is injustice. Doesn’t
this happen in markets? Aren’t persons forced to change their occupations
when the preference of consumers changes or the demand for the occupation
ceases in the face of starvation? Is the suffering any less when the force is the
outcome of countless anonymous consumers’ decisions rather than a single
identifiable agency?

¥

Hayek has rightly pointed out that the notion of social justice presupposes an

organizational model of society when he says: “...the demand for “*social jus-

tice” becomes a demand that the members of society should organize them-
selves in a manner which makes it possible to assign particular shares of the

product of society to the different individuals or groups.” The chief features
of a organizational society are goal-orientation and conscious rational co-

ordination of activities of individuals to achieve the goal of social justice. But,
unfortunately, at present no societies, except some primitive ones, can be
called genuine spontaneous societies, which are the natural outcome of indi-

viduals® interactions to achieve their diverse personal goals without any over-
powering social goals and which have no all-powerful and knowledgeable
planner to co-ordinate their activities. There is a discernible move towards
transforming the societics into organizations as the scope of governmental
activities increases due to increase in our knowledge of social engineering.
Champions of social justice welcome these changes as desirable if the social
justice is the goal of society. Hayek sees these changes as undesirable even if it
is for achievement of social justice. According to him, persons have no moral
duty to submit to a power which can co-ordinate the efforts of members of a
society with the aim of achieving a particular pattern of distribution regarded
as just; for societies cannot be transformed into organizations without loss of
freedom. Which liberty is at stake here? It is the freedom to alienate and ex-
change property. But, as we painfully realize, it is nothing but liberty to take
advantage of the others’ necessity.

Can this freedom be accepted? So far no cogent defence has been given
to justify the liberty to exchange and alienate property. It may be claimed:
didn’t Locke argue that persons have a right to life, and hence the right to
means to life, and this right is insecure ualess a person has a right of owner-
ship over means of life?® Since the liberty to exchange and alienate one’s
possession is a necessary consequence of the right to ownership, dide’t he
succeed in establishing liberty to exchange and alienate possession by the
argument mentioned above? In fact, the validity of Locke’s argument is un-
dermined by the way it stated. What follows from the premises is the right to
exclude others from the means to one’s life, the limits of which were estab-
lished by Locke in subsequent arguments in his Two Treatises on Government.?
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This right to exclude others from the use of a thing can be secured by right to
possess or right of tenancy over it. This right is transformed into ownership
by Locke by simply assuming that all men are in ‘a state of Perfect Freedom
to order their actions and dispose of their possession, and person as they
think fit’ without any argument to support.® Hence one cannot appeal to Loc-
kean argument to justify the liberty to exchange and alienate possession, be-
cause Locke has no arguments to offer in support of it.

Rawls tried to show the justice of private ownership of property, and hence
the justice of the liberty under question by showing its consistency with his
principles of justice. But examination of Rawls’s argument shows that he
failed in this task.®

Vi

Why is the organizational model of society seen as a danger to liberty? It is
the idea of conscious rational co-ordination of individuals’ activities which is
seen as a threat to liberty. But the co-ordination required by the goal of social
justice is limited. Co-ordination is required in respect of certain things a per-
son does but not in respect of all his actions. The limit of individual freedom
will be decided by the goal of social justice and the specific conception of it:
So the fear that rational co-ordination will lead to totalitarian society is un-
founded.

The liberty which needs to be restricted for social justice is the liberty to
hold and exchange property. This liberty is independent of other liberties like
political liberty and liberty of conscience and thought.!® There have been
totalitarian regimes with economic freedom, and, as the champions of
liberal socialism argue, there can be liberal societies without the freedom to
hold and exchange property.
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Wittgenstein: a second look”

AP. RAO
Panjab University, Chandigarh

INTRODUCTION

I do not intend these lectures to go as (not even mortal) contributions to
Wittgenstein-studien. (This, however, ought not to be news to those who are
familiar with what I had said about Wittgenstein’s thought two decades
ago—that is, before Wittgenstein exegesis turned into a capital-intensive and
cost-ineffective large-scale industiry in the Anglo-American world in which is
engaged alarge labour force.l) On the contrary, I intend these lectures, which
are being produced in the style of a cottage industry, to throw some light on
the fecundity of Wittgenstein’s thought which, despite the truck-load of the
exegesis, still remains hidden.

The style of production I opted for (here as well as in all of my other writ-
ings) redeems me—and I trust, you too-—from the morally damaging, men-
tally dissipating, and financially disastrous burden of taking into account
all that tenure-geared hard-bound effluence from Anglo-American presses or
the IBM-Xerox micro-filmed exuberance of juvenile academics (which costs,
at the current market rate, five paise for four words-counting punctuation
marks, that is, and at the stable moral price, a thorough battering of our
being and becoming).

As I am not born out of the collected works of any philosopher, not even
Witigenstein, T consider much of his posthumously published work as not
sufficiently significant to be taken into cognizance. (I do believe that Wittgen-
stein himself thought so; otherwise nothing in him would have restrained him
from getting it out under pads and in print.) Yet, in my philosophizing I did,
and still do, incorporate a bit of Wittgenstein, not because I am bewitched by
him or his thought, but because no philosopher—not even Wittgenstein—ever
invented his entire conceptual battery. As such, in these lectures you may get
a little more of my thought—a part of it which, in some sense is Wittgenstein-
ian, that is—and a little less of Wittgenstein’s thought. If you are disappointed
on that count, that is, if you feel that what I would be putting into these lec-
tures can by nostretchof imagination be categorizedas Wittgensteinian, well,
then I would be delighted ; for then you will be the right sort of philosophers
with whom I can, and should, share one of my beliefs. No philosopher can
either accomplish or afford an uncritical borrowing from another philosopher,

#This paper forms the first part of a series of National Lectures in Philosophy, spon-
sored by the University Grants Commission and delivered by the author during the aca-
demic year 1983-84. The second and third part completing the series will be published in
subsequent issues—EDITOR
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whatever might be the stature of the latter; that is the privilege of scholarly
cataloguers or pedlers of philosophers. So, if you are disappointed with my
thoughts for their not being unqualifiedly Wittgensteinian, you may treat
these lectures not as clarifications of Wittgenstein’s thoughts (only industrious
idiots can assiduouly annotate torturous texts of thinkers that are dead), but
as variations or even elaborations and embellishments of Wittgensteinian
themes. For a philosopher —any philosopher, in the strict sense of the term—
other philosophers are what the characters of a novel are to its author. In the
interests of his creative demands, he makes them say and do what he wants
them to say and do; he deterniines what they are, and not the other way round.
Not even those six characters in search of an author could find one in Piran-
dello. That is why authentic interpretations of a philosopher are not philo-
sophical; and philosophical interpretations are rarelyauthentic. Philosophical
interpretations of a philosopher are basically creative. And creativity requires
some distortion, even some subversion. Aristotle’s Plato is not Plato’s Plato,
Hegel’s Kant is not Kant’s Kant; maybe the Wittgenstein I am presenting
to you is not Wittgenstein's Wittgenstein; he may not even be the Wittgen-
stein of the Wittgensteinwallas. It does not matter, for all that I would
like to claim is that he is somewhere in the lineage of Wittgenstein. And if
you doubt even this (if you are not convinced that 1 could sustain my mini-
mal claim even, that is), then you may—as you need to—credit whatever is
philosophically interesting in these lectures entirely to me; and I'will take the
responsibility of defending it.

I shall devote the first lecture to analyse the Wittgensteinian concept of a
name; and I shall attempt it by focusing my discussion on 3.203 of the Trac-
tatus. In the second lecture, I shall try to understand what Wittgenstein means
by natural history, and how he uses this concept to handle many important
issues in philosophy. Thus this lecture may be treated as a decoding of 415 of
the Investigations, part 1. In the third lecutre, I shall try, using the results
arrived at in the first two lectures, to understand 5.526 of the Tractatus. Thus
another telling title for this series of lectures would be: Naming, Natural His-
tory, and Generality. But as I preferred to give it one with a pinch of personal
touch, I let the three lectures share this one equally. Finally, for the conven-
ience of the reader, I may quote the three passages from Wittgenstein’s writ-
ings that I propose to understand in these lectures; the first passage is trans-
lated by me, and the second and the third are translated by G.E.M. Anscombe,
and D.F. Pears and B.F. McGuinness respectively:

(1) A name refers to an object, and the object is its referent. (*A’ is the
same as ‘A’.) 3.203, Tractatus.

(2) What we arc supplying are really remarks on the natural history of
human beings; we are not contributing curiosities however, but obser-
vations which on one has doubted, but which have escaped remark only
because they are always before our eyes. 415, Investigations, 1.
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(3) We can describe the world completely by means of fully generalized
propositions, i.e. without first correlating any name with a particular
object. 5.526, Tractatus.

1. ON NaMING

If he is right we are forced fo think afresh.~—THOMASSO COMPANELLA

I have only despair concerning the interpretations and translations of 3.203
of the Tractatus. After all these sixty years since it has been first translated
into English, and twenty years after since I suggested an alternative, and after
a whole library has been written by the interpreters of, and the commentators
on the Tractatus, I have come to believe that as it is not given to others, to
sec the issue my way, I must be the confused one. So I theught I should, at
least, succinctly but clearly, state at least one of my confusions regarding that
remark. (I refrain from using ‘proposition’ for nature has not bestowed on
me the ability to comprehend what that term means.)
3.203, in the original, reads as follows:

Der Name bedeutet den gegenstand, Der Gegenstand ist seine Bedeutung.
(,A” ist dasselbe zeichen wie ,,A”.)

Since my 1961 doctoral dissertation, I have been reading this, and aiso have
been (in vain, as I see now) impressing on others to read this, as

A name refers to an object.
The object is its referent. ‘A’ is the same sign as ‘A’)

and not as it figures in cither of the translations into English, (The difference
between these two iranslations regarding this remark is exhausted in the use
of an indefinite article in one and the definite article in the other.)

The 1961 translation puts that remark into English as

A name means an object. The object is its meaning. (*fA’ is the same sign
as ‘A’)

and this is likely to mislead (as it indeed did, like the 1922 translation) the
reader to believe that Wittgenstein was suggesting that meanings are entities,
that is, that Wittgenstein was a Meinongian of a sort. But this is contrary to
the intentions of Wittgenstein; it is contrary to the spirit of the Tractatus too.
He was, in the Tractatus, trying to hit at a semantic analysis which is free
from meinongian affiliations and which can be found in Russell’s writings on
the issue from the Principles of Mathematics to the Principia Mathematica)
(Each of the semantic notions which Russell rejected during this period—and
rejected it imputing to it either to Meinong or to Frege—is, indeed, the one
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which he himself entertained at sometime or other at an earlier date. A.s dra-
matic irony would have it, at onc time during this pz'ariod Meinong himself
thought that Russell was the best representative of his thought that he ever
had in the English-speaking world. Wittgenstein, on the othlel_" hand, was not
only sceptical about Russellian semantics, but was also C[‘ltlca.'l of Fregean
semantics which, as he seems to have thought, indulges in reification ar'1d
multiplication of semantic categories like proposition, and concept (t.hat is,
the ‘sinn’ of a sentence, and the ‘sinn’ of a name respectively). His antlnuous
struggle, from his first encounter with the Principles of Russell tc? his comple-
tion of the Tractatus, was to work out a semantic theory which does not
succumb to the obvious unpleasant traits of Fregean and Russellian theories.
As such he had to take a radical departure from the Fregean style of doing
semantics; and he did it using the conceptual battery of Frege, however. :

To work out a semantic theory means the same as to work out first a cri-
terion by means of which we can explain how a synt.actically well-forn'.le'd
expression (that is, a sentence or a word) has a ‘meaning’ and how t9 el;c:t
the meaning of a meaningful expression. Second, it is to work out a cr1ter§on
which would enable us to pin-down the conditions under which an expression
which has a semantic property, like being true or being false, comes to hav'e
that property. This is to say that a semantic theory is geared to provide a cri-
terion of meaning, and a criterion of truth (of course, in addition to providing
a link between these two criteria). As the latter criterion falls beyond the
bounds of my present concern I will not touch upon it.

In the above paragraph I kept the term ‘meaning’ in double quotes not
merely to indicate that it is, as it has been, a source of confusion—rather the
source of a confusion—but also to suggest something else that may not be all
that evident. So let me spell it out in some detail. There is a point ir} §aying
that in asking what the meaning of a sentence S was, we are not raising an
issue in a semantic theory. The corresponding interrogative does not figure
in a semantic theory, for it is in response to that and similar interrogatives
that a semantic theory comes into being. Of course, within the semantic theory
there will be an indicative sentence correlatable to that interrogative, and
which can be treated as a plausible or an implausible answer to it. Such a
sentence may take either of the following shapes

(1) The meaning of S is...
(2) §" meaning is...

where S is used autonymously, as in this case itself, It is highly desirable to
formulate one’s semantic theory such that the very same comes out as

(3) S éis...

again using $ autonymously, and where ¢ is an expression of the semantic
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theory but is not equiform with ‘meaning’. On the other hand, if one casts
his semantic theory such that it contains expressions of the form (1), then the
least one can and need to do is, to preclude confusions, that is, explicitly to
differentiate ‘meaning’ as it occurs in expressions of the form (1), and ‘mean-
ing’ as it occuss in the interrogatives of which these expressions of the seman-
tic theory are presumed to be answers. Occurrences of the latter sort encapsu-
late our pre-systemic and intuitive meaning of ‘meaning’, and occurrences of
the other sort are intended to capture systematic and constructive meaning of
‘meaning’, So to say, in these two sorts of occurrences ‘meaning’ is equiform
all right, but it is also equivocal.

In expressions of the forms (1) and (2) that is in its systemic and cons-
tructive use, ‘meaning’ does not mean any more than what can be specified
in terms of that which goes into the blanks in them; and—as it will be evident
from what follows—this may not be the case with the pre-systemic and intui-
tive use of ‘meaning’. (To bring out this difference to the fore in our talk, i.e.
our philosophical talk, about meaning, we may use two different expressions,
say, ‘C-meaning’, and ‘I-meaning’.)

The harbinger of semantic analysis, Frege, did note this difference (sec
Dummet’s Sleep Inducer). Though he noted it, he could not use two different
(that is, non-equiform) expressions reserving one for ‘I-meaning’ and the
other for ‘C-meaning’; this is the case with the crucial passages in his writ-
ings. The cardinality of this semantic sin is not due to his inadvertancy (that
was not his virtue) but is intrinsic to the language he was using as his final
meta-language, that is, German. Yet, the obvious confusions are precluded
by him by resorting to careful and elaborate explanations of the way he inten-
ded to use his theoretical expressions in his semantic system. ‘Sinn’, as it
occurs in ordinary German, may be well translated into English as ‘mean-
ing’—I do not stake on that as I am equally poor in those two languages—
but I am sure that “Sinn’ as it occurs in Frege’s semantic analysis cannot be
translated as ‘meaning’, unless and until the same amount of pain is taken to
systematize and delineate the use of that word so as to make it capture the
technical sense that Frege gave to ‘Sinn’. But such a task is needlessly tortu-
ous to any one doing semantic theory using English as his ultimate meta-
language, for one can use ‘meaning’ in the contexts of “I-meaning’, and ‘sense’
in the contexts of ‘C-meaning’.

The central feature of Frege’s semantic analysis is that the universal class
of expressions is semantically homogeneous in the sense that each expression
first has a sense,? and next has a referent. Thus, his is a twin-function seman-
tics. A sentence expresses its semse, and refers to a truth-value. Similarly, a
name expresses a sense, and refers to an object. The sense of a sentence is the
proposition it expresses, and the sense of a name is the concept it expresses.
These can be characterized (strictly speaking, named), where S and N area
sentence and a name respectively, as ‘thar- 8°, and ‘of being N°. This sort of
providing semantics, apart from the intractable problems that it poses in link-
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ing the sense of an expression with its referent or the intriguing manner it
treats epistemic contexts, does either issue in infinite regress or else end up
in reification.

For—ignoring names for a while—Ilet us take two sentenc‘:es S and S*, one
belonging to, say, the English language and the other belonging to some othe:r
language in which we have fair enough proficiency—at lc_aast as muc};1 as is
required to be able first to consider whether, and then decide that, 8* in tpat
language is a correct translation of the English sentence S. The.explanatlon
of S and S* being synonymous (i.¢. of their having the same meaning, to speak
intuitively) is to be carried in terms of the sentences expressin,c?r th(? same sense
(proposition). This sense can be referred to either by the nominalized ,Versm.n
of S—i.e. by “that §”"-—or by the nominalized version of 8%, say, ‘S*n' . Intl_u-
tively we know “that 8’ and ‘S*n’ are the same in their meaning. The issue is:
how are we, within the frameowrk of Fregean semantics, to account for t.]llS
intuitive certainty? Further, how are we to account for it without resorting
to an invocation of intangible entities (resorting even to a third world), or
even reconciling to an infinite regress? Accounting for the intuitive certainty
about the sameness of the meanings of S and S*, in terms of the identity of
the senses of ‘that §’ and ‘S*»’, will issue in another instance of the same prob-
lem; and accounting for it, in terms of the identity of the referents of ‘that §°
and ‘S*x’, results in entification.

The analytical ontology, and the semantic analysis of the T ractats are
consciously designed as alternatives to Fregean semantics _and the fa.smpatmg
(nonetheless, fantastic) ontology it requires. Whether this was done in full
view of the difficulties involved in the Fregean framework, or or.11y vs‘uth a
partial vision of it, is not the issue here; who can tell what transplrf:d in the
mind of a thinker after he has been buried! But in what Wittgenste}n left to
posterity, especially the Tractatus, there is more than sufficient evidence to
confirm what I remarked about the design behind his attempt at a fresh seman-
tic analysis. Contra Frege, Wittgenstein held that the cl‘ass'ot_‘ expressions is
not 2 homogeneous class; on the other hand, as he saw It, it 1s coxpposed of
two mutually exclusive and jointly exhaustive subclasses of expressions, such
that each of these subclasses is semantically homogeneous. ‘

The universal class of expressions, obviously, is determined by syntactical
rules (and not so obviously, by syntactical rules alone); and there is no seman-
tic property or function determining the universal cIas.s of expressions—there
is no semantic role which each and all members of this class would perforn.

Only sentences have senses.

3.3 Nur der Satz hat Sinn... . .
(and not, for reasons that should be obvious by the end of this enquiry, as
in the English translations, i.e. ‘only propositions have sense’. If the sense of
a sentence is the proposition it expresses, what I wonder the sense qf a propo-
sition could be! T cannot imagine how we can pack all those things in the
small tins that our minds are.) And eonly names have referents. Scntences,
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unlike names, do not have referents, and names do not have senses.? I will try
to offer a minimal clarification as to how this (presumably) obtains. Names
are primitive signs ; they are the basic referring expressions. This means that
the possibility of linguistic representation of the world is contingent upon
names having direct reference to the objects that form the substance of the
world. In any recursive characterization of the referential mechanism of
language, the referring of names will have to figure as the initial step, and
not either in or as the inductive step. Hence

3.26 A name cannot be dissected any further by means of definition.

Suppose, for a while, that they are not all that basic at all, that is, assume
that the primacy of their referring is not that fundamental at all, in the sense
that it does not constitute, so to say, the transcedental condition for the possi-
bility of linguistic representation, then—and only then—it would be possible
for names to have senses, that is, they can be defined in terms of other kinds
of expressions. If names are so definable, then their reference is indirect and
is derivativeof the direct reference of the expressions occurring in their respec-
tive definitions. But this is #os what obtains in our everyday language.* (That
it does not obtain in our language is s sufficient reason to conclude that what
we assumed does not constitute the transcedental condition for linguistic
representation, for such a condition must also be, at the same time, the condi-
tion satisfying which our everyday language does represent the world., In fact,
such a condition should be constitutive of our language; but, and that is the
point of Wittgenstein, it is not a constitutive rule of our everyday language.)
Despite the fact that ‘(t)he conventions on which the understanding of every-
day language depends are enormously complicated (4.002)", this much is cer-
tain, namely, that names refer directly is one of the those conventions; so is
the convention that all other referring expressions refer only indirectly by be-
ing related to names, that is, that their reference can be defined (or elucidated)
in terms of the reference of names.5

This, however, does not mean that we cannot think of the other way
round being a convention of language—some language, that is. Only that
would not be our language, for in thinking of such a (possible) language,
and in imagining the semantics of that language, or in envisioning the way
we could possibly map that Ianguage onto our language (that is needed for
our being able to make sense out of any expression of that language), we wilt
be forced to a point where we may have to semantically restructure our langu-
age, that is, a point where we will have to restructure our experience itself,
This is so because the conventions that constitute our language enabling it to
represent the world not only give ‘meaning’ to discourse, but also contain the
possibility of representing the world; they are, in a sense, tools of discovery,
they enable us to discover something about the world. Thus, in imagining
such a language, we are imagining a new ‘epistemological form of life’. And
in that exercise, however tempting it might be to indulge in, our received
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epistemological form of life and our everyday language will have no role to
play. So to say, in that activity we will be bracketing our form of life and
our language and consigning them to a causally inefficacious blackhole like
background. Thus, in thinking of a new langnage, even an ideally ideal one,
we will not be attempting to understand the referential mechanism of our
language; on the contrary, we will be forcing it to idle.

Even if a language, so imagined, is somehow (but erroneously) treated as
an ideal one, it does not follow that it is a paradigmatic one from the point
of view of which we need to evaluate, let alone restructure, our language in
any legitimate senses of ‘cvaluation’ and ‘restructuring’. For, as Wittgenstein
notes in On Certainty (475), any language good enough for communication,
‘even primitive means of communication’, is good enough, and needs no apo-
logy from us™.® That is why we can warrantedly belicve that each sentence of
our everyday langnage, as it is given to us, is in perfect order.

5.5563 In fact, all the sentences of our language, just as they stand, are in
perfect logical order. That utterly simple thing, which we have to formu-
late here, is not an image of the truth, but truth itself in its eternity. (Our
problems are not abstract, but perhaps the most concrete that are there.)

Not to lose sight of the wood while wandering in the bush, I should return
to the point at issue. In our language we do fling names onto objects directly.
Thus a name comes to refer, ‘on its own’, to the thing onto which it was flung
(3.261). Then a name refers to an object—the object to which. it does refer—
‘independently’, names are autonomous in their semantic behaviour. Tt might
be, as often it is, the case that we fail to note what indeed the referent of a
name is; we fail to hit at the convention (note, Wittgenstein considered “This
is N’ as a statement of a rule) which marries off monogomously a specific
name with a particular object whence an elucidation may be in order. But no
such elucidation will be a definition, firstly, because such an elucidation will
contain the name concerning which the elucidation is being offered (3.263).
‘This is N’ contains ‘N’ in a more important sense than ‘Wittgenstein” con-
tains ‘Wit’. Anyhow, indeed as anyone who thought like Wittgenstein might
have noted, ‘Wittgenstein® does not—in so far it is a name, that is—contain
‘Wit at all. Secability is not a virtue of names, as much as it is not a virtue
of objects. Or to use the scholastic lingo, names are not anhomeoemerological.
‘This is N” contains ‘N’ in the sense that an understanding of the former comp-
lex requires an understanding of the latter component. Standing before some-
body, and perhaps pointing my (accusing )} finger at him, if I use my vocal
organs to emit certain patterned sounds which, using the orthography of the
English language, can be inscribed as “This is N°, and if you recognize that in
this I have performed a speech act, then it follows that you have understood
the sentence used in my speech act. This entails——and that is what Wittgen-
stein is hammering at—that you have understood that ‘N’ refers to the bloke
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whom I pointed at. Thus, 3.263; a sentence can only be understood if the
referents of the primitive signs that occur in it ‘are already known’.

A name’s referring to an object, and getting to know that it refers to what
indeed does it refer to, are not to be conflated, for only expressions which
have sense can be understood ; what is understood is sense. So, getting to know
what a name refers to requires sentential contexts, as

3.3 Only sentences have sense.

And only in a sentential nexus can a name’s referring to what it indeed does
refer to can either be fixed or elucidated.” But what is the sense in which sen-
tences have sense? What, after all, is sense! What a sentence represents is its
sense, says Wittgenstein (2.221); but what sentence represents is a fact, that
also is what he says. Are, then, the sense of a sentence and the fact it represents
the same?* If our answer is in the negative, we will have opened a mini Pan-
dora’s Box, or else we will have paved the way for Fregean semantics. In his
attempt to refrain from making way for either of these, Wittgenstein is not
identifying sense and fact. The world is not to be semanticized, so to say; it
is to be left as it was, without entangling it in our willing, intending, wishing—
even ‘meaning endowing’, in fact, from every lecherous design of subjectivists,
romanticists, existentialists, and phenomenologists. And this as much as
sense should be left to themselves without reifying or embedding them in a
third world (which is already overpopulated). So what needs to be recognized
is that,

4.031 Instead of, “This sentence has such and such as a sense’, we can simply
say, ‘This sentence represents such and such a situation.’

In view of this we can restate what we said earlier. Instead of saying that what
we understand whenever we understand a sentence is its sense, we can as well
say that—equivalently, that is—when we understand a sentence what we
understand is that it represents such and such a fact. And—and that is impor-
tant to note—the fact which a sentence represents is rot its referent; facts are
not named by sentences (3.144), only objects are named (3.221). As such

4.024 To understand a sentence means to know what is the case if it is true.
(One can understand it, therefore, without, knowing whether it is true.) It
is understood by anyone who understands its constituents,

Understanding a sentence, thus, is neither much more than, nor is short
of, surmizing what the world would look like if that sentence were to be true,

i.¢, if that sentence were to agree with the world, This is same as to say that

¥For some of the intriguing issues involved in this, see my 1977 paper cited above,
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understanding a sentence is getting to know what obtains in the world—what
would be the case if that sentence is true.* But to surmize that one needs to
fix the objects which enter into a configuration constituting that case. This is
the same as to say that one needs to know which are the referents of the pri-
mitive signs of that sentence—which are the names that go into the production
of that sentence. From the fact that a sentence stands in representing relation
to the fact that would obtain as a case if that sentence were to be true, and
that it stands in that relation to the fact in virtue of the shared form, one
should not conclude that noting this form itself is understanding that sentence.
This form—which the sentence itself shows forth-—is shared by that sentence
in common with the fact that would obtain as a case if it were to be true, and
also in common with all other facts which have that form. (After all, if your
theory takes M as its model, it takes every M* that is isomorphic with M as
its model).® Yet if we understand a sentence to be standing in representing
relation to that and only that unique fact which would turn out to be the case
when the sentence is true, it is due to the uniqueness of the reference which
the primitive signs (i.e. names) that go into the production of that sentence dc
have; they uniquely refer to the objects, which are configured in that fact.
Thus for understanding a sentence grasping its form s necessary but not
sufficient.

In this, perhaps, I packed much, ioo much; so let me try to unpack at
least two points which have direct bearing on the issue at hand, namely, how
3.203 is to be translated. One of the points is in relation to the dispensibility
of senses, and the other concerning the non-arbitrariness of the relation bet-
ween a name and its referent. It may be that senses, concepts, propositions,
and their kith and kin, are required to explain the sameness of meaning of
sentences. Now, let S and S+- be sentences of the same language of which we
are intuitively certain that they mean the same; for example, sentences like
‘Socrates is taller than Simmias’, and ‘Simmias is shorter than Socrates’. Let
S* be a sentence of another language of which again, we are intuitively certain,
that it means the same as S and S, for example, ‘Sukrat Simmias se ooncha
hai’. Now upholderts of senses will argue that $ and S+ are synonymous in
one way, and S and S* are synonymous in another way. They might say that
S and S+- are what they are because, though they express different proposi-
tions or senses, they have the same truth-value, and that S and S* are what
they are because they express the same proposition, and also (because of it)
have the same truth-value. If so, we can legitimately conclude that this sort
of accounting for the synonymy of S, S--, and S* results in multiplication of
the types of synonymy; that apart, it confuses—indeed, it is based on a con-
fusion of—signs and symbols. They are, Wittgenstein would argue, the same
sentence ; the difference between S, S+, and $* is not in their symbolic aspect,
but in their being different sentential signs.

*For an analysis of ‘fact’ and ‘case’, see my 1965 monograph cited above.
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3.32 A sign is what can be percieved of a symbol.

As distinct sentential signs, they are the results of three different styles
(modes) of production of signs. (Juxtapose before your ‘mind’s eye’ the Ara-
bic numeral for three, and the Roman numeral for three—do they stand for
two different threes!) The apparent differences between them is inessential to
their being the same symbol—being the same sentence. These inessential differ-
ences can be accounted for by taking into consideration script, orthography,
empirical grammars, etc. And in their essence, that is in so far as they are
symbols, they are the same; and it is only in so far as they are symbols that
they stand in representing relation to the world.

3.34 A sentence possesses essential and accidental features. Accidental
features are those that result from the particular way in which the senten-
tial sign is produced. Essential features are those without which the
sentence could not express its sense.

3.341 So what is essential in a sentence is what all sentences that express
the same sense have in common.

Thus, in virtue of the elucidation regarding sense that I offered in the fore-
going, what is essential in a sentential sign is what all sentential signs that
represent the same fact have in common—all sentential signs, including those
that are heiroglyphic, or quasi-heiroglyphic and quasi-orthographic like.

SOsi

We can, then, account for the sameness of meaning that we do frequently
encounter in our everyday linguistic life by invoking only the distinctions bet-
ween, sign and symbol, mode of sign-production and mode of representation.

This, however, does not solve the problem, as the issue can be raised at a
different level. As it has not been raised in the Wittgensteiniana till now, I
will try to raise it, and also suggest a plausible solution within the framework
of the semantics contemplated in the Tractarus. Suppose that we encounter
a sentences S in some language which is not ‘our’ language, and yet because
of our proficiency in that language we do feel certain—intuitively, that is—
that 8 of ‘our’ language and S of that language mean the same. How are we
to account for this in our semantic theory? Now let S be a sentence of, say,
Quinish, that is:

For some x, for some y:x Socratises, y Simmiasises, and xy Tallerises.?
In S and § we have two sentences—signs which are two sentences also.

Their discernible differences can satisfactorily be accounted for in terms of the
distinction between sign and symbol; But what about the not so perceptible
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difference! S and S stand in different projective relations to what they are
supposed to be representing. This is to say that their modes of representation
are at variance, just as two maps one using, say, zenithal mode of projection
and the other conical mode of projection stand in projectional variation.

We are now going to tread on the verge of a much dreaded slippery slope
on which mighty minds ended up with multiple fractures. So let us make sure
what the issue is. There are those who are disinclined to entertain that
there was a genuine issue here. For instance, Quine, who has no respect for
propositions, and who perhaps has claims for native proficiency in Quinish,
may even brush away our claims that 8 and § mean the same and that this
sameness is intuitively given to us. To set us free from what he may treat as
our epistemic self-deception, he may suggest his standard drug, namely, the
radical intranslatability thesis. Though Wittgenstein never entertained the
possibility of such a claim being an epistemological self-deception, Wittgen-
steinians might entertain that and invoke, in their support, a much quoted
and much more misunderstood, remark from the Tractatus, namely, 5.62. If
Wittgensteinians have not been tempted to indulge in that sort of a linguistic
solipsism it is perhaps due to (in this case rather fortunately) a misleading
rendering of that remark into English. The limits of my language ‘refer’ to
the limits of my world; maybe even the limits of sy langnage and the limits
of my world coincide all right; but which is my language! Is it ‘that language
which alone I understand as the second translation into English puts it, or is
it ‘the language only which I understand’ (more idiomatically, ‘the language,
which alone T understand’, for what else is there to be understood, in the
strict sense of the term)? When Wittgenstein wondered as to how much
truth there was in (linguistic) solipsism, he was #ot lamenting that we, alas!
were condemned to collective subjectivism. (That it is our destiny is the belief
of Quine and his followers, not of Wittgenstein—though not all Wittgenstein-
ians. The socialwissenschaftheorists have made a mockery of Wittgenstein’s
thought by making him sound like an undergraduate student of Garfinkel;
the latter’s ethnomethodology cannot be sustained on the count of Wittgen-
stein’s views.) Further, what after all is the individuator of a language? Obvi-
ously, the rules of projection in accordance with which it represents the world.
If so, our everyday language is not a language; it is a bunch of languages (for
we do have, and operate with, multiple modes of projection. Qur linguistic
behaviour is like our social behaviour. We are members of many institutions.)
If in our talk about our everyday language we do create the impression that
we do seem to take it to be @ language, there is nothing wrong with this, as
we do have in our everyday language not only multiple modes of represen-
tation (and hence multiplicity of languages) but also rules to move from one
to another that is, rules of translation too. That is why

4.002 Everyday language is a part of human organism and is no less compli-
cated than it.
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That being the case with our everyday language—that is, as we do use
multiple languages to make multiple representations of the world—it does
make sense, or it is perfectly legitimate, to talk of the sameness of meaning
of two sentences with disparate projective rules. Do we not ask—on the
strength of the fact that we do photograph, caricature, and do cartooning—
how this cartoon and that photograph are what they respectively are of the
same person. This implies that there can be (as there are) two such sentences
which represent the same fact (or have the same sense), as there can be (as
one can find in any good atlas) two maps of India using two different modes
of projection. S and S are fwo pictures of the same fact, and not pictures
two facts (as Quine, with tongue in cheek—I trust—would have us believe).

If I intended to gain anything in this (it is not a conclusive rejection of
collective solipsism—I will attempt it elsewhere), it is 2 modicum of under-
standing of the way in which the sense of S is contigent upon, or is determined
by the reference of the primitive signs that occur in it: But from what I have
said till now, we may not be able, as that is rather insufficient, to hit at how
the sense of the Quinish sentence S is determined by the reference of the primi-
tive signs that occur in it. Apparently there are no names in S. Yes, apparently
but not really. For when it is said that there are no names in §, ‘names’ is not
used in its logical sense, or in its essential grammatical sense. (In that negative
sentence ‘name’ occurs as a word of Metaenglish but not as a word of Meta-
quinish—certainly not as an expression of the metalanguage of the essentia-
lish that we are talking about). The rules of the empirical grammar with refer-
ence to which we can say that there are no names in S are part of the rules of
projection which are unique to the language in which S (and not §) figures as
a sentential sign. In virtue of the rules of logical grammer of the essential
language, ‘Socrates’ and ‘Simmias’ are names, not because they are nouns
that are proper names (which is only a fortuitous feature of the English langu-
age), but because they are, in the English language (strictly speaking in a sub-
language of the English language) the most primitive signs in which we can
recognize the most primitive symbols which are names referring to objects,
and which by referring so enable that sublanguage of the English language to
represent the world.

If all this has any upshot, it is that in order to net the primitive signs of §
und understand the way in which their referents determine the sense of S, we
need to surmize the way in which Quinish represents the world. If we look at
the standard model theory for Quinish, we will note that the way in which
the primitive signs of Quinish refer to objects of the model is essentially the
same as the way in which names behave in the sublanguage of English in
question and to which S belongs. This, however, isnot to say that the mapping
of Quinish on to its model is not more complex and complicated than the way
the sublanguage of English in question maps itself onto its model; that is
pretty obvious. Despite that, they are essentially the same in so far as they
reach out to ‘their models’. And on the count of the foregoing clarifications
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and explications, it should follow that their models are the same; each of
these sentences then reach out the same model—as Wittgenstein would say,
reach up to reality—on different paths.

Earlier, I remarked that in their essential aspect, names are those signs
whose reference figures in the initial (and not either in or as an inductive)
step of a recursive characterization of the referential and representational as-
pects of language. It is true that, in a recursive characterization of the map-
ping of Quinish onto the world, the initial step takes care of its variables only;
and these cannot, without being partial to the issue that is, be considered as
names, for their reference does not have even a semblance of uniqueness.1®
Granted; but consider the class of expressions which are truth-bearers in Qui-
nish. What does this class consist of ? Only expressions which are quantified.
This is to say that it is only quantified expressions (closed sentences) that
agree or disagree with the world (model). Then, speaking in the terms of the
Tractatus, only a quantified expression (and not an open expression, which is
only a sentential schema) can have a sense, for having a sease is to be in agree-
ment or disagreement with the world. And what are the essential referring
components of a quantified expression? What are the primitive signs that
occur in it? They are, obviously, bound variables. Now, compare the be-
haviour of a bound variable in a Quinish sentence, with the behaviour ‘Soc-
rates’ and ‘Simmias’ in a sub-English sentence in which these two names occur
as its primitive expressions, or compate it even to the behaviour of *SO’ and
‘si’ in “SOsi’, which is a sentence of a quasi-hieroglyphish.

Here too there are a host of brain-teasers, so let me attend to at least two.
First, and in the inverse order of importance, the relationship between a name
and the object it names is non-contingent in the sense that any use of it re~
quires strict compliance to the rules mapping the language in which it is a
name onto the world; otherwise it would end up in a misuse. There is, of
course, no reason why that Athenean bore should have been called ‘Soc-
rates’. (One of the views that Plato explores in the Cratylus was shown by him,
to be wrong; there is nothing in a thing which compels us to call it by the
name that we do in fact call it, and not by some other name; no object can
suggest its own name.) But when once Socrates was given the name ‘Socrates’,
it became his name. (This is why one can afford to renounce any thing, but
not his name.) Only he is referred to, and only he can be referred to, by that
name; as—it is one of the rules of representation of our language --that name
refers only to him. Language cannot represent the world if names were not
to be referentially stable, did not have constancy of reference. That is why
when once ‘a notation is established’ and a mode of projection settled for,
there is nothing arbitrary or contingent in the way an object is referred to,
that is, how a name refers. A name and the object it names will have to go
like Juno’s swans. With this in mind, try to think to the way in which objects
in the model are assigned to the existentially bound variables; concentrate
on the fact that this assignment needs to be kept stable in the entire argument
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{or think of the restrictions placed on, say, the rule concerning the elimination
of existential quantifiers—existential instantiation, that is.) What one notices
in this is that, in the form of the sentence whose sense it determines, the primi-
tive sign ‘will be constant’, and ‘everything else variable’ (3.312, emphasis in
the original); logically, only such signs are names. Thus, it is the essence of
language that it requires names; only in one they will be singular terms, and
another bound variables.

Yet, if we find some difference in the way in which the names in S, that
is “‘Socrates’ and ‘Simias’, and the names of S, that is the bound occurrences
of xand y, figure in the corresponding recursive characterizations of the refer-
ence mechanism of the languages to which they belong (the latter being
covered in the inductive step), it is because we have been misled by the acci-
dental features that crept into the characterizations themselves. It seems we
have failed to fix what is essential and what is accidental in a semantic theory
itself. Just because the production of a sign is required for representation—
(for a symbol cannot be without a sign; it is like a Universal of Aristotle
rather than a Form of Plato)—the rules of representation should not cons-
trued as if they include the rules of sign-production too. Script, orthography,
ete. are not parts of grammar {(committing spelling mistakes has nothing got
to do with splitting the infinitives). Similarly, in the strict sense, semantics
for Quinish begins where bound variables are assigned referents in the model).
That is the initial step, really; and whatever is required to specify this step
needs to be treated as a part of the (elaborate) specification of its (equally
elaborate) mode of sign-production. This is reflective of the complexity of
Quinish and its mode of representation.

We are now in a position to have a glimpse of the nature of names. A
name, in essence, is a primitive symbol which functions as a vehicle of direct
reference providing an initial link with the world in terms of which other
referring expressions come to have reference, and whose occurrence in a sen-
tence is required for it to have first a determinate sense and next a truth-value.

3.3411 So one could say that the real name of an object was what all sym-
bols that signified it had in common. Thus, one by one, all kinds of
composition would prove to be inessential to a name.

If that is what a name is and nothing more and nothing less, then names
cannot have senses. All that we can say about a name is that ‘3.203 A name
refers to an object, the object is its referent’. I have not as yet tried to expli-
cate the import of the paranthesis in that remark, namely, that <*A” is the
same sign as “A”’. I reserve that for another occasion.
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From now on whenever I use this word in its technical sense I shall indicate this fact
by keeping it in italics.

This is not something that can be taken lightly, for this has awefully important impki-
cations. I will try, in what follows, to draw out some of these. Also, this is what I want
every reader of the Tractatus to take note of ; but only few do it. Ryle, I trust, is one
of them, for he thought that in my insisting on it I was hitting the nail into the head of
the matter at hand.

What Wittgenstein was after in the Traetatus is not an ideal langnage and itspossible
link to the world, but the essence of language in virtue of which language—any langu-
age, that is—represents the world. To state the same differently he was in search of
the essential language which encapsulates all that is necessary and sufficient to enable
it to represent the world. And he was not in search of it either after brushing aside our
everyday language or hoping to find a substitute for it. His aim was to discover the
mechanism in terms of which we would be able to account for the success of our
language in representing the world. His attitude towards everyday language can be-
likened to Kant’s attitude towards the commonsense picture of the world. Kant did
not reject that picture; his intention, in the First Critique, was, on the contrary, to
attempt at a critique of it, and attempt at that in order to explain how, after all, that
picture does obtain. That is what propeiled him to note the transcendental conditions
for the possibility of experience. Similarly, Wittgenstein’s view that philosophy is a
‘Sprachkritik’ (4.0031) was geared to indicate that the business of philosophy is to dis-
cern the essential (that is, necessary and sufficient) conditions of linguistic represen-
tation of the world, and explain how our language does represent in terms of those
conditions.

There is 2 more important reason why names should have direct reference. It is that,
but for that, sentences will not have unique senses: Though a sentence represents a
fact in virtue of its form, only in virtue of its form it will stand in a representing rela-
tion to any (all) fact(s) that have that form. Yet, when we understand a sentence S
we not only surmize that it represents a fact, but also that it represents this fact. This
specificity is the outcome of the names occurring in S having direct reference to the
objects of the world, I will not be exploring this point further as that would push me
beyond the intended scope of this inquiry.

This is where Wittgenstein must have, like Hume earlier, experienced some agony—
agony of the type that only the blessed have a chance to undergo. Was not Hume dis-
tressed at the fact that the beliefs providing some sort of a harmony to our received
epistemological and moral life have no rational justification! Was he not puzzled as to
the legitimacy of an argument that is cogent in itself and yet is destructive of the har-
mony of the received forms of life. It is these puzzles and distresses that made it impos-
sible for Hume to continue with philosophy, and also made him turn to history.
Insaying this I am making use of the way Wittgenstein, in the Tractatus, forges a seman-
tic link between sense and reference. He construed even this link as an alternative to
the way in which Frege links these semantic functions in the framework of his theory.
To clarify and compare their respective positions requires a separate note, hence for
the present I should try to be content with noting that whereas Frege subsumes refer-
ence under sense, Wittgenstein is treating sense as a function of reference, as some-
thing dependent upon reference. At least one aspect of the way Wittgenstein links these
two can be discerned from my discussion of the sense of sentences in the following

pages.
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If we can learn anything from Plato it is this: there can be no formal theory of a parti-
cular. Any such theory will not be a theory of a particular, but a theory of all parti-
culars of that form. Next, as a particular is made up of infinite number of forms no
formal theory can be a complete theory of a particular. Thus it is the destiny of formal
theories that they end up with either partial knowledge or non-unique knowledge.
(This may be due to the reason that no particular is unique and no particular is ex-
haustible. Did not Aristotle say that there is nothing unique in a particular; what is
unique is its existence.)

xy is to be read as : the ordered paid x,y.

This may be contested on the ground that the reference of free variables too is unigue,
in the sense that Quinish can be formulated in such a way that Céxdy comes out,
on the count of standard interpretations, invalid. Such an argument would be ic my
liking, However, conceding the maximum to the other point of view, I intend to be
content (for the present at least) with the view that at least existentially bound vari-
ables refer uniguely.

Kripke’s work in semantics of modal language has shown the need to maintain such
a stability even in across-the-world’s representations; I will not be able to touch upon
it in this note. All that I intend to point out in this note is that the rigidity of the
reference of names can be noted even with respect to representations of this world, and
without going further to inquire into the nature of representations across possible
worids.
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ARE ALL INDIAN PHILOSOPHERS
INDIAN PHILOSOPHERS?

Daya Krishna has been hounding me for many years now about what Indian
philosophy is. He has kindly shared with me his new picce,! and invited my
response, which I am happy to give. Basically, it is simple. Daya charges me
with irresponsibility (not ‘academically proper’, ‘prejudicial’, he avers)? for
predicating the use of the term ‘Indian philosophy’ in the Encyclopedia of
Indian Philosophy on an interpretation which he thinks mistaken though stan-
dard. My response is simply that the term ‘Indian philosophy’ is ambiguous
as between philosophy done in India or by Indians and philosophy as dar-
$ana, i.e. undertaken in the service of liberation from karma and samsdra. It
is the latter meaning that is standardly assumed by writers of textbooks,
histories and other writings devoted to the classical dardanas of India, as
Daya himself points out. He says that this reading ‘is treated as axiomatic by
almost all who write on the subject.” Since that is so, I submit it can hardly
be irresponsible for a project (the Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophy) which
attempts to summarize the philosophy in the darsana literature to understand
‘Indian philosophy’ that way. Quite the reverse. To do otherwise would be
irresponsible. Tt would be as if someone writing 2 history of western philo-
sophy deliberately left St Thomas, St Augustine and other religious philo-
sophers out of his history because he deemed that philosophy should not be
in the service of religious goals.

Daya, however, argues that since ‘philosophy’ means or ought to mean
conceptual analysis, ‘Indian philosophy’ should mean conceptual analysis
carried on by Indians. If one were then to write a history of Indian philosophy
in that sense, or an encyclopaedic treatment of it, one would not confine one-
self to the darsana literature alone, but would presumably summarize concep-
tual analysis wherever they occur—in art, law, politics, astronomy, geometry,
and the several other disciplines which were practised in India’s distant past,
with myriad additions as comes closer to the present. This would be a salu-
tary project, one I hope someone essays. It is not the project essayed in the
Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies. Just as a history or encyclopaedia of wes-
tern philosophy cannot responsibly exclude figures like St Thomas and St
Augustine, who are paradigm cases of western philosophers, so a history of
encyclopaedia of Indian philosophy cannot responsibly exclude Samkara,
Ramanuja and their kind, for they are also paradigm cases of Indian philo-
sophers.

Perhaps, however, Daya would agree to include both St Thomas and
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Samkara, say, since both of them engage in conceptual analysis, albeit in the
service (at least as they themselves understood it) of goals such as salvation
or liberation. ‘But’, Daya might say consistently with what he has written, ‘I
shall only admit those persons insofar as they have proposed conceptual ana-
lyses.” However, that would be to presume a very doubtful distinction. I
doubt that one can disengage a philosopher’s conceptual analyses from the
purposes in his inquiry which make those analyses cogent.

Daya’s own view on this point is, or was, different from mine. In his book
The Nature of Philosophy,* published thirty years ago now, Daya argues at
length that philosophy is not, as science is, about the nature of reality, but
rather concerns conceptual problems, indeed, conceptual confusions; and
that its proper methodology is clarification, conceptual analysis. Philosophy,
he claims, is not about actual or even possible states of affairs, is not about
any propositions that might be verified. Philosophical problems are not for-
mal or logical in the way that mathematical problems are, either. Philoso-
phical propositions are for Daya a different kind of proposition from either
empirical or logical truths or falsities.

Now this is a view about the nature of philosophy which has gained wide
acceptance in the wake of various persuasive spokespersons of it. I do not
wish to be misunderstood as supposing that all propositions must be either
empirical or logical. But I must confess I do not follow Daya’s insistence on
the extreme difference between the occasions for conceptual analysis and the
occastons for empirical or logical inquiry. While T am sympathetic with the
view that inquiry regularly involves conceptual clarification of conceptual
problems, it seems to me that those problems arise in the course of inquiries
involving all three kinds of elements: empirical and logical as well as concep-
tual. The philosophical state of analysis is that stage in any inquiry at which
the most searching questions are asked, and clarification of concepts address
those most searching questions. The clarification of concepts which is philo-
sophical and not dilatory is that which arises in the course of trying to answer
problems that have relevance to inquiries undertaken by men with purposes
in mind. These purposes are sometimes quite specific, in other cases vaguer
and broader, and they intertwine in ways difficult to characterize easily. To
identify a given problem or proposition as empirical rather than philosophical
seems to me unrealistic given the nature of inquiry. To put it another way,
the notion that philosophy is a different enterprise entirely from science or
religion or any other kind of inquiry results from elevating a possible division
of labour (between philosophers and scientists, say) to the status of ultimate
disinvolvement with the human context in which an inquiry occurs. That
philosophers make a specialty of conceptual analysis does not entail that con-
ceptual analysis has nothing to do with anything else.

In short, I don’t believe that conceptual analysis operates in the sort of
vacuum Daya implies it does. Conceptual problems arise in the course of
inquiries dictated by human needs, and conceptual analysis, along with empiri-
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cal and logical ones, are ultimately criticized as being successful or unsuccess-
ful through satisfying or failing to satisfy those needs. Indian philosophy
should be thought of in the same way. Daya, I gather, believes that those who
are said to practise it deceive themselves about what philosophy really is when
they view it as developing as a moment in the inquiry arising in connection
with the attempt to achieve liberation. I take it he would determine what is
and what is not Indian philosophy by identifying conceptual analyses taking
place in India. Leaving aside the earlier point that this procedure would, if it
were feasible, leave out of ‘Indian philosophy” the largest portion of what has
historically been thought to be comprised within it, I would raise the question
whether such a procedure is even feasible. It would involve distinguishing
those conceptual analyses which are engaged in as a way of discovering the
nature of reality, or which lead to achievement of values considered ultimate,
from conceptual analyses engaged in for no purposes whatsoever, for their
own sake as it were. But I see no way of making this distinction applicable in
deciding whether, say, Nagarjuna’s clarification’ of the notion of illumina-
tion—surely one of the clearest analogues to western conceptual analysis
one can find in the Indian literature—is ‘pure’ conceptual analysis or concep-
tual analysis employed in the service of a purpose. What is clear is that it is
conceptual analysis employed for at least the purpose of refuting an oppo-
nent’s argument; but that doesn’t show that it is ‘pure’, since analyses are
regularly used to refute opponent’s arguments in the context of inquiry (e.g.
serving other religious purposes).

Daya is a professional philosopher, a line of work with a tradition he
thinks of as an honourable one. It is, he thinks, at least a western tradition.
He would like to see it as being not just a western tradition but a universal
one, so that Indian philosophy would be philosophy as practised in India,
just as western philosophy is philosophy practised in the West. Potter comes
along and points out that what Indian writers have themselves called ‘Indian
philosophy” doesn’t exactly correspond to the tradition of western professional
philosophy, since it is confined to those places—the darfanas that speak of
moksa as their ultimate concern. Daya doesn’t give a fig for moksa. He would
like Indian philosophy not to be tied to moksa, and he is irritated that these
darsana-wallahs have presumed to take over the mantle of philosophy which,
he thinks, belongs to those who do the kinds of things he and other pro-
fessional philosophers do. So, since he feels sirongly that philosophy ought
not to be confined to meksa-seeking inquiries, he argues that it isn’t. Since
it is aggravatingly the case that Potter is not alone in equating philosophy in
India with inquiries connected with moksa-seeking, he insinuates that the
equation he wishes weren’t so only seems so because of a plot by religious
types using persuasive rhetoric to feather their nest. He searches in the scho-
larly literature to find evidence of the truth that he feels must lie behind the
window-dressing. For example, he finds scholars who think that the later
defenders of darsanas may have conflated non-moksa-seckers like Gautama
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and Kapéada with the tradition of Nyaya and VaiSesika by slipping appro-
priately moksa-oriented siitras into their texts.® He denies that Navya-Nyaya
logicians had any concern for mokysa. He denies that meksa is a purusdrtha in
the same sense as the other three, despite the India-wide understanding of
four purugdrthas of which mokgsa is the supreme one. He hints that the com-
mon understanding is rhetoric, ‘the rhetoric of the purugarthas’,” but that
Potter and others shouldn’t be taken in by it. He concentrates on these points
and conveniently ignores the massive evidence that a very large portion of
those texts, called philosophical by scholars, explain themselves as written in
the moksa-seeking context he wishes didn’t exist. In short, he manages to
convince himself that philosophy in India has nothing particularly to do with
moksa, led on by his belief that it shouldn’t be so circumscribed since philo-
sophy is pure conceptual analysis.

Now I agree with the specific points that Daya raises, with certain quali-
fications. I recognize the scholarly evidence concerning the possibility of multi-
ple authorship of the Nyiya and Vaigesika Siztras, though I think he should
recognize that evidence is hardly conclusive of tampering. In any case, the
siitras are viewed in the Niyaya and Vaisesika darsanas as of a piece with those
systems’ mokgsa-seeking concerns. I agree that Navya-Nyiya logicians were
primarily interested in epistemological issues and not primarily in moksa,
although I believe it would be fairer to say that those logicians only occasion-
ally thought and spoke of moksa-—they did so sometimes, as witness the Mulkti-
vada section of Gangesa’s Tattvacintamani, for instance. T admit that moksa
is a late-comer among the purusdrthas; and that some of the literature, identi-
fied with certain darsanas, is not philosophical in the accepted (my) sense of
the term, e.g. the Mimamsasitras along with Sabara’s Bhdsya thereon, which
hark back to an understanding of Mimamsa as mere scriptural exegesis in a
context where dharma, not mok;sa, reigns supreme as a human goal. Later on,
however, Mimamsa in. the hands of the Bhittas and Prabhikaras becomes
darsana too.

But admitting agreement with Daya on these points to this extent does
not, I'm afraid, change the obvious fact that classical Indian philosophy, as
the literature so described is understood by those who study it today, was
addressed to mokga. It’s not a question of what we’d like the case to be. Daya
thinks I am a part of, or at least an unwitting dupe of, a conspiracy of reli-
gious types out tospiritualize what is not really spiritual at all. I have no inter-
est in interpreting anybody or anything as spiritual, either in Daya’s sense
{which seems to me what we more normally call ‘idealist’, one who denies the
mind-independent reality of matter) or in the more common sense of one who
recognizes supernatural forces beyond our understanding, There are spiritnal
darfanas—in both senses, but there are also darfanas which are not spiritual
in either sense, e.g. Abhidharma schools of Buddhism, Jains, Iévarakrsna’s
Samkhya. It is Daya who identifies darfanas with spirituality. I don’t.

Indeed, where Daya thinks ‘my” account has trouble with Nyiya, Vai-
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$esika and Purvamimamsa, my own view is that the prevailing account of
Indian philosophy, which is perforce mine, has trouble with those who deny
moksa altogether, e.g. Carvakas, and those who view moksa as only a penul-
timate goal, e.g. Vedantic thinkers of Srivaisnava persuasion who think of
service to God as the ultimate goal to which attainment of moksa is only a
possible, not even a necessary step. Both Carvaka and later Visistidvaita are
often spoken of as darSanas despite these discrepancies. But both Carvakasand
Srivaispavas can be accommodated, I believe, within the accepted view of
Indian philosophy (my view, the one Daya decries) through understanding
the Carvakas as addressing themselves to the most searching questions about
moksa and giving ultimately negative answers, and understanding the Sri-
vaisnavas by seeing the philosophical portion of their system (the part per-
taining to molksa, the darsana) as a part within a larger whole which is itself
a devotional and not 2 philosophical system. The devotional movement in
the past few centuries creates a serious tension between philosophy and (devo-
tional) religion; and it is a remarkable legacy of the power of traditionalism
in India that devotional sects continue to speak of themselves as committed
to a darfana, given the force of that tension.

The term ‘Indian philosophy’ as darsana becomes inapplicable, however,
when addressed to inquiries, such as are standard nowadays in India, in which
the entire world view of karma, samsdra and moksa is clearly not in point.
While such inquiries may well be philosophical and may be carried on by
Indians, they do not constitute Indian philosophy as that subject has been
understood in the literature on Indian philosophy. But then, ‘American philo-
sophy’ meaning pragmatism, transcendentalism and other peculiarly Ameri-
can contributions is a different use from ‘American philosophy’ meaning any-
thing philosophical carried out by an American. I am an American philo-
sopher, but probably not an American philosopher! Can’t Daya be happy
being an Indian philosopher who is not an Indian philosopher?
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POPPER’S CRITERION OF FALSIFIABILITY OF
SCIENTIFIC THECRIES: A NOTE

It is argued that scientific theories have a three-tier structure. The first level
provides the general theoretical foundation, the second level a specific model
from a choice of alternatives and the third level defines a set of appropriate
(but variable) auxiliary statements. The second (third) level theories can be
strongly falsified by tests which depend on the validity of a well-defined con-
junction of first and third (second) level theories. It is this theoryladenness of
the tests that makes the strong falsification of first level theories impossible.
Such theories, though metaphysical by Popper’s definition, are necessary in-
gredients of more complete scientific theories. Field theory (both classical and
quantum), relativity theory, Darwinian evolutionary theory, etc. are all of this
category.

Although Popper’s criterion that only theories that can be falsified (Popper,
1959) are ‘scientific’ has gained widespread acceptance among physical scien-
tists, it has been seriously questioned by evolutionary biclogists (according
to Popper, Darwin’s theory cannot be falsified and must, therefore, be meta-
physical in the pejorative sense) and some philosophers (Putnam, 1974) who
contend that it is generally impossible strongly to falsify scientific theories by
experiments alone. As well as clarifying how and why the controversy arises
and in what sense both Popper and his opponents are right, this note is inten-
ded to show to what extent theories that are by themselves devoid of physical
content and are, thercfore, metaphysical by Popper’s definition invariably
form ingredients of more complete scientific theories.

The source of the controversy and confusion lies in the failure of both
schools to recognize that scientific theories have a three-tier structure. The
first level theories are those that define the general theoretical framework in
terms of which the phenomena in question are to be described. Examples are
classical and quantum mechanics, classical and quantum field theory, relati-
vity theory, thermodynamics, statistical mechanics, evolutionary theory, etc.

The second level consists of models in the context of a given first level
theory. Examples are Coulomb’s inverse square law of electrostatic inter-
action and Newton’s inverse square law of gravitation. The (non-relativistic)
classical laws of motion (first level theory) are precise but empty in the absense
of these mathematical expressions for the forces. Models of unified funda-
mental interactions withinthe general framework of relativistic, renormaliz-
able quantum field theory are further examples of second level theories. In
all these cases, alternative models such as a different power law behaviour
(-2 where n=3, 4,...) for the electrostatic or gravitational forces are a priori
possible. Similarly, different symmetry groups (SU (5), SO (10), E (6), etc.)
are possible candidates for the grand unification of fundamental interactions.
Within the framework of first level theories alone the choice between these
theoretical alternatives is logically entirely arbitrary.
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The third level consists of what Putnam (Putnam 1974) calls ‘auxiliary
statements” or arbitrary boundary conditions which are variable but without
which the first and second level theories are devoid of precise predictions. For
example, in the case of pre-relativistic astronomy (e.g. classical mechanics
plus a given power law behaviour for universal gravitation), the equations of
motion cannot be solved unless several additional auxiliary statements are
specified. These are, for example, that the planets move through perfect vac-
uum, the other planets do not exert any appreciable influence over them, etc.
Given these auxiliary statements (third level theory) and classical mechanics
(first level theory), it is then possible to falsify all but the inverse square law
of gravitation (second level theory) which is the only one consistent with
Kepler’s empirical laws of planetary motion. Independent laboratory experi-
ments (¢.g. Boys’ method) can also be designed which satisfy an analogous
set of auxiliary conditions, and can again falsify all but the inverse square
law of gravitation within the general framework of classical mechanics. Hav-
ing thus falsified all but the inverse square law of gravitation, one can then
use this law and classical mechanics to falsify in. turn some of the auxiliary
statements (for example, that the other planets do not exert an appreciable
influence) in the case of planets whose orbits deviate significantly from Kep-
ler’s laws. This method has proved extremely powerful for astronomy and has
led to the prediction and discovery of new planets (Neptune).

Similarly, given relativistic, renormalizable quantum field theory and a
set of auxiliary statements, experiments can be designed with high energy
particle accelerators, targets and detectors which satisfy these auxiliary state-
ments and can distinguish between various alternative theoretical! models of
unification. Such controlled experiments have been carried out, for example,
to falsify all but the standard Weinberg-Salam-Glashow mode! of unified
electro-weak interaciions (based on the symmetry group SU (2) (X) U (1) ).
It is worthwhile to emphasize that experiments are designed precisely to cre-
ate conditions in which the auxiliary statements, used in deriving the predic-
tions to be tested, hold a possibility not open to astronomy. It is clear from
these examples, therefore, that Popper’s criterion of falsifiability is certainly
applicable to second and third level theories. These examples also clarify to
what extent tests are themselves ‘theory laden’: they depend on the assumed
validity of a combination of first and second (or first and third} level theories.
It is precisely this ‘theory ladenness’ of the tests that makes the strong falsi-
fication of first level theories by experiments alone extremely difficult, if not
impossible. This is precisely Putnam’s contention (Putnam 1974). For exam-
ple, the observation of the advance of the perihelion of Mercury (43" of arc
per century) cannot be used as sufficient evidence against classical mechanics,
for it is possible to explain this phenomenon within the framework of New-
tonian gravitation theory (classical mechanics plus Newton’s law of gravi-
tation) by changing the set of auxiliary statements and introducing a small
influence (perturbation) of a third and hitherto unknown celestial body. Simi-
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larly, the magnitude of deflection of star light grazing past the sun depends
on the unknown geometry of the sun’s surface (third level theory), and can-
not, therefore, be used to falsify strongly Newtonian gravitation theory. An-
other example is the Michelson-Morley experiment which is usually construed
to falsify classical concepts of space and time. Historically, we know of vari-
ous attempts to accommodate this null result within the framework of classical
mechanics by introducing additional (though admittedly artificial) hypotheses
{e.g. Fitzerald’s suggestion that rods contract along the direction of motion
by a suitable amount). It is possible to give more examples, but I think it is
abundantly clear that the unavoidable dependence of tests on first level theo-
ries makes the strong falsification of these theories usually impossible. To
quote Einstein (Einstein, 1949): “The first point of view is obvious: the theory
must.not contradict empirical facts. However evident this demand mayinthe
first place appear, its application turns out to be quite delicate. For it is often,
perhaps even always, possible to adhere to a general theoretical foundation
by securing the adaptation of the theory to the facts by means of artificial
additional assumptions.” As Putnam (1974} and Kuhn (1962) have rightly
pointed out, it is only when an alternative paradigm which has greater power
of correlation of empirical facts and a simpler logical structure becomes avail-
able that the older one is gradually replaced. Examples are the Copernican
revolution, the replacement of Newtonian mechanics by Einstein’s special
and general theories of relativity and then quantum mechanics, etc.

Unfortunately Putnam does not clearly distinguish between first and
second level theories, and, therefore, fails to recognize that second level theo-
ries can be strongly falsified within the context of a given first level theory, a
possibility that lies at the basis of much constructive-speculative activity in
science. Popper, on the other hand, completely ignores the distinctions among
the three levels of scientific theory, and is therefore led to believe that a theory
that is not falsifiable is altogether unscientific and metaphysical. The recogni-
tion that scientific theories have a three-tier structure helps to clarify the situ-
ation. Theories that do not have this complete structure are empty in the sense
that they are incapable of making precise predictions and cannot therefore
be falsified by tests. As we have seen, first, second and third level theories by
themselves or in an incomplete conjunction are of this type. However, such
theories need not be branded as being necessarily altogether unscientific and
meaningless. They are both useful and meaningful in the sense of being
(mathematically) precise and communicable, and, as we have seen, can and
do serve as basic ingredients of more complete scientific theories. Darwinian
evolutionary theory obviously falls within this category.
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ON TOLERANCE : A NOTE

Each political society has a guiding principle and specifies the conditions
which will make possible the realisation of the principle. The condition which
enables the society to function according to the principle is regarded as the
virtue of the society. “Justice’. ‘loyalty’. ‘equality’ for instance are the virtues
of the societies ruled according to the principles of aristocracy, monarchy or
liberal democracy. Many philosophers, Robert Paul Wolff, among others,
regards tolerance as the virtue of the society which is governed according to
the principle of democratic pluralism.

Tolerance as a political virtue is a ‘state of mind and condition of society
which enables pluralist democracy to function well and realize the ideal of
pluralism.” A proper understanding of the general philosophical implications
of tolerance therefore necessitates a description of the pluralistic democratic
society and also of the conditions which help in the realisation of the princi-
ple of democratic pluralism.

Pluralistic democratic society is the effect of the increased size of the soci-
ety and industrialisation in place of the private firms or individual families.
Today, in every sphere of society, the direct face to face relation between the
individuals and between the individuals and state is reduced to the minimum
or lost. All forms of social contact are mediated by associations. Hence in
modern society we find so much of institutional arrangements. Different orga-
nisations, voluntary and involuntary, play a remarkable role as means of
social contact in the local sphere. There is also a central organisation which
sustains social contact in the global sphere. Religious, ethnic and racial hete-
rogenity is the hallmark of political pluralism. May be due to immigration,
different ethnic groups of diverse religious sects reside in a pluralistic com-
munity and this has been possible because of the compromise between the
groups. In other words a pluralistic democratic society is a ‘complex inter-
locking’ of voluntary and involuntary associations—political, economic, reli-
gious, ethnic. The vantage point for this form of society is that the groups
which constitute the society leave a positive, formative and supportive influ-
ence upon the individuals and promote a healthy development of human
personality.
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The precondition for the sustenance of pluralism in the political sphere
is the cultivation of the attitude of tolerance in the members of the group and
thereby in the group as a whole. Man must have the capacity to bear the
tension resulting from the opposition between the ingroups and outgroups
and mutual acceptance of the same. The compromise between the groups be-
comes easier if the individuals who constitute the group are aware of the fact
that the compromise is between the opposed interests which motivate thought
and action and this sort of compromise will not affect the group norm. It has
been proposed to draw a line of distinction between group interests and group
norms on the basis of subjectivity of interest and objectivity of norms. But as
objectivity of norms itselfis a questionable assumption, the notion of compro-
mise between the groups can easily be extended to the plane of group norms.

Liberal tolerance, as espoused by the pluralists is able to avoid the mis-
eflects of classical doctrine of tolerance. The latter is related to the classical
doctrine of individualism and liberty. In a liberal society the private and the
public spheres of action were clearly distinguished. In the private sphere the
individuals were not enslaved by social laws and enjoyed/suffered the free life
of a self-interested individuals. Society never interfered with the matters of
the inner sanctuary of the private sphere. But in the public sphere the other
directed activities of the individuals were regulated by the social law of equity
and the classical politicians justified state intervention in the public sphere on
utilitarian grounds. Thus in a liberal society “...tolerance is the readiness to
respect the inviolability of the private sphere of the individuals® existence.’
Freedom from the constraints of group life and group values made society a
system of independent self-centred individuals where each individual used the
other individual as means for gratifying, personal wishes. The individuals
were deprived from the warm affection of the society, which according to the
conservative philosophy of community, work as a source of strength. In a
liberal scciety the state had to tolerate personal idiosyncrasies of infinite
extent while the individual suffers, as the Marxist points out, from alienation.
The absolute lawlessness in the private sphere allowed the individual to pur-
sue pleasure endlessly. The unconstrained endless pursuit of pleasure has a
frustrating effect on the personal life of the individuals, and this breeds as
Durkheim says ‘proneness to suicide’. Hence the liberalist in the name of
toleration has created the sitvation of anomie in the private sphere.

The pluralistic society permits group diversity. Here state refrains from
interfering with the internal practices of the group. Legal or informal social
sanctions do not work in the ‘private’ sphere of group life. This is analogous
to the liberalist’s tolerance of individual’s form of life with the difference that
here we have groups as the basic social units. The vantage point for the plura-
list is that while the groups enjoy the right to differ from each other, state
does not have to tolerate the idiosyncrasies of the individuals. The pluralist
shares the view of the conservative sociologist that man is by nature a social
being. Group life and group values are not the threatening impositions on the
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life of the individual. The individual has a natural disposition to affiliate him-
self to a group and identify his life with the life of the group. Thus pluralism
acknowledges group diversity and justifies the attitude of intolerance towards
personal idiosyncrasies.

Does tolerance help in the creation of a society without the threat of
misery, cruelty and aggression? It has been pointed out by many thinkers,
e.g. Marcuse, that in the name of preserving status quo in a pluralistic society,
state yields to such practices and tolerates those modes of behaviour which
ultimately are impediments to the realization of a social structure which is
free from violence and suppression. A society which uses police force and
tecnhical aids to suppress rebellions, protests, insurrectionary activities can-
not extend total protection to the groups and hinders the creation of a com-
passionate society. Actually there is a perceptible gap between theory and
practice of tolerance in pluralistic democracy. Theoretically stated, the focus
of tolerance is the opposition between group interests or group norms. But
in practice, the locus is shifted to the passive acceptance of the authority of a
particular group which simply by virtue of a quantitative measure enjoys a
privileged position in society. In the name of liberal tolerance the pluralist
has reduced tolerance to a means for sustaining institutional inequality in
society. It points out that tolerance as a political virtue is an universal princi-
ple which ought to be equally observed by groups which have equal social
status though different roles may be assigned to them for the smooth working
of society. If such a condition prevails in society armed force will not be re-
quired to sustain the sfatus guo and society will refrain from giving any train-
ing to the groups along this line and a “humane’ society will emerge spon-
tancously.

In a pluralistic society the rightist accepts the government in spite of ex-
periencing its miseffects on human life because he is committed to a parti-
cular political ideology and this fosters in him the belief that counterveiling
thought and action will not be conducive to the realization of the concerned
political ideal. The leftist has the official right to oppose the government and
constitutionally the latter should honour the leftist movement. But the actual
situation is different. The Ieftist movement is defined by the machinery which
is the ruling power of the society and the government is intolerant toward
the champion of the progressive movement. This is proved by the use of force
to suppress the progressive movement.

It is true that tolerance must have its limits. The unqualified acceptance
of all defiant, dissident and disobedient movements are not rationally and
morally defensible. Rationality demands that there must be certain limits to
speech, action and even to the proposal of certain policies. But it is not
rational that the limiting conditions should be defined by the ultimate end
and the historical process that would gradually lead to the realization of the
end. For this leaves scope for concentration and expansion in exercise of
power of governing group and improvement and vindication of the laws of
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the sanctioning authority like state. In that case, society falls into the grip of
unavoidable danger of violence. This form of social practice is self-defeating
too. The philosophy of relativism underlying the practice of tolerance implies
that there is no unique method which can establish the validity of a particular
political ideal. In the absence of such a method the sociologist cannot speak
of a scientific criterion of choice. As in principle the conflicting ideals are equ-
ally valid, neither imposition of a particular ideal nor a passive compromise
between them will settle the problem of the range of tolerance. One might
say, in democracy the ideal is not imposed on the people but the people them-
selves participate in the government. I will not take up the widely debatable
issue of the methodology of adult franchise in the present paper. I would only
recall the point which I have just mentioned and conclude that even aduit
franchise is not a scientific means for the establishment of greater validity of
a particular political ideal.

It may happen that the groups which could not prove their strength at
the time of election may gain momentum by the post-election ideological
movement and make an open and active opposition to the execution of the
law of the sanctioning authority. In that case, the governing group on the
ground of the mandate which it has won in the election can declare such
opposition as violable but it will not be justified both on moral and rational
grounds. The governing group cannot discount the moral component of the
movement simply because it is 2 non-conformable movement; nor is it moral
to prohibit such movements during the period for which the existing party
has won the right to govern. The prohibition is not rational because dissident
movement is a civil right of a group. At this point two questions are moot:
(i) What should be the cut off point between tolerance and intolerance; (i)
how will the party exercise his right to prove its increased momentum. As
regards (i) it is reasonable for the groups to create a consensus by the for-
mation of specialized journals, the foundation of ideological societies and
various other available institutional attendants. The reasonable answer to
(¥) 1s that the governing group should clinch the issue at the point where the
natural civil rights of the individuals are preserved not entailing the impover-
ishment of the weaker section. Once we are convinced that violence can be
eliminated or reduced to the minimum in settling social disagreements, the
above answers cannot be questioned. '

Let us re-state the limiting conditions of tolerance. First, the limit to toler-
ance is defined by the particular political ideal of the authority. Secondly,
sanction of violence to deal with the situation created by the violation of the
pattern of opposition defined by the ruling party or class. The first form of
limitation is unjustified because it views a partial ideal as the blueprint of
what society ought to be like. and in an extreme case may lead to the ‘whole-
sale condoning’ of the repressive movement. The second cannot be approved
because it corrupts community ethics.

Society which is a complex of heterogenous culture should settle social
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disagreements by a reasonable dialogue with the conflicting groups. By reason-
able dialogue we mean exchange of reasonable arguments. Individuals or
groups can reasonably argue only when they develop the attitude of reci-
procity which means an attitude to convince others by arguments leaving
open the possibility of being convinced by others’ arguments. In fact it is this
attitude of reciprocity in reasonable arguments that distinguishes it from
propaganda. Tolerance, without this attitude of reasonableness, leaves the
social disagreements undecided which subsequently create more complex
social probierss. What I want to point out is that the concept of tolerance is
somewhat like categorical imperative. It is a form of decisional judgement
but by itself neither a judgement nor a decision. The content of judgement
has to be weighed and assessed. In this assessment individual group rights are
considered. But there are certain state of affairs where such considerations
may engender intolerable situation. We have an intuitive understanding of
the problems which may arise from the primacy of such individual rights as pri-
vate property (at an unlimited scale). The most damaging consequence that
may result from ascribing priority to individual’s property right is the expan-
sion of monopoly business the consequence of which will be unemployment,
i.e. denial of right to live and work for the weaker section. The basic content
of toleration therefore must take care of the fact that one’s fundamental
rights, and rights to live and work (and right to property) must not prove
inconsistent with others, rights to the same (property, life and work).
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N.V. BANERIEE, Buddhism and Marxism: A Study in Humanism, Orient Long-
man, Delhi, 1978, pp. 134, Rs. 30,

In addition to giving a critical exposition of humanistic elements in the teach-
ings of Buddha and Marx, the author of Buddhism and Marxism: A Study in
Humanism has given some suggestions towards reconstruction of humanism
int his own way and in a different perspective, The author holds that human-
ism has a well-defined starting point and final destination. The original igno-
rance seems to be the realistic representation of the ‘original state’ of man
rather than ‘original sin’, the Judaic-Christian concept or the ‘original fall’
emphasized by Sartre. The original ignorance consists in man’s lack of the
‘world-understanding’, observes the author, and the final destination of
humanism peints to man’s concealment of his obligation towards his fellows.
The final destination can fulfil in communion with others.

Both Marx and Buddha are said to have been aware of this obligation on
the part of man. Marx felt that various alienations with which man is con-
fronted could be eliminated in a communist society. Buddha’s statement about
human suffering in Four Noble Truths and the way out of it in his Eight-fold
path gives a solution of the problem of human suffering. Still the author feels
that Buddha’s Eight-fold path ‘provides on significant indication as to what
humanizing principles of conduct ought to be.’*

Prof. Banerjee admits that Buddha’s teachings have been of great help to
him in the discovery of humanizing principle which is none else than the
‘principle of love’. For the author humanism is a doctrine which has a begin-
ning in the original ignorance of man, and its goal is the principle of love in
the conduct of all human affairs. The study has been undertaken into three
parts, viz. Buddhist humanism, Marxist humanism, and the future of human-
ism. The first two parts throw sufficient light on humanism as found in the
two strains of thought along with the shortcomings which, Prof. Banerjee
feels, should find no place in the doctrine that he is advocating.

Prof. N.V. Banerjee argues that ‘innermost core’ of the human world is
not subject to variation as opposed to its external veneer. The ‘innermost
core’ manifests in wisdom and some great thinkers like Buddha, Socrates and

*N.V. Banerjee has wrongly taken the four Noble Truths and the Eightfold Path as
separate sets of doctrines, The fact is that the latter is a part of the former. It happens to
be the Fourth Truth.
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Jesus have played a significant role in the ‘awakening of wisdom’ that has
resulted in the revelation of the innermost meaning of human existence. “The
realization of deeper human existence’, observes Prof. Banerjee, ‘should be
possible in the one way and one way only, namely, the strict human way’
(p. x). It has been pointed out that Marx recommended the employment of
violence as a preliminary step towards the fulfilment of human destiny. The
reference has been made to Christianity commending its refrain from the path
of violence, though at a later stage he attacks Christian authorities for indulg-
ing in violent means. It has been further remarked that Buddhism ‘had the
promise of becoming the world-religion’ whereas Christianity missed this
characteristic as ‘it gradually gave up the humanistic elements in the religion
of Jeasus’ (p. xii). In addition, it ‘became institutionalized and thus acquired
a number of features such as the doctrine of heresy and inquisition’ which
were not congenial to the spirit of humanism. The gradual decline of the influ-
ences of Christianity and emerging influence of Marxism along with the loss
of the essential identity of Buddhism in the modern world are noteworthy
features. It has been observed by the author that ‘growing importance of
scientific outlook and the progress of Marxism in the modern world are por-
tents of the futility of the religion of God’. ‘Religion without God’ is said
to be characterizable as humanism. Whether Buddhism or Marxism or neither
of these but ‘something else of their kind instead’ should be regarded as true
humanism is the question with which author concerns himself. In the first
part of his book, Prof. Banerjee reflects on what humanism is, and then
on the Buddhist ideal, the way to nirvdna and the impact of Buddhism upon
human situation.

Humanism has been conceived here as that doctrine which concerns itself
with human interests, without any reference to the superhuman or the divine.
Again, some references have been made to Christianity and it is admifted that
it has been “pregnant with the promise of developing intoa religion ofhuman-
ity...of course, in a sense different from which Auguste Comte took it to be’
(p. 1). Commenting on various forms of humanism, Prof. Banerjee argues that
‘no brand of humanism can be genuine which is opposed to the legitimate
discoveries of science. Regarding relationship between humanism and social
sciences, Prof. Banerjee, thinks that the ‘task of humanism is due to begin
where that of Social Sciences ends’ since he feels that, of the two aspects of
study of man what he is destined to be, social sciences concern themselves
with the first one; the latter is the task of religion, whether the religion of god
or the religion of man, that is, humanism. The author believes that the social
sciences present a distorted picture of the actual human situation “on account
of their separatist investigation of man in his diversified situation’. The social
sciences are ‘gradually drifting towards the understanding of man on the ana-
logy of things’. Prof. Banerjee observes that man has a destiny different from
the constituents of the rest of the universe. Humanism is an adventure which
can neither be characterized as scientific nor religious.
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‘ Cogcerm‘ng Buddhist ideal of human life, Prof. Banerjee points out that
it f:ullmnated in Bodhisattva, thatis, a person who is fully entitled to final liber-
at;on but defers it till all others attain it and he puts in efforts for the liber-
ation f’f all out of compassion. Buddha was moved "by the fact of universal
suffering and found a way out of it in his eight-fold path. Of the two attitudes
tow_ard_s human suffering, it has been pointed out that one is found in the
Stm_cs in enduring suffering with fortitude and the other one is that of Chris-
tianity, that is, undergoing most severe form in the manner of bearing the
Cross and shedding of blood to save mankind from evils. Regarding Christian
way out of human suffering, Prof. Banerjec remarks that it is ‘indeed the wa
_whlch surpasses any other of its kind in glory and sublimity’. One notes wit]ﬁ
gl;;rzs; 121;:1: Prof. Banerjee quickly shifts his attention towards the Christian

P: ora while he directs his observation on to the ideal of human life which

.cons1st§ in man’s membership of the world communist society, which comes
Into existence after withering away of all kinds of states, a sojciety which is
free fromall alienations. The author observes that the founders of commun-
ism, Marx and Engels, were not clear as to the way of creating the condition
which could overthrow capitalism.

. The author has thrown some light on the different meanings of the word
m.rvcizza, according to different schools of Buddhism. It has been observed
with content that the Buddhist ideal of human life fulfils a major require-
Tnent of humanism, i.e. it is independent of superhuman or divine though it
is not the only essential feature of humanism. It has been remarf(ed by the
author that the ideal of Bodhisattva represents quintessence of humanismy and
res-embles the Christian idea of suffering for others. In the Mahiyana Bud-
dhism the author sees the possibility of a universal ethics which is another
way of humanism.

Prof. N.V. Banerjee remarks that the Eight-fold Path is not completel
humanistic although it rejects inhuman devices including violence. It has beet{
pointed'out that the author is dealing with essential Buddhism as distinguished
from Buddhism in its degeneration in various forms. Buddhism is regarded
by the author as the earliest type of humanism which does not completel
fulfil the requirements of the author’s version of humanism. While consider){
ing the impact of Buddhism, it has been pointed out that the middle wa
tau_ght by Buddha proved attractive and influenced individual as well a);
society. Some of the kings also felt interested in the Buddhist way of life as
for example, Bimbisara, Prasenajit, Ajatsatru and Asoka. The author observe;
that monastic order brought into existence a social division between privile ged
mon_ks and the common masses. The author feels that this division tarnished
the image of the humanistic spirit of Buddhism. It has also been felt that
Buddha was reluctant to bring women into the monastic order, Of the monas-
.tlc order, the author says that it was the source of conservatism, supernatural-
ism and superstitions, and they could not fit in with the progressive outlook
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of Buddha. While noting with distress that Buddism ‘failed to shape the poli-
tical and economic aspects of society in strict accord with the spirit of human-
ism’ (p. 29), the author makes out that Buddhist views about the duties of
a king had some impact on the rulers. The duty of a king was not merely to
collect the revenues but to protect the subjects also. The suggestions of Bud-
dhism ‘could transform even a kingdom into a sort of socialist state’ (p. 30).
Asoka was the only king who is reported to have tried to implement Buddhist
suggestions. Various evils crept into Buddhism gradually afier Asoka. It has
been claimed by the author that a ‘humanistic ideal of life did not reveal itself
to Buddha in its complete or fully developed form and it seems to remain
unrevealed till this day’ (p. 35). It is further remarked that gradually Bud-
dhism was absorbed in Hinduism, and the conflict between the two culmi-
nated in the victory of the latter over the former. With the gradual process
of absorption Buddhism retained its name without substance. Prof. Banerjee
observes that ‘this was one of the tragedies of the historical process due to
the folly of man himself” (p. 37).

The inadequacies of the Buddhistic humanism, as pointed out by the
author, may be due to the result of the difference between the teachings of
Lord Buddha, himself and the way it has been practised later on. It was never
intended by Buddha that monks would misuse their authorities. No one could
help it since they happened to be the subject of historical process.

While giving a brief account of Marxist humanism, the author also notes
with despair the difference between the teachings of Marx and their practice.
Like Buddha Marx was also aware of human suffering. But Marx differed
from Buddha in stressing that suffering was caused by the exploitation of the
unprivileged majority. Marx attributed that at the root of all kinds of suffering
lay the suffering of man in the economic life. The author considers that the
Buddhist humanism is rather simple and straight-forward, whereas Marxist
humanism involves a great deal of complication. Yet it ‘seems to have an
advantage over Buddhist humanism on account of its having stupendous
foundation’ (p. 43).

The author provides a concise account of the Marxist interpretation of
history and briefly touches upon account of history which advocates recur-
rence of eventsinacyclic order like natural phenomena. The best way, accord-
ing to the Greeks, especially the Stoics, is to endure suffering and not to revolt
against it. Prof. Banerjec also discusses Christian interpretation of history
which is mainly concerned with the salvation of mankind. Since the advent
of Christ, the history of the world has been the history of salvation (Heilsges-
chichte). The characteristic of the Marxist interpretation is that it does not
refer to anything other than man. The reason of the exploitation of the pro-
letariat by the capitalist is the power which comes through control over the
means of production. On account of such power, the capitalist develops into
the ruling class. This results in social, political and economic inequalities. The
two social classes are united by a common economic interest. Marx derives
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the concept of alienation from Hegel, but unlike Hegel he gives to it a socio-
economic significance. According to Marx, wealth in the form of capital is
also a mode of an alienation; itisa productof sociallabour butit presentsitself
as the power of employing human beings. These are the dehumanizing forces
which should be eliminated from society. The elimination of -the various
modes of human alienation has been suggested in the theory of dialectical
materialism. Capitalism like feudalism is only a passing phase. In the process
of class struggle the dictatorship of the proletariat emerges. For liguidation
of capitalism Marx approves the cult of violence, whereas the author thinks
that thecult of violenceis incompatible with the spirit of humanism, although
in a free communist society violence would cease. The author opines that
such interpretation of history, ‘is an unnecessary intellectual exercise from
the point of view of humanism’ (p. 59). Instead of furnishing an interpretation
of history one should attempt at the enrichment of human destiny. Strangely
enough, the author feels that Buddha’s approach to humanism is preferable
to that of Marx.

While discussing the impact of Buddhism on human situation, the author
comes out with a few observations on the impact of Marxism on the same,
and he finds that it could not have the desired effects tillnow. It seems that the
Marxist interpretation of history has not turned out to be true in recent times
or maybe it will take long before we land in the Marxist vtopia of a classless
society. It is noted with interest by the author that Marx wanted to relate the
theory of humanism with its practice, an aspect which was missing in Bud-
dhism. As opposed to Buddhism, Marx thought that the circumstances which
cause dehumanization of man are external to him. Buddha thought that the
causes of dehumanization are internal, and, according to him, botb the capital-
ist and the proletariat are dehumanized. The author further notes that the
Marxist outlook of life is not adequate, for Marx failed to inquire into the
deeper significance of human suffering.

Prof. Banerjee observes that humanism should aim at the elimination of
the potentiality of suffering as such which can be brought about by wisdom
which forms the foundation of humanism. Judged from this point of view, the
problem of suffering, according to Marx, degenerated into a political one.
Prof. Banerjee observes that violent revolution may bring about ancther kind
of suffering. Moreover, Marx never indicated clearly the operational mode of
revolution; he left it to his followers; as a result of that different brands of
Marxism emerged. Buddhism and Marxism have an interesting parallel in the
fact of split. Like Buddhism Marxism also spiit in many schools. As Bud-
dhism assumed different forms in different countries, so did Marxism. Some
leading socialist parties in Burope did not like the idea of proletariat revo-
lution. The author has given a very interesting account of how Marxism split
into different forms. It has been observed that the world revolution as ima-
gined by Marx did not come true and the state system is stil! very much there
instead of being withered away. A brief account of the various phases of deve-
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lopment of Marxism in Russia is also provided and it is noted that ‘the con-
cept of “co-existence”, signifying the relation of mutual non-interference bet-
ween the capitalist and the communist countries, has in recent times gained
some importance in the field of international politics’ (p. 74). The fact is worth
noting that while Marxism could hardly be practised, the capitalist coun-
tries introduced quick changes to remove the grievances of the working class.
But this fact does not disprove Marxism which is still found working in indus-
trially backward country. We find that a group of communist countries are
emerging in recent times, though the idea of world communism, as visualized
by Marx and Engels, still remains a utopia. The author regrets the emergence
of different forms of nationalism under new grabs. He feels that ‘communism
as distinguished from humanism and even orthodox Marxism, is, like capital-
ism, allied with Nationalism’. It has proved to be obsolete and is an obstacle
in the realization of the ideal of man in a society. The author stresses that the
real cause lies in the fact of original ignorance which bas not been completely
removed till today.

In the third part of the book, the author foresees the future of humanism.
The solution of the problem of human suffering is suggested in the establish-
ment of the relation of fellowship. The author investigates if the original
ignorance of man is causally connected with human suffering, and attempt at
an examination the possibility of the elimination of various kinds of human
suffering. The original ignorance, according to him is due to man’s being
stranger to the world. The ignorance can be removed with gradual acquain-
tance and knowledge of the world around by scientific upbringing of man.
We only hope that the learned author is fully aware of the hydra-heads of
modern science and advanced technology.

Prof. Banerjee states that Buddha’s ‘treatment of the humanisti¢ problem
is planned in a scientific manner” (p. 83) and this is clear enough in his ana-
lysis of the second Noble Truth which traces the cause of suffering to igno-
rance. The same scientific spirit which has been attributed to Marx throws
light on the problem of suffering of the working class. According to Marx,
the specific science of historical sociology holds key to the problem of human
suffering, while the author sees through the limitations of science. Prof, Baner-
jee thinks that the phenomenon of egoity is peculiar to man. Animals are
governed by the biological laws of natural selection and survival of the fittest
whereas man is a class apart. The author feels that science is concerned with
the knowledge of facts whereas establishment of human fellowship is a nor-
mative demand and therefore the latter undergoes change with the changing
of the world. Mere interpretation of facts, the main aim of science, would not
help us much. The fulfilment of our obligation ‘is amenable to revolution in
the light of wisdom’. In this respect, the Buddhist view is not scientific, at
least not in the sense suggested by the author. But in the process are we not
landing in a sort of metaphysics which is against the spirit of humanism as
defended by the author?

BOOK REVIEWS 165

In the same manner it has been stated by the author that Marx like Bud-
dha upheld the way of wisdom in his treatment of human problem of suffer-
ing. Marx’s realization of the need for changing the world is characteristic in
this connection. It is noted with displeasure again that Marx’s suggestions to
eliminate suffering of the industrial proletariat have not been put into prac-
tice. The author notes that Marx restricted the scope of humanistic outlook
to the fact that the problem of human suffering is perennial and has no neces-
sary connection with specific human situation whether social, political or eco-
nomic. The way out of the problem is found in wisdom which was realized by
Buddha in ancient times and Marx in our times.

Prof. Banerjee remarks that in the doctrine of akimsa, as advocated by
both Jainism and Buddhism, the problem of suffering was not limited to
human beings alone but also to all sentient creatures. Moreover, it is sugges-
ted by the author that the causes of suffering lie not only in human conflict
but also in natural calamities. And he hopes that with the help of science and
technology man would be able to control them in future. In view of the fact
that science and technology are being persistently put to wrong use is this
optimism justified?

The author admits that a complete way out of human suffering seems
impossible. It is suggested that one should adopt a middle way between the
extremes expressed by the Stoics and the Sdrk#ya school of Indian philosophy,
the former stressing on the endurance of suffering and the latter on its
complete elimination. According to Prof. Banerjee, ‘the aim of humanism is
to bring into existence ‘the best possible world’, that is, a world where human
suffering is reduced to a minimum, instead of the most perfect world
regarded as being altogether devoid of human suffering’ (p. 92).

While observing the impact of culture on the human situation, the author
has noted that religion has proved to be a divisive force by putting a wedge
between one group of people and the other. It is one of the major causes of
violence. It is suggested that religion, art and morality are in ‘need of being
changed into the ways, which will bring man to strictly human, level’.

The evil influence of social institutions—religious, educational, political,
etc.-——on man is keenly observed and the author comes out with the statement
that ‘all social institutions are apt to beget evils which. are in need of elimi-
pation’ (p. 104). He maintains that the government and the state are not
sufficient in establishing peaceful relations among the individuals. He points
out how Christian religious institutions indulged in violence. At one place
he says:

During the middle ages and even in many a subsequent century there has
been no institution more aggressive than the Catholic Church. As regards
Protestantism, although it owed its origin to the most adverse reaction
of Martin Luther against the misdeeds of the church of Rome, it has not
proved to be a religion of peace, but, on the contrary, has, through its
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influence upon government and state, brought about, a human situation
in which wars have been no less rampant than before.” (p. 108).

The same can be said about other religions also. History is replete with
instances of how corrupt practices found this ways into various religious
organizations. But the misuse of religious authority and power was in no way
connected with the early humanistic teachings of those religions. The magni-
tude of corruption which was so rampant in the later Buddhist organizations
did in no way lower its early humanistic teachings, in spite of the fact that
author maintains cryptic silence over it.

The avthor has briefly discussed how religious corruption was slowly re-
moved with the growth of scientific knowledge. The replacement of one
system by another, as visualized by Marx, is not above reproach. Marx’s
dream of'the emergence of communist society when the states slowly wither
away is yet to be realized. No communist worth the name claims the estab-
lishment of a communist society so far, It is in fact, in the transitional stage.

Let us see how the author looks into the impact of science and technology
on human situation. The other impacts have already proved to be distressing.
Science has been expanding its area of exploration, and it is an irony that
man has also been brought within the scope of scientific study like other ob-
jects of the universe. The role of technology is rightfully commended by the
author in the fulfilment of the biological needs of man. The ills have been
noted with disgust which gradually developed with the-industrial revolution.
The race for armament is one of them. It includes loss of earlier social values,
especially the ‘spiritual imopverishment of man’. Interestingly enough, in deve-
loping a humanistic ideal Prof. Banerjee seems to be struck by man’s spiritual
impoverishment. Tt is not at all clear why to a propounder of humanism the
loss of spirituality appears so striking. Apparently he is pained to see the rise
of the cult of violence, both direct as well as devious. He painfully observes
‘that vast masses of humanity in different parts of the world lie crushed under
the unbearable burden of want and poverty, the expenditure of collossal
amounts of money on space flight cannot hide its disguise as a way of inflict-
ing violence upon mankind’ (p. 118).

Prof. N.V. Banerjee appears to be conscious of the dangers of technology
which has been so bountiful to man but which may ultimately be respon-
sible for his total extinction. It may be remarked that all these dangers which
the learned author apprehends are rooted inthe exploitative nature of the
society which is governed by the capitalistic mode of production.

Towards the end Prof. Banerjee proposes to give his own alternative
account of humanism,—-alternative to the Buddhist one and the Marxist one.
He argues that humanism is not merely a theory but a practical outlook.
The chief task is still the elimination of suffering as far as it can be done. The
unity of theory and practice was fully realized by both trends, especially by
Marx who advocated change of the world instead of its interpretation. The
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author notes with interest that fraction of the above truth found a place in
pragmatism and it has been argued that William James ‘failed to reach
humanism’.

The anthor contends that man must be looked upon as an agent whose
responsibility is to perform task; mancannot be placed inthe category of
being or becoming like other objects. The task consists in rising from the
biological needs of man. Prof. Banerjee feels sorry to note that science,
technology and the established social institutions have not yet been able to
forge the unity of humankind? According to him, Marx ‘could not reach
the height of wisdom at which Buddha was well established’ (p. 123). Marx
confined his concern to the suffering only of the working class. Here it may
be observed that Prof. Banerjee is concerned with suffering in a special sense.
Given this sense, is he not again drifting towards Metaphysics?

~ Prof. Banerjee gives his own formulations of three fundamental principles
of human conduct for the practice of humanism in a negative tone. The first
principle directs one not to act by ego-consciousness. The second one directs
that the action should not be determined by the dread of death or by the
desire for personal immortality, and the third one exhorts that one’s action
must not be dertemined either by aversion or reluctance to bear the cross. The
author feels that the principles are derivable from the teachings of Buddha,
and may be viewed as regulative principles.

Prof. Banerjee sees in science the quality which can eliminate original
ignorance of man. Technology is essential but one should be cautious of its
destructive nature. Regarding state it is observed that it is ‘capable of inflict-
ing incalculable harm upon man.’ Prof. Banerjee gives an alternative ‘idea of
the inter-existence of states” whichis radically different from internationalism
but such states must be free from nationalism which is a potent social evil.
He seems to be landing in an era where there could be inter-states but ‘citizen
of one state would cease to be foreign to another...every individual would
have the proud privilege of becoming a citizen of the world” (p. 130). The
author desires that the principle of love taught by Buddha and Jesus must be
translated info practice which will bind humanity together. He seems to be
emphatic that ‘the benign influence of love” will have its effect on the process
of humanization over religion, art, morality, science and technology. This is
the culmination of humanism where love will establish its dominion over the
entire sphere of human affairs. Are we not reminded of the humanistic teach-
ings of Jesus and Buddha in the ‘principle of love’? A staunch supporter of
humanism having no relation with any metaphysical principle, Prof. Banerjee
develops it from the religion of Buddha and the teachings of Marx which seem
to have many common concerns for human beings, human suffering being
the pivotal point. How can the ‘principle of love’ be set into practice? Banerjee
seems to be silent here.

The author has pointed out various weaknesses of Buddhism and Marx-
ism in a critical manner and has developed his own alternative doctrine of
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humanism. He has tried to encompass the two vast currents of thought in a
concise manner and it deserves a special mention.

His critical remarks on various religions, especially Christianity, at some
places give a feeling that religion has proved to be a divisive force, though it
remains yet to be seen whether this tendency would continue or vanish,
especially when different religions are having a dialogue among themselves
with a view to establishing a harmony. It is yetto seen what force brings
mankind together, whether an awe of extinction or the ‘principle of love’
whose practice has peen advocated by Prof. N.V. Banerjee.

University of Delhi, Delhi SANGHASENA SINGH
V.P. GAUR

SUSAN M. EASTON, Humanlist Marxism and Wittgensteinian Social Philosophy,
Manchester University Press, 1983, pp. 148,

The students of philosophy now-a-days are equally aware of the growing
importance of both Marx and Wittgenstein. Though familiar with their ideas,
we rarely club their names together, for they represent two distinct philoso-
phical trends. Marx is the representative of a very widely accepted continentat
social philosophy, while Wittgenstein prefers to pursue the prestigious Anglo-
Saxon empirical thoughts.

In her interesting work, Humanist Marxism and Wittgensteinian Social
Philosophy, the author wants to open up a dialogue between these two dis-
tinct trends. In contrast to the ordinary belief that Anglo-Saxon philosophy
supports the divorce of theory from practice, the author succeeds in showing
the impact of Wittgenstein’s ideas on social philosophy.

Besides highlighting the social relevance of Wittgenstein’s ideas, the book
secks to defend the basic principles of humanist Marxism, and this has been
served in a round-about way ‘via an examination of Wittgenstein’s key ideas’.
Perturbed by the prevalent tendency of emphasizing Marx’s rejection of
humanism in favour of scientism, the author argues that a humanistic
approach, even with its Hegelian bearings, provides a more fruitful source
of concepts for the analysis of modern society.

The author rightly focuses on the functional analysis of Wittgenstein’s
Investigations and shows how his use of language, within a plurality of con-
texts, reminds us of the Marxian ideas. But how Wittgenstein’s primarily
representational view of language as expressed in Tractatus leads 1o such a
functional analysis has not been worked out in persuasive details.

In Chapter I, the author discusses the epistemological presuppositions
underlying the Marxist view on ideology. Here the Wittgensteinian concepts
are employed to contrast them with the empirical-realist ones. Uniike empiri-
cism, Marxism shows us how historical and sociological factors determine
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our knowledge and ideology. Both Marx and Wittgenstein will agree that,
though the objects of knowledge may exist independently of men, our know-
ledge of those objects is certainly a social product and has social consequences
too.

In Chapter II, an attempt is made to analyse the essence-appearance dis-
tinction of Marxian epistemology in course of elaborating how a proper
theory, by generating ‘emancipatory consciousness’, can create the conditions
under which apparent, ideological distortions can be removed and, in its
place, a true, practical discourse can be achieved. Here the author notices
‘striking similarity between humanist Marxism and Wittgensteinian social
philosophy: both are found to be interested in systematically distorted com-
munication and both see philosophy gua seclf-reflection as a means of frecing
us from the “bewitchment of our intelligence™ by language’ (p. 28). One may
be in agreement with this spirit, but even then it scems to me that the author
has made a rather sweeping statement; for she has not adequately justified
her stand, at least not from the standpoint of Wittgenstein.

In Chapter III, we find discussion regarding the fact-value distinction
giving way to two different interpretations of Marxism: (¢) Marxism as a
science and (¥) Marxism as a moral theory. Drawing on the ideas of some
contemporary writers like Taylor and Gould, the author throws light on how
both Marx and Wittgenstein transcend such overemphasis on either fact or
value.

In the following chapter, the author presents us with the similarity bet-
ween the Marxist notion of a world-view and the Wittgensteinian notion of
a Welt-bild (world-picture). By the Marxian notion of world-view the author
mainly refers to its use by Goldmann, who makes use of Marx’s insights into
social life primarily in the context of literature. Goldmann’s method of under-
standing literature, which is known as ‘genetic structuralism’, has been seem-
ingly influenced by Lukécs’ concept of totality. In his work, The Human
Sciences and Philosophy, Goldmann develops humanistic Marxism in such a
way that this notion of world-view ‘serves as a possible bridge between Marx
and Witigenstein® (p. 69).

As to Wittgenstein's concept of world-picture, the author draws pri-
marily on his posthumous publication, On Certainty. For Wittgenstein, a
world-picture is the common ground that must be shared with others for
making communication possible. Insetad of trying to understand beliefs, ideas
or judgements in isolation, both Marx and Wittgenstein see them as part of
a system of belief which ends up in a world-view or world-picture. Further
Easton hints very significantly at the various similarities between these two
notions, delineated, of course, from two different perspectives. But the line
of argument often scems a bit ambiguous.

The discussion passes on from description of world-view and welt-bild to
the consideration of possible objections against attempts of relating human-
istic Marxism to Wittgenstein’s social philosophy. Even amidsi her enthu-
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siasm for bridging over these two apparently diverse perspectives, the author
does not forget that the Marxian notion of world-view and the Wittgenstein-
ian concept of world-picture may be equally vitiated by the charge of relativ-
ism. She rightly raises the pertinent question that if our ideas are influenced
by our class position (as in Marxism) or by a special form of life (as in the
case of Witigenstein), how can we free us from the charge of subjectivism?
Or, in other words, how objectivity can at all be achieved? Here Baston dir-
ects the reader’s attention to some tantalizing problems of sociology of knowl-
edge. But she does not remain content with that only. A way out of the
impassé is suggested by her, but that is unlikely to satisfy everybody.

It is well known that Marxism is often vulnerable to the tu quoque charge,
so far as Marx’s views on science and ideology are concerned. But here the
author, following the footprints of Lukdcs, shows how Marxism can free it-
self of this charge and can also avoid the danger of ‘Protagorean relativism’.
Here her discussion on Marxism overshadows Wittgensteinism and it is not
clear whether Wittgenstein, if interpreted in the above way, can really be
exonerated from such charges.

In the concluding chapter Easton discusses those topics which were of
common concern to both Marx and Wittgenstein. She feels that their com-
mon commitment to an ‘emancipatory’ outlook of philosophy is manifested
in Marx’s description of philosophy as a major weapon of the working class
and Wittgenstein’s use of philosophy ‘to shew the fly the way out of the fly
bottle’. Here the author refers to Wittgenstein’s discussion in his Culture and
Vafue. But even in her discussion of such inherent similarities of the two emi-
nent thinkers, the author does not ignore their glaring differences, e.g. on the
question of their political attitudes.

Speaking as a whole, the book provides some very current as well as
illuminating discussions of Wittgenstein’s social thoughts in their relation-
ship to Marxian conceptions. Such discussion of Marx and Wittgenstein,
though not very frequent, often reminds us of another interesting work by
David Rubinstein, Marx and Wittgenstein: Social Praxis and Social Expla-
nation, which was published earlier and in which some issues of the philo-
sophy of social science were discussed from a different, mainly methodologi-
cal, standpoint.

The refevance and importance of interrelationship between the two disci-
plines, in the context of growing popularity and reassessment of both Marx
and Wittgenstein in the present days, cannot but be admitted. The chief merit
of the work under review lies in focusing its attention on the scope and possi-
bility of developing such interdisciplinary relationship.
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