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CATEGORIES:
Pritthhushan Chatterji A HISTORICAL AND
CRITICAL SURVEY

I

The function of thought involves certain fundamental notions or
ideas that are organic to intelligence. These fundamental notions which
are involved in our judgments of things and events are called categories.
They are otherwise known as universal and essential predicates. It was
Aristotle who is believed to have first used the term  category’in a
technical sense. In his small treatise Categories Aristotle held that things
of the world fall in at least one of the ten classes : Substance, Quantily,
Quality, Relation, Where, (space), When (time), Position (situation), State,
Action and Passion : and every expression must involve one or more of
these notions. Thus they involve not only features of thinking, but also
of those that are thought of. As Joseph explains, ¢ The Categories
present a logical, but they present also a real distinction, i.e., a distinc-
tion in the nature of the reality about which we think, as well as in our
manner of thinking about it.”” ! The categories were set apart by Aris-
totle from the general run of concepts or universals. A universal or
concept is a pattern or type which is repeated with variations in diffe-
rent individual or particular objects. A category is the highest type of
concept which cannot be brought under any higher concept. It,in
fact, constitutes the terminus reached in the subsumption of a lower
order under a higher one. The Aristotelian idea that the categories are
a class apart—that there are some features of the object of knowledge
which are to be separated from others—seems to be Platonic in origin.
In the Theaetetus while rejecting a purely sensationalist - theory of know-
ledge Plato suggests that there are some characters which are not grasp-

,ed by the special senses. But the categories were invested with a special
status and dignity by Aristotle. Hisinfluence had its sway in the middle
ages and the categories continued to hold their position of pre-eminence.
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11

The Aristotelian frame-work broke down in the pre-Kantian
philosophy. At the beginning of the modern period philosophers do
not secem to have attached much importance to the 'discussion of
categories as such. Hobbes and Descartes were not sympathetic to
the Aristotelian scheme. This dissatisfaction appeared with greater
rigour in Locke and Hume. Locke characterised ©substance’ as an
¢ unknown ’ substratum of known qualities. Obviously essential predi-
cation and hence necessary truth become impossible with reference to
the substances in the real world. If Locke argued that it is impossible
to say anything about what a thing essentially is, Hume pointed out
that it is equally impossible to know how one thing is necessarily
connected with another. Hume however offered a psychological
explanation of our belief in substance and categories — they are, in
his opinion, matter of habit and custom.

But Kant gave a new turn to the problem of categories. The
categories were once again put to their early position of glory and
honour by him. Kant tried to answer Hume and he also modified
the original Aristotelian position.

111

According to Aristotle every ‘uncombined statement’ refers to
one or more of the ten categories stated by him; and ‘uncombined
statement’ means an expression which can be considered apart from
its association or combination with other expressions in a sentence.
Thus what Acistotle was interested in was a classification of terms
or types of predicates. But he did not try to clarify their nature and
interrelations. It was otherwise with Kant. He framed his list of
categories in the context of judgments which are ¢ combined state-
ments’, so to speak. In the Transcendental Deduction, categories are
defined as ‘“‘concepts of an object in general by means of which the
intuition of an object is regarded as determined by one of the logical
functions of judgment.”? Kant wanted to have an a priori guarantee
of the completeness aud correctness of his list of categories. So he took
recourse to what he called ‘ metaphysical deduction’. He deduced his
categories from the concepts generally used in formal logic at the time
of classifying judgments. In the formal logic of the Aristotelian tradi-
tion judgments are classified under four headings and under each
heading a judgment is of three types. So there are twelve kinds of
judgments and corresponding to them there are twelve categories.
From the standpoint of quantity every statement is universal, parti-
cular or singular ; from the standpoint of quality every statement or
judgment is affirmative, negative or infinite ; from the standpoint of
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relation a judgment is categorical, hypothetical or disjunctive; and
from the standpoint of modality a judgment is problematic, assertive
or certain. Each of the twelve judgments corresponds to a function
of the understanding and each such function involves a category or
pure concept. Thus we have the categories of unity, plurality and
totality under Quantity ; categories of Reality, negation and limitation
under Quality; categories of inkerence and subsistence, causality, dependence,
community or reciprocity under Relation; and categories of possibility, exis-
tence-non-existence and necessity-contingency under Modality. For Kant
Space and Time are not the categories of understanding, but they are

a priori {orms of sensibility.

But these categories of understanding (and also the forms of
sensibility), Kant repeatedly warns us, must not be applied to noumena,
realities or things-in-themselves. The knowledge that we have with
their help is limited to phenomena only. In other words, for Kant
knowledge is a real possibility; but categorised knowledge has no
access to the realm of things-in-themselves. Kant, however, does not
regard his own assumption of noumena in a dogmatic fashion, but he
looks upon the problem of noumena as problematical, which means
that regarding noumena we cannot say that they are possible nor can
we say that they are impossible. The noumena have got a negative
meaning, viz., that they are non-temporal, non-spatial, problematical
and beyond the domain of categories. We should therefore guard
ourselves against ‘subremption’ i.e., breaking through the boundaries

of sense-experience.

v

Kant’s theory of knowledge is an epoch-making one. He may be
said to have rehabilitated the categories to their old position of
honour. Indeed, his treatment of categories renewed the interest of
philosophers in categories, and various comments and criticisms

followed.

~ Kant’s scheme of categories has certain advantages over Aristotle’s.
Aristotle used the notion of category in respect of uncombined expres-
sion and so he could not draw a distinction between common name and
paronym. Take the two statements ¢ Ice melts gradually’ and € Water
becomes ice ’. For -Aristotle ¢ice’ in both the propositions is a
substance and the change from ‘water’ to ‘ice’ as indicated in the
second statement is a substantial change. But for Kant ‘ice’ in the
second statement is a paronym, as it indicates that water as related to
certain accidents is liquid and when those accidents change, water
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becomes ice, As Aristotle took the categories in the sense of isolated
or uncombined expressions, he had to explain every change assub-
stantial change or change of one substance into another ; but obviously
change of water into ice isnot of this type. But as Kant uses the
categories in a judgmental set-up, it is easier for him to explain change
in terms of accidents pertaining to a substance. In short, Kant’s theory
is superior to Aristotle’s in so far as categories are extended to relation
among terms and not simply confined to terms alone.

Further, Kant’s list of categories is free from equivocation and
there is therefore the least chance of mistaking one category for
another or confusing one category with another.

Inspite of his difference from Aristotle, Kant accepts the
Aristotelian view that subject-predicate form is the basic form of
judgment and that the categories supply the form, but not the content
of cognitive discourse.

A%

Kant has also tried to refute Hume. Though he was roused from
his dogmatic slumber by Hume, he could not accept Hume’s conclu-
sions. Asis well known, Kant has sought to effect a reconciliation
between empiricism and rationalism in his critical approach. He
holds that universal synthetic judgments are possible a priori, because
mind converts the sense-impressions (which are the raw materials of
knowledge) into coherent knowledge with the help of a priori forms
and categories. Hume made a mistake when he enquired into the
region of sense-experience to find the ground for establishing the vali-
dity of the categories of substance, causality, etc. The categories,
Kant points out, are subjective and a priori.

But Kant’s doctrine of categories has been challenged on various
grounds. He speaks of the synthetic functions of the a priori categories.
But it has been asked: “How do we get the knowledge of their
synthetic functions?” ¢ Can we have it @ priori?>> As Paulsen com-
ments:  If we have no a priori knowledge of their functions...if we
know of them only by experience, that is, by inner anthropological
experience, then the fundamental propositions in which the form of
these functions is expressed would have empirical validity only.”® In
defence of Kant it may be argued that this type of criticism is unjusti-
fied inasmuch as Kant is not interested in the psychological origin of
the concepts. What Kant holds is that the forms and categories are
subjective factors (in the sense of being common to all similarly cons-
tituted human subjects) and as such they are universally and necessa-
rily applicable to whatever becomes an object of knowledge for the
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subject. But critics insist that Kant does not explain the ground of this
assumption. If particular laws of nature like the law of gravitation,
law of thermodynamics, etc., require experience, why does not the law
of causality, for example, require experience? If it be granted that
the law of causality has universal validity, it cannot be said that all
generalisations of a science like physics have universal validity. They
cannot shed altogether their problematic character — they have at
best a presumpiive universal validity.

Kant holds that universal synthetic judgments are possible in
mathematics and the natural sciences (but not in metaphysics), inas-
much as such judgments involve real and pure truths a priori *“‘needing
no proof . But this involves the fallacy of petitio principii, a Humean
might retort. When the apodictic propositions of geometry and trig-
nometry are applied, for example, to astronomical calculations, they
turn out to be more or less hypothetical. The universality and neces-
sity claimed in respect of mathematical sciences pertain to them only
in so far as they state pure notions and definitions. Again, when Kant
refers to physics as the ideal natural science, he means Newtonian
physics. But modern physics has moved far from Newtonian physics,
and it does not claim absolute universality in respect of its pro-
positions.

The Kantian theory of knowledge falls into two parts — sensa-
tions which are particular and a synthetic arrangement of sensations
which gives rise to knowledge. There is thus a break between the two
parts and it is difficult to understand how the unity is brought about
in the domain of sensations by something which ex Aypothesi is purely
intellectual and rational. Just as in Plato so also in Kant, a dua-
listic dilemma is the sore point. Neither ‘eternal forms’ nor temporal
ones can explain the unity and synthetic character of knowledge.

Finally, the way in which Kant deduces the twelve categories is
open to objection. It is based on the assumption that the list of
twelve judgments as given in Aristotelian logic is exhaustive. But to
fix the number of categories is to set a limit to the progress and
advancement of knowledge which is dynamic in character. Indeed,
to run after “an absolute correctness of a conceptual scheme asa
mirror of reality” would be, as Quine comments, a “meaningless

pursuit.’”’*

VI

We have indicated above some of the criticisms levelled against
Kant’s doctorine Jof categories. But to criticise Kant is not to reject
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him outright. Kant is a revolutionary and an original thinker and
there have been diverse reactions to his view and philosophic thoughts
moved in different ‘directions. We may now refer to some of these
reactions.

In the post-Kantian era the immediate reaction against the
Kantian theory came from Hegel. He takes a new view of logic.
For him logic is not a science of mere forms of reasoning cut off from
content—rather it is concerned with dialectical processes in which form
and content are inseparable. The dialectical process moves through
the stages of thesis, anti-thesis and synthesis and these constitute the
basis for inter-relating the various notions and categories. To be sure,
the dialectical process is not a mere logical process or process of human
thought. It isthe process of the world as a whole — it is the means
by which the Absolute Mind realises its own nature. Now,
since the finite mind is a reproduction of the Absolute Mind, the
essential laws and categories of human thought must be inherent in
the nature of Reality. Thus Hegel bridges the gap between
thought and reality which Kant created by his insistence on the view
that human forms and categories cannot be applied to the noumena.
Further, Hegel does not believe in any fixed set of categories as ulti-
mate and final. Categories are many and their complete enumeration
is not possible unless there is a full articulation or evolution of the
reality itself. Thus Hegel gives a blow to the supreme dictatorship of
a fixed set of categories. ¢ CGategory’ now becomes the basic notion in
any system of philosophy.

With Hegel the true reality of all things became their internality
or mentality, for all objects were now converted into the ideal moments
of the Absolute Mind. Thus Hegel turned empiricism inside out:
Human mind seemed to be lost in the Absolute. As Prosch com-
ments,“... the Absolute Mind, for Hegel, had become so absolute that
it no longer was simply the instrument by which men knew what
they knew ... It had instead become the total nature of everything.”>

Lotze in his metaphysics argues that Hegel is not justified in
regarding logical principles as objective principles of reality. The
products of thought, 7.e., universals and their connections are artificial
and subjective, and as such, they do not constitute objective facts,

Bradley expresses dissatisfaction at the dialectician’s narrow world-
view. He holds that human thought, as it moves in interminable
relations, can never reach reality. The Real which is a coherent
whole is to be grasped through sentient experience, some kind of trans-
rational immediate intuition. Thought commits a ‘happy suicide’
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when we intuitively grasp the reality. The world, as we know it
through judgments and categories, is an appearance. Bradley in his
Appearance and Reality makes a painstaking analysis of the notions of
primary and secondary qualities, space, time, change, causality, etc.
and comes to the conclusion that they are all shot through and through
with contradictions, and are thus mere appearances. Says Bradley in
his Principles of Logic : ““ That the glory of this world in the end is
appearance leaves the world more glorious, if we feel it is a show of
some fuller splendour ; but the sensuous curtain is a deception and a
cheat, if it hides some ... unearthly ballet of bloodless categories.”*

Charles Pierce, the father of Pragmatism, was not happy about the
Kantian scheme of categories. He points out that the Kantian concep-.
tion of categories is based on subject-predicate form of judgment, but
as logic advances beyond this form, the inadequacy of Kant’s theory
becomes patent. !

The pragmatists in general hold that man is basically an active
being and they think that in the presence of problematic situations for
solving the problem there are no ‘categories of mind’—fixed and absolute
—to fall back upon. There is nothing in our conceptual structure that
is not subject to change in the face of continuing experience. Arguing
this point C. I. Lewis, a modern pragmatist, says, On the one side
we have the abstract concepts themselves, with their purely logical im-
plications...On the other side, there is the absolute brute-fact of given
experience ... In this middle ground of trial and error, of expanding ex-
perience and continual shift and modification of conception, in our effort to
cope with it, the drama of human interpretation and the control of
nature is for ever being played.” ?

The progressive nature of knowledge and hence of categories has
also been emphasised by thinkers like Vaihinger, Poincare and others -
and in recent times by Karl Popper. Popper says. “ We do not know .
where or how to start our analysis of this world. There is no wisdom
to tell us. Even the scientific tradition does not tell us,”® So there is
no infallible source of knowledge. He rejects the Cartesian doctrine of
innate ideas as well as Humean empiricism. But he holds that we .
approach the world of experience with certain innate propensities which
lead us to expect regularity. Here he seems to be influenced by Kant to
some extent. But he goes beyond Kant when he contends that the pro-
gressive activity of mind in the acquisition and discovery of knowledge -
cannot be subsumed under any general law. Scientific knowledge is
the product of free creation and not guided by any determination. -
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VIII

From the realistic standpoint Samuel Alexander seeks to establish
that categories enter into every existent as its constituent factors. He
holds that Space-Time (in the hyphenated form) is the matrix of the
universe. He seems to follow Kant in holding that the world is appre-
hended first and foremost as a spatio-temporal manifold under the cate-
gories. Moreover, his list of categories has a close similarity with the
Kantian list. But unlike Kant, Alexander holds that the categories are
discovered within the world and they are not supplied by the mind from
within. In other words, thought does not construct any conceptual
scheme for understanding the world. When there is a compresence
between a mind and an object, knowledge arises. Knowledge is
contemplation of an object.

The chief objection against Alexander’s position is why any and
every mind compresent with the world would see just those all-perva-
sive categories which are enumerated by him. Unless Alexander can
establish that the necessity of thought and objective necessity are
intertwined, it is difficult to understand how, according to him,
thought or mind would be able to discover the exact categories which
are pervasive in nature.

IX

Edmund Husserl, the father of modern phenomenology, is greatly
influenced by Kaat. Like Kant, Husserl also does not question whether
knowledge is possible, but he asks how knowledge is possible. Like
Kant, he also believes that there are certain basic, fundamental,
a priori notions which make knowledge possible. But Kant holds that
the a priori notions are subjective, and here Husserl parts company
with Kant. Husserl contends that the foundation of knowledge is
constituted by certain a priori notions which are objective and he calls
them ‘essences’ or ‘phenomena’. ¢Phenomena’ for him are not
appearances of some transcendent reality — they mean the essences
which appear to consciousness when the subject is in a specially intui-
tive mood. Husserl’s phenomenology is programmatic in character —
it is a2 more a methodology than a system. His methodology is broadly
speaking a two-stage process — first, it involves suspension of judgment
about reality (which he calls ¢ transcendental reduction’ or ‘epoche’),
and secondly, epidetic reduction. It is in the latter the objective;
universal, necessary and a priori essences are discovered as distinguished
from the contingent, particular, accidental elements of sense-expe-
rience. But Husserl does not supply us with a list of categories after
the Kantian tradition. Consciousness, he says, is always characterised
by ‘intentionality® (a term which Husserl borrows from Brentano) —
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this means that censciousness is always directed towards objects.
Husserl cannot conceive of any contentless state of consciousness.
Hence we may discover the essences by looking into consciousness.
Finally, Husserl also rejects the Kantian dualism between noumena or
things-in-themselves and phenomena or appearances. In fact, Husserl
is ontologically non-committed and he does not raise any question of
knowability or unknowability of things-in-themselves or noumena.

But against Husserl the general complaint is that there is no
guarantee that an individual will be able to develop that special type
of intuition whereby the essences can be discovered. Moreover, in spite
of all the ingenuity of his method the sameness and objectivity of the
essences cannot be ensured.

X

From the standpoint of linguistic philosophy Gilbert Ryle takes
up the problem of categories. He believes that the categories are
numerous and unordered. He rejects the Aristotelian list of categories
“as providing the pigeon-holes in or other of which there could and
should be lodged every term used or usable in technical or untechnical
discourse.”® He also does not lend his support to the Kantian view of
categories as providing an architechtonic of thought. Ryle argues
that there cannot be any principle according to which categories can
be ordered and arranged. There is, in other words, no theory of
categories which can be justifiably developed. Strictly speaking there
can be no subject-matter for a theory of categories, inasmuch as no
generalization about all sentence-factors is possible. Ryle discusses
sentence-factors instead of terms. A sentence-factor is “any partial
expression which can enter into sentences otherwise dissimilar.”*®
These sentence-factors are different and their difference can be under-
stood by trying them out in different sentences. Suppose we want to
determine whether the sentence-factor ‘Socrates’ is on a par with
factors like ¢ South Pole?, ¢ Saturday’ and °Santayana’. We may start
with the meaningful sentence, ‘Socrates is in bed’ and may then
substitute the sentence-factors one after another in place of Socrates.
When we say, ‘Saturday is in bed’ or ‘South Pole is in bed’, the
sentence becomes meaningless; but when we say, ‘Santayana is in bed’,
the sentence becomes meaningful once again. But how does the discus-
sion help us in the field of philosophy ? The discussion has its rele-
vance, Ryle would say, in so far as confusion among categories or ‘““cate
gory-mistake” is the sources of much confusion. Indeed, he devotes
himself to the removal of category-mistake in his The Concept of Mind

and Dilemmas.
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Inspite of the great importance of removal of confusion and the
need for clarity of thought in philosophical discussion, it cannot be said
these constitute the onlp task of philosophy. As Blanshard remarks :
<<__.the discussion of words in philosophy is prefatory and preparatory
only. How expressions are used is not a philosophical problem. How
they ought to be used is a philosophical problem, but not primarily one
about words at all, but about the character and relations of the objects
talked about.”!!

Among the language philosophers P. F. Strawson strikes a new note
when he asserts that the meaning of a word does not consist in its uses
only and, he shows that language has objective reference. In his
opinion there are certain ¢ basic particulars® which are presupposed as
logical subjects in all forms of knowledge. These are called ¢basic’
because they are prior to and presupposed by every other object.
Material bodies and. persons occupy a © central position’ among the
particulars in general. Says Strawson, “...in our conceptual scheme
as it is, particulars of these two categories are the basic or fundamental
particulars, that the concepts of other types of particulars must be scen
as secondary in relation to the concepts of these.”’'? Any attempt to
dislodge them will be met with utter confusion and anarchy in the
domain of knowledge. His book Individuals where he develops the
notion of basic particularsis ‘an essay in descriptive metaphysics’ and it
seems to resurrect metaphysics as a ‘respectable philosophical enterprise.’
But it would not perhaps be wrong to say that it involves not simply
the resurrection of metaphysics (even though descriptive), but a resur-
rection of categories under the camouflage of basic particulars. Such
particulars are to play the logical role of the universals. We wonder if
Strawson has been able to offer any satisfactory solution of the problem
of relation between universals and his basic particulars.

XI

We now come to the end of our survey. Itisa story of the rise
and fall of categories. Categories rose to the height of glory in the
systems of Aristotle and Kant ; but gradually their influence was on
the wane. The categories were set apart by Aristotle from the ordi-
nary concepts. But this very separation created a kind of barrenness
which accounts for the decline of the influence of the categories.
Gone are the days of dictatorship of categories; and if they are to
thrive, they must be progressive and must live in the community of
concepts. As Ledger Wood says, ¢ The true nature of the categories
and their relations to one another and to other concepts are disclosed
only if they are brought down from their exalted position and forced

to mingle on terms of cquality with the ordinary concepts. The cate=
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gories, after the overthrow of the aristocracy of universals, are begin-
ning to assume their proper places in a democracy of concepts.”**

The most important question that arises in this connection is : *“Do
the categories fully reveal the reality ?*> < Are the categories of reality
the same as the categories of understanding ?*> It is a stark fact that the
mystery of the Real cannot be fully unravelled with the help of the
categories. Why is it that so many theories of category—Aristotelian,
Kantian, Idealistic, Realistic, Pragmatic, Phenomenological and Linguis-
tic—ultimately fail ? The answer to this can be found if we turn to
Advaita philosophy for light. The Supreme Reality is a pure unity
which is devoid of every kind of difference. Hence the categories of
human understanding which always presume some kind of difference
can never finally reach the level of Reality. It is true that the only
access to reality is through thought; but thought as the self-positing
reality posits objects as the other of itself. The so-called objective
thinking is a case of self-alienation of thought— it is a case of false
identification of thought with that which is other than thought. Hence
objectivity, though not a mere void (§@npa) is indescribable in charac-
ter. The objectivity which our categorised form of thought aims to
explain eludes our grasp. Reality which is pure consciousness, never
reveals itself completely through any empirical mode of cognition.
¢ This explains,” as Maitra says, ¢ while objective thinking never
reaches the goal of complete intelligibility, it aims at but appears as
an endless progression moving from a greater to lesser unintelligibility,
but never reaching the transparent unity of pure thought ...This is why
no judgment is self-sufficient or self-justifying...**

We have therefore to admit a dualism — it is the dualism of
standpoint, of levels of existence, and hence of cognition. So far as
the Absolute Reality is concerned, it is beyond the grasp of categories.
For grasping the Absolute we must transcend the level of categories,
the level of the subject-object relation. The categorised mode of
cognition operates on what is called empirical (vpavaharika) level.
What should be our attitude to categories from the empirical stand-
point? The categories should not be regarded as self-existent reals
dwelling in a world of their own, so to speak, after the manner of
Plato’s Ideas. The categories are convenient tools of understanding.
We should not look upon the categories as foreclosing the results of
knowledge. With the help of categories we interrogate the world of
experience ; but this does not mean that we must not interrogate the
categories themselves inasmuch as they are the conditions of inter-
rogation. As we move from level to level of experience it may be
that some categories prove themselves inadequate and so there may be
need for modifying or enlarging the old concepts. We should not
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therefore insist upon a fixed list of categories. We should develop a
critical (or rather self-critical) attitude and should not cling to the
empirical level and any set of categories of understanding as ultimate.
We should also remember that much of our ignorance of reality is due
to our confusion of thought, and we should therefore try to know the
exact significance and limitation of every category that we may employ,
We must not rest conteut with the correct use of language, but we
should see how much correct insight into reality we gain when the
limited character of our categories is revealed to us.
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REALITY AND
THE CATEGORIES OF
THOUGHT

N. 8. Dravid

The title proposed for the subject of the seminar is rather vague.
It is general enough to cover almost all problems that are discussed in
metaphysics or epistemology. In the space of a small paper it is not
possible even to mention all these problems, let alone tackle a few of
them. However, we propose, in the spirit of the conveners of this
seminar to undertake the rather ambitious task of discusssing the
most important of all the problems concerning the relation of reality
and the categories of thought, reviewing the different solutions
proposed for it by eminent philosophers, pointing out their inadequa-
cies and concluding with a simple solution, which appears to be
suggested by the great Samkara’s polemics against the Vaiéesikas.

~ In passing, attention may be drawn here to a general and curious
feature of almost all attempts of great thinkers to tackle this problem.
Philosophy is usually professed by them as a rational endeavour aimed
at understanding reality but what their arguments and conclusions
seem to bring out is the thesis that thought, owing to its inherent
categorising character cannot apprehend reality as such. As if this -
inconsistency in their profession and practice is not enough these
thinkers start their philosophical inquiry by assuming some kind of
non-rational awareness of reality to give sense even to their negative
conclusion that reality cannot be given to thought. If reality is
given only to some non-rational mode of knowing what would be
gained by subjecting this givenness or objectivity, to rational analysis ?
Is reason competent enough to give an account of non-rational
objectivity ?
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Another paradox engendered by philosopers’ queer way of dealing
with this problem is that while professing to explain the nature of
reality it concerns itself mainly with the nature and function of
thought. This is evident even from the titles of important works on
philosophy like ‘Critique of Pure Reason’, ‘Phenomenology of Reason’,
etc. If a psychologically-oriented critic were to object that this kind
of philosophising is no other than some sort of functional analysis of
cognitive mental states, the philosophical analyst of thought would
be hard put to it to give a satisfactory answer. Perhaps this vagary
of critical philosophers would have been condoned if they had shown
equal concern for giving a positive account of reality and of the non-
rational mode of apprehension—whatever it may be—to which alone
it is supposed to be accessible. But it is quite proper that a majority
of critical philosophers stop short of saying anything on this matter
except to maintain that the real can only be realised in the medium
of experiential immediacy. Bradley, the great idealist critic has no
doubt devoted more than two thirds of his famous treatise to some
kind of discussion of this subject but he has not realised that in so
doing he has unwillingly made his position rather vulnerable. For,
if his earlier criticism of thought is meant to be taken seriously the
later exposition of reality and experiential immediacy propounded by
him in his characteristically rational (or polemical) manner has to be
ruled out as self-stultifying, unless we understand Bradley as expect-
ing his rational account of experience to be itself enjoyed by his
readers in their experiential immediacy. It is a standing joke of
philosophising in all ages and climes that vigourous condemnation of
reason and staunch advocacy of some kind of non-rational mode of
apprehension are both carried on in it with the help of reason itself.
Even a great modern thinker Wittgenstein who is keenly aware of
this chronic vice of traditional philosophy has not been able to
immunise his own thinking to it. The most proper way to uphold
the claim of experience against reason to know reality is just to stop
with the experience of it and not to philosophise about it or its
EXperience.

The general pattern of all criticism of thought as an important
means of cognising reality may be formulated in terms of the follow-
ing two contentions: 1) Thought apprehends the real only by cate-
gorising it. ‘The categories are however quite distinct in thought.
For example quantity and quality are two distinctly conceivable
and therefore distinct categories. But in the real these are found
co-existing or even as identical, A piece of red cloth, for example, is
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simultaneously the quality of redness inhering in (or even identical
with) the quantity of cloth material. This experiential fact is in-
explicable to thought for which it seems to be a basic principle that
what is distinctly conceived must have a distinct occurrence in reality.
2) Some of the categories are regarded by thought as more basic
than others or as the absolutely basic ones, to which the derivative
categories are sought to be reduced. For example, Zeno’s paradoxes
of motion are consequences of seeking to construct motion out of"
an infinite sequence of static spatial points. Similarly the difficulties
of the concept of relation pointed out by Bradley may be said to be
the result of constructing the notion of relations on the analogy of the
notion of terms.

One more source of philosophical puzzlement which has been
fully exploited by critics of thought is the misapplication of categories
which has been termed by Ryle as category-mistakes. Ryle’s illustra-
tions of these mistakes concern rather misuses of language which are
easily set right. But the examples which philosophers like Kant have
considered and which find expression in such questions as ‘Does the
world have a beginning in time ?° are genuine sources of philosophical
puzzles as they cannot be answered satisfactorily either affirmatively
or negatively. The category of causality has relevance only to the
characterisation of specific events or things in the world. It is not
proper to apply it to the totality of all events and things which is the
world.

We may now review the various solutions proposed to the main
problem of this paper by eminent thinkers. Reference has already
been made to the Kantian solution, that pure reality is only categori-
sed by thought and as it is in itself it is transcendent to thought.
Apart from the difficulty pointed out by post-Kantian philosophers
in this solution there are two things to be said about it. First, what
Kant has given us in his Critique of Pure Reason isonly a functional
analysis of the structure of thought. It cannot be taken as an
account even of phenomenal reality when it is not known whether
reality can be phenomenalized or not. Second, Kant's criticism of
thought as phenomenal gains significance only in the background of
the assumed knowledge of reality obtained through what he terms as
‘practical reason.” But what is the reality which practical reason
may be supposed to apprehend ? It is nothing but a formal principle
of action in which pure reason is as much involved as practical reason.
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As a matter of fact itis pure reason itself which finds expression in
our practical moral behaviour. . Ideas of the immortality of sonl,
God and rebirth are only presuppositions of morality. Even practi-
cal reason cannot be regarded as capable of intuiting these realities.

Hegelianism may seem to be free of these drawbacks of the
Kantian doctrine inasmuch as the real is equated by it with the
rational. A closer look into this philosophy would however reveal
that in reality it is not the real that is equated with the rational but
the rational itself is identified with the real by it. The logical relations
of thought, which constitute it into an absolutistic system are not
found to hold in the realm of the real nor is the incompatibility
arising out of the fact of consciousness being self-conscious importable
into the sphere of thought. So Hegelianism adopts the device of
treating the categorical relations themselves as the relations of the
real and getting over the above incompatibility by introducing some-
how the element of hierarchy into them. Obviously the real is
sought to be fitted into the straight jacket of the ideal in this school,
which fact is responsible for the appellation, “Objective Idealism,
by which this school is usually known. But if our contention is
correct, this school should rather be described as * the objectisisation
of idealism.’

The main purpose of this criticism of Hegelianism is just to cor-
rect the general impression that the relation of thought and reality
which was not clearly defined by Kant was made perfectly clear in
this school. “If the real does not conform to the categories of
thought we need not bother about it. The categories themselves
with their own relationships may replace the system of reals.” So
seems to be the reaction of Hegelianism to the problem of the relation
of reality to thought.

Advaita may perhaps be regarded as the only school which has
firmly oriented itself to metaphysics and thus been able to view the
relation of thought and reality in correct perspective. The real is for
it the self-revealed. Thought with its categories has not only no means
knowing reality but it is rather a cause of distorting it. This truth of
the absolutely self-contained nature of the real is a primary intuition
which is involved in all our experiences. Reflective analysis of
thought leading to the realisation of its inherently conflicting charac-
ter is prompted by this very intuition which however is not self-con-
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scious. Advaitism thus reverses the Kantian trend of arriving at
reality as the other and unattainable end of the categorising or
schematising function of thought. Psychological analysis of thc
structure and function of thought is subsequient to the basic intuition
of reality which in an  unselfconscious from is the inspirer of all
philosophical reflection according to Advaita. Further, the real as
the self-luminous unity of Existence Consciousness and Beatitude is
ipso facto not a mere empty form or principle of reason as Kant takes
it to be, or just a system of logical implications of ideas as Hegel sup-
ports it. It is, as Kant hesitates to admit, a realisable, or more
precisely an ever-realised content though not of thought but of a
spiritual process that emerges subsequently to the dissolution of all
thought.

Thus Advaitism has very appropriately emphasised the primacy
of metaphysics in its consideration of the problem of the relation of
reality to thought. What however appears puzzling in this philo-
sophy is its utter rejection of thought with all its categories even to
the point of maintaining them as absolutely non-existent (in the
ultimate analysis.) Repudiation of thought as inadequate to, or as
a distorter of reality is understandable but its total rejection as nullity
is rather a bitter pill to swallow.

The wellknown Buddhist school of Sinyavada presents yet ano-
ther approach to the problem of reality and thought. It maintains
the peculiar view that the categories of thought appear to be not only
distinct, but alse incompatible, yet in the so-called real they seem to
co-exist. For example an illusory datum like silver is identified with
nacre, the so-called real locus of it — in the illusion of nacre as silver.
This gives rise to one wunitary epistemic content, nacre,
‘nacre as silver.” Now, on the emergence of the so-called right cogni-
tion, if anything is supposed to be sublated it must be the whole
content and not just a part of it. Even the sublating cognition can-
not survive this wholesale elimination of contents as it is also
indirectly implicated in the cognitive situation. Thus thought and
reality both disappear after the empty phantasy of a thing (dissimu-
lating another) gets cancelled.

Such a view cannot be taken seriously. It banks upon the
mutual implication of the epistemic and ontic contents which means

that it is not either metaphysically or epistemologically oriented. But
A—3
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since the fact of the involvement of the epistemic content in the real
Is an epistemological fact, it cannot be taken as a proof against the
independent metaphysical reality of the real.

Russell’s attempt to uphold the independence of the real against
its subversion by the categories of thought with the help of the postu-
lation of the doctrine of typesis perhaps the only serious and meta-
physically-oriented way of tackling our problem. Russell has shown
us how relations and otser categories of the real can be saved by
treating them as things of different types, against the idealist attack
on them. However, all that the sophisticated versions of the doctrine
of types given in his Principles of Mathematics amount to is the simple
view that relations are relations and terms are terms and so the terms
in which we talk about terms cannot be employed to talk about
relations. This is alright. We may grant Russell the right to prohibit
such a talk. But what are we to make of the coexistence of all these,
in indivisible unity, in the real? A piece of red cloth is for example,
a metaphysical unity of terms and their relations which cannot be got
rid of merely by the arbitrary importation of the distinction of types
among them.

Since the problem of the relation of reality to thought seems to
baffle all attempts at a straightforward solution of it, it may be said
that the modern formal logician seeks to construct a purely formal
axiomatic system of uninterpreted symbols ignoring the realm of
reality altogether. Of course there are also other purely logical moti-
vations for such an attempt. But unless the faith that the world,
with all its apparent bizarreness, has a neat logical or purely formal
structure, is sustained, the formal logician would not have launched
upon the impossible task of doing away with the real altogether in
order to build a world of pure forms. On the main drawback of
such logical innovations Prof. Quine has laid his unerring finger in a
series of papers devoted to this subject written by him over the last
twenty-five years. Quine seems to be of the view that the reals exclu-
ded from the formal system enter into it through the backdoor as the
values of the variables without which the system cannot operate at all.

This rapid survey of the different solutions of our problem is not
intended so much to give a historical account of them as to highlight

the different types of approaches that are available for tackling the
problem.
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We may add our own approach to this list and wind up this rapid
survey. We have taken the cue for this approach from a point made
by Samkara in his polemics against the Vaidesika’s doctrine of Sama-
vaya. Samkara says there that samavaya or the relation of in-
herence need not be regarded as different from its terms. Slightly
modifying this suggestion we may say that relations and their terms
need not be treated as incompatible at all. Whether each of them
exists on its own and if so in what mutual relation to others are
questions of fact which are to be answered only on a careful inspection
of fact. The same must be said of the other categories also. To put
this in other words, all categories must be regarded as those of the real.
Thought should not be supposed to be constituted of certain catego-
ries of its own which it imposes on the realin the course ofapprehend-
ing it. Even identity and otherness need not, on this view, be taken as
thought-categories or as the most basic categories. Ifin the real we
find identity and otherness somehow coexisting we must be ready to
ignore their opposition as determined by thought. Itis not thought
that determines reality or is even essential to its being what it is. As
Samkara maintains in a different context it is the realin its variegated
character which determines the thought that seeks to apprehend its
complexity. (jfianarh vastutantram). It is likely that thought may
get baffled in sorting out and then synthesising the different ingredients
constituting the real. But this predicament of thought need not make
us condemn the real as mere appearance although it is inexplicable to
thought. If the real were inherently inexplicable, it would be a
mystery which even non-intellectual cognition would be incapable of
grasping. Such a view, even the staunchest critics of intellect, are
not prepared to admit. In fact, thought is criticised by these thinkers
only to highlight the competence of intuition to apprehend the real.
Of course, intuition cannot yield a discursive knowledge of the real
but on that account the real need not be regarded as ineffable. Even
commonsense not subjected to reflective criticism may be supposed to
be a faithful portrayal of the real in its internally synthesised diver-
sity. Thought fails to picture such a real only because it seeks to

impose its own artificial determinations on the former. This position
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INTRODUCTION

Kant’s Analysis of ¢ idscursive understanding’

Any reasonable account of ¢ understanding Reality ’, should first
concentrate on the meaning of the faculty of ‘understanding’. Tt is
this which made Immanuel Kant enter into a ¢ critique ’ of ‘ reason’ or
cunderstanding’, and arrive at a conclusion that all understanding ts limit-
od to sensibility. The analysis of Kant regarding the problem of under-
standing forms a welcome introduction to the topic on hand.

What does he mean by such a conclusion? He means by it that
¢understanding ’, though a ¢ non-sensuous’ faculty, and only ‘indirectly’
related to perceptual objects through the a priori conceptions or forms
of space and time, is not far removed from sensibility. For, as he point-
ed out, unrelated to perceptions, conceptions become empty and lose
all their objective value. The faculty of ° understanding ’, according
to him, is the unitary or synthetic apperception of the varied perceptual
objects rendered into a harmony of what otherwise would be a disarray
medley of sensations. Because of synthetic apperception, we get the
ideas of ¢ quantity * (unity, plurality, totality), ¢ quality’ (reality, nega-
tion, limitation), ¢ relation’ (inherence and subsistence, causality and
dependence, community) and ¢ modality’ (possibility and impossibility,
existence and non-existence, necessity, and contingency.) These are the
¢ categories’ of thought (and being), which bring order to things
¢ through knowledge ’, and therefore, form the very structure of what
is called ¢ discursive understanding.’
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Now, the problem is, does this mode of discursive understanding
through the categories’ directly take us to the ¢ Reality’? In answering
this, we will have to distinguish between two things. To say that what
is available to ¢ understanding ’ (as defined above) is ¢ Reality,’ is one
thing, and to ask if that is itself ¢ Reality,” is another.

Extending the enquiry into ¢Reality,” Kant himself raises this
question, and shows that ¢ Reality ’ is something, which he calls the
¢ thing-in-itself,> that passes beyond the grasp of the faculty of ‘under-
standing,” with which human knowledge is necessarily bound, and so
limited to the ‘categories’. He is emphatic when he declares about them
thus : they can never be employed transcendentally, but only empiri-
cally.’ He writes : ¢The Transcendental Analytic has brought us to
this important conclusion...that understanding cannot possibly trans-
cend the limits of sensibility, beyond which no objects are presented to
us. The principles of pure understanding are merely exponents of
phenomena...> and ¢ categories are necessarily limited to phenomena’.
If pressed to go beyonds ensibility, he says, they lead us to ‘antino-
mies’ and ¢ paralogisms’. What is not available to understanding or
the categories he calls the ‘noumenon’. And what is this? ..nou-
menon is not a special kind of object for our understanding, namely,
an intelligible object ; on the contrary it is problematic whether there is
any understanding that could have such an object actually before it.
Such an understanding would not know its object discursively by
means of categories, but intuitively in a non-sensuous perception; and
how this is possible we cannot have the faintest coneeption.”

Does this smack of ‘agnosticism’? Kant himself did not doubt
the existence of the ‘noumenon’, but only said that it is unknowable
through the ‘forms of understanding’ which are made use of for build-
ing up our knowledge.

It is evident that Kant has rendered great service by pointing
to the limits of understanding and of rational methods of knowing
Reality. It is a pointer to the truth, which can be expressed thus :
‘the limits of reason or understanding are not ‘the limits of Being.” The
problem now is, how is that ‘Being’ (which is beyond the phenomena)
‘known’ or ‘understood’, if not by ‘knowledge through understanding’?

The Indian answer to this is: It is ‘pratibodhaviditam’. That is, it
is known by its own revelation to us as our being as Consciousness. (Kena
Upanigad 4). As the Upanisad says: €. not that I do not know— -
I know and I do not know as well’ (Kena. 2.2.) One knows it not through
the mind, but as the principle which makes the mind know (Kena. 1.6).
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One who does not know it (through mind) knowsit; and one who
says he knows (through thought) does not know! (Kena. 2.3). This is
not playing with language, as it is an expression of utter helplessness
to communicate the incommunicable. But that which is beyond and
above the means of knowledge and understanding can only be ‘experi-
enced’ by other means than understanding through knowledge. The Upanis-
adic seers are never tired of making such statements about this ‘Reality,
which one is: ‘@yam atma brahma’, ‘tattvamasi’. This one cannot
understand through reasoning (Kathopanisad, 1.2.9), even asit is ungras-
pable by mind, and incommunicable by word (T aittiriya Upanisad, 2.4.1.)

“Via-negativa’ or the ‘Acosmic’ method to intuit the Real:

The Inc.lian seers knew quite well that discursive knowledge,
wherein categories of thought operate, belongs to a realm of pure
practicality ruled by a myopic and piecemeal view of reality’
which otherwise is infinite and indivisible. By bringing in the
analytical notion of the knower and the known, or subject, they
introduce the idea of a dualism in the realm of being, which is in
itself beyond dualism. All systems of philosophy and theology which
speak in these terms serve only a limited purpose, as they are confined
to the limits of rational understanding and sensibilities beyond which
to imagine the shape of Reality would be wrong. This is ‘cosmism’
which grasps only the glimmer of the Infinite, which is the real, but not
the whole of it. A rational system of Reality is of a limited kind either
always trying to be ‘reasonable’ to man, or ‘reasoned out’ by man.
However, following the vision of the Upanisads, Advaita stresses
the importance of the ‘acosmic’ perspective, and with a humility
directly proportional to the Infinity, which is Reality, takes it to be
extra-ordinary, or as being an entity transcending all knowable possi-
bilities of it. And so it indicates the knowability of Reality via negativa :
‘neti neti.” Is it positive? No. Is it unegative? No. Is it positive-
negative? No. Isit neither positive-negative? No. None of these is
true in itself, none of these is false in itself. This is the meaning of
the Upanisadic vision of Reality, which, it says, is ‘beyond the known
and the unknown’. One of the earliest systematisers of the Advaitic—
acosmic vision of Reality, Gaudapada, said, it is beyond the ‘catuskots’
(the four modes of assertion) of the sort mentioned above (AMandakya
Karika, 4—83—84). What can be said of it? Nothing positive,
nothing negative, both being relative to our limited understanding.
Expressing it through any formal proposition commits one to a discur-
sive position, which is untrue of Reality. The Real is not a ‘category’
of our currency ! And so, when Badhva wanted to discuss and know
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Brahman, Bashkali kept silent. (cf. Satkara’s Brakma-Saira Bhasya
3—2—17). The dialectics of ¢acosmism’ is fully vindicated by
Samkara when he said: ‘a thing which is perceived by the senses can
be taught to another through categories denoting class, quality and
action. But Brahman is not possessed of these categories, viz., class etc:
Hence, it is very difficult to convince the disciples about it through
instruction’— Kena Upanisad Bhasya 1.3). Itis with profound signifi-
cance that the modern thinker, Wittgenstein (whose philosophic
insight is yet to be understood) remarked: ‘whereof one cannot speak,
hereof one must be silent’ (Tractatus 7). As per him the realm of
‘what cannot be said’, forces the language of silences on us. Sri
Ramana said, this fsilence’ is indicative of the force with which
Truth speaks to us with such immensity and intimacy that words lose
their bearing and significance. And Gaudapada said: “yatra varna
na vartante, vivekastatra no’cyate’’ (where words do not function, wisdom
does not speak, Manduakya Karika, 4.60).

The “Self’ as the joundational principle

Does this mean, then, that Reality is ‘understood’ by a ‘mystic’
or ‘intuitive’ or ‘direct’ apprehension, i.e., by a means other than
thought and its categories? The perspective of the Upanisadic Vedanta
seems to be that it is so. However, there is a difference which we
perceive in their attitude: If the faculty of understanding through
categories of thought cannot be employed transcendentally to know or
express the Reality, they point out, the reason is that we have put the
cart before the horse. What makes understanding understood is the
Reality, and so ‘the knower cannot be known’. How can the knower
be known?’ asks Yajfiavalkya (Brakadaranyaka Upanisad, 4.5.15).

With such a formidable question, we are in the ontological field,
leaving the epistemological far behind, with which Kant was primarily
interested in his Critigue of Pure Reason. Following Yajfiavalkya,
Samkara declares: ““The knower is presupposed even before the idea
of the meams of knowledge™ (Brahadaranyaka Upanigad Bhasyas
2.3.7), and points out that all philosophical attempts at knowing
Reality are ‘self-deceptions’ (avidya or ajfiana). They arise out of
a ‘false notion of Reality, by superimposition of the unreal on the
Real, and vice versa® (adhyasa) i.e., as something that we empirically
see and know, like the body, mind, world etc., all of which require to
be ‘llumined’, whereas Reality is ‘self-revealing’ (svaprakasa) on each
occasion of awareness. Why ? Reality is Awareness, which is eternally
awake.
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3. ADVAITIC MODE

Of Inquiry into the Real:

For the Upanisadic tradition—which Advaita assimilates and
follows—philosophy should be distinguished from anubhaza, or pro-
perly aparoksanubhava i.e., ‘being the Truth directly’. If philosophy
is ‘inquiry’, anubhava is ‘being’. Being what? Being one’s own true
Self, which the Upanigsads and Vedanta call ‘Atman’ or ‘Brahman’,
and mean to point out: philosophies about Atman or Brahman
may change depending on their reasoning about the ‘real’ nature of
Atman or Brahman, but Atman or Brahman does not change depen-
ding on one’s reasoning, reasoning mistaken for ‘intuition’, and intui-
tion for the result of ‘self-enquiry’, thus rendering the ‘ubject’ to be
the ‘object’ of enquiry. Truec to the vision of its tradition, Advaita
does not ‘enquire’ about Brahman or Atman, for none of these is
accessible to inquiry, and shows that what is inquired into is a ‘lesser
Reality’ or ‘no reality’. It marks a distinction between the ‘T'rans-
cendental, beyond the discursive reasoning’ and ‘what can be inquired
into’, and with an avowed practical motive only entertains inquiry
(‘upadesadayarn vadah’, as Gaudapada says. Mandukya Karika, 1.18),
but orients its inquiry only to sift the material as ‘eternal and non-
eternal’, ‘changing and unchanging’, finite and infinite’ (nityanitya
vastu viveka® as Samkara calls it. Brahma-Satra Bhasya, 1.1.1), and
presents to understanding—even as understanding may understand —
that the Real is eternal, unchanging, infinite, principle of Being
(satyam), Consciousness (jfianam) and Bliss (@nandam). While it does
so, keeping in view the limitations of understanding and sensi-
bilities, it distinguishes between ‘defining the Real’ and ‘indicating
the Real’. Defining Reality, one cannot do, for it is sui generis and
summum genus, but indicate one can.

Keeping the distinction of the two realms clear from each other,
the Advaitic tradition identifies thus: the ‘Real’ is satyam, jfianam and
anantam’, ‘satyam, jhianam anandam’. Sarmhkara’s commentary on the
Taittiriya Upanisad (2.1) makes a remarkably significant exposition of
these ‘svaripa-laksanas’ (indicatory marks), and shows how they point
to the non-dual, indivisible, infinite Real. Writing on Mandukya
Karika (4.1) he says that the splitting of the Transcendental Reality
into the knower, known and knowledge is not to see the transcendental
truth. Itis Y#ana-ifieya-jiiatr rahitam, paramartha tattvariy’, as he calls
it. To experience the ‘infinity’ (‘bhama’) where the ‘division is not’ is
to attain bliss and immortality, as Sanatkumara propounds, and
Narada aspired to be an ‘atmavit’ (knower of the Self) by experiencing
the ‘Infinite’ (Chandogya Upanigad)7. Yajhavalkya draws our

A—4
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attention repeatedly to a state, when everything has become one’s own
Self, and asks us to find out if duality i.e., ‘the split’ could be in the
realm of the Atman. With a conclusion, which is a climax, he
asks: ‘““Him, with whose consciousness one understands all this, with
what can one understand?” (Brahadaranyaka Upanisad 4.5.15).
No wonder, here the discursive operations of understanding are
frozen.

4. ADVAITIC CONCEPT

Of discursive thought :

On the foundations of the Upanigads, Advaita Vedanta recognises,
no doubt, categories of understanding, but limits their use to the
practical or empirical field. Samkara calls discursive thought
buddhi, and defines it as € hiding within its bosom the categories of
knowledge, knowable and the known (Taitliriya Upanisad, 2.1), and
says, whatever is known in this field, is done through the intellect by
applying the forms of understanding such as space, time, cause, non-
contradiction (Brakma-Sutra Bhasya 3.2.3), class (i.e., the generic
quality), specific quality and action (Kena Upanisad Bhasya 1.3;
Bhagavad Gita Bhagya 13.12). However, he points out, that to know
the Real (i.e., the Self) as involved in this realm, is to know it in so far
as it is represented in conformity with the forms of intellect, and so we
find the distinction of the knower, known and the knowledge. Though
the Real in itself is beyond these categories, and is the foundation of
all knowing as its pre-supposition, being the principle of Consciousness
and bereft of the distinctions of the knower and the known etc., yet it
is described as the € subject > with reference to things it knows, which
are called ‘objects’, relatively (Brakadaranyeka Upanisad Bhasya,
2.1.16).

To give relevance to practical life and considerations, Advaita
allows the distinctions of the °#riputi °, but warns: to mistake what the
empirical or rational inquiry reveals to be {the transcendental Self, is
to reduce it to ‘objectivity’ and ultimate ¢materiality.” The “Self-
illumining can never be illumined by others® is a maxim, which,
according to Advaita, should shut away the possibilities of ¢Self-
knowing ® or ¢Self-awareness’ through psychological introspection,
which philosophies may put forth as theories of understanding the
Self.

From all this, we may draw the position of Advaita regarding the
Real, which is beyond the categories of understanding and thought.
- But the Self is not to be doubted, for the fact is that it forms the very
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foundation of all our thinking — asserting and doubting as well. This
Reality, which is the Atman or Brahman is Existence, Consciousness
and Bliss. It is Infinite. In its transcendental condition, it is not
¢ experienced > as we experience an object. And so, to call anubhava
as “experience’ in the ordinary sense may not be proper. To be more
proximate, we may say, that it isa ¢state of no-experience’, a ‘state
of not-thinking’. Empirically what we know is not the Real, and
therefore the categories of knowledge can at best present an
¢appearance ’ of Reality, as limited by the conditions of thinking.
Even here, the a priori truth of self-existence is undeniable. Its indivi-
sibility and infinity are to be grasped by wisdom ’> which unifies what
the dichotomising intellect may sunder into different things.

Epistemological orientation to grasp the Real :

Thus the epistemological analysis of Advaita, which recognises the
distinction of pramatr, prameya and pramana for practical pur-
poses has an orientation at the background, which should not be
missed. The development of post - Satkara dialectics loses much of
its inner significance, if we doso. The recognition of the above three
as forms of Caitanya (or ¢Consciousness’) as pramatr-caitanya
prameya-caitanya and pramana-caitanya (cf. Vedanta Paribhasa Ch. 1)
is a pointer to this. Advaita epistemology explains jfigna or ‘know-
ledge’ as overcoming the ‘ontological split’ between the subject and
the object by the ‘epistemological knowing’. Knowledge is a case of
abhedabhivyakti or avaranabhibhava (i.e., expression of the non-difference
or cutting the veil of separation) between the knower and the known,
as Madhu-sidana Sarasvati explains (Siddanta Bindu. ch. 1 ; Advaita
Siddhi). Even as per damkara ‘true knowledge’ i.e., vidya is knowing 2
thing as it is> (‘fadvivekena vastusvaripavadharanar vidyam akuh’- Adhyasa
Bhagya). As Madhusudana says, ‘knowing a thing as it is, is to know
the Brahman behind the object’, or re-discovering one’s identity or
unity with Reality. It is a truism to say that no ‘true’ knowledge is
possible if the subject and object are basically or ontologically distinct
and different. The epistemological process of knowing has an ontolo-
gical overtone of discovering the unity of being or non-duality of the
real beyond the changing phases of the unreal. No doubt one who
has this ‘bodha’ or revelation exclaims ‘“fattvamasi’ or ‘sarvath khalvidari

brahma’.
5. CONCLUSION

And a note of Comparison :
We may conclude with a note of comparison. Though Advaita,
like Kant, speaks of the realms of the ‘noumenon’ and the ‘pheno-
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menon’, unlike Kant—who does not comment on or stress about the
unreality of the ‘phenomenon’, and does not enlighten us further on
the nature of the ‘noumenon’ except that it is a ‘check to the presump-
tion of sensibility>—points out that all ‘phenomena’ is false but fakes
itself to be real (‘bhavaripa mithyz’) till its falsity is sublated by the light
of the ‘noumenon’, which is the undeniable ground of all experiences
including the false appearance, a ground which is Existence, Cons-
ciousness and Bliss in one. In European philosophy, following Kant,
Hegel took the ‘phenomena’ as integral to Reality, and built up his
system of the Phenomenology of the Spirit, and F. H. Bradley accom-
modated the ‘appearance’ in the Real, without minimising the impor-
tance of the former. We have Indian parallels too to these phases in
the theistic and realistic systems of Vidistadvaita and Dvaita, and
of late in the system of Sri Aurobindo, which is called ‘Integral
Advaita’,



50 CATEGORIES IN
R. K. Tripathi NYAYA AND KANT

By taking up the question of categories in Nyaya and Kant our
main object is to raise albeit in an oblique way, the issue between
realism and idealism. Usually the main issue is taken to be the
question whether or not objects are independent of knowledge.
While the idealists hold thatobjects are wholly dependent on know-
ledge (as it is self-contradictory to point out anything outside know-
ledge), the realists insist that if objects are not independent, know-
ledge ceases to be knowledge and becomes one with imagination. It
seems to us that if we put the problem differently, it may be easier to
solve it. The problem may be advantageously formulated like this :
““Is there or is there not any subjective element in knowledge ?” Kant
addressed himself to this question and took the position that if the
realist is wrong in taking the objects to be wholly independent Le., in
completely denying the role of the subject, the idealist is wrong in
attributing everything to the subject and in not appreciating the role
of the given or the qualitative difference between perception and

thought.

Apparently Nyaya and Kant both secem to be talking about
categories but their approach is fundamentally different. Like all
realists, the Nyaya seems to be interested primarily in classifying
things or objects without at first raising any question regarding the
constitution of knowledge. This seems to be a dogmatic procedure-
because before using our tools, i.e., the pramanas, it is necessary to
examine them and find out what precisely they give us. Episte-
mology as examining the nature of knowledge, its validity, invalidity
and its limits must precede metaphysics. But the Nyaya does not
do so. The Nyaya not only fails to take epistemological questions
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first but also commits another mistake, viz., depending too much on
language. The term pada in padartha though taken to mean ‘object’
literally means the meaning of a term. Kant on the other hand
examines first the nature of perception and thought and is not misled
by language.

The belief that language reflects the nature and structure of
reality is very old. The Nyaya holds two doctrines which show its
dependence on language. They are (1) everything is knowable.
(2) whatever is knowable is nameable. (%ad jfieyam tad abhidheyam).
Tn addition to these doctrines the Nyaya seems to take into conside-
ration only the subject-predicate type categorical propositions and not
relational and other propositions. The analysis of this type of pro-
position yields: (1) the subject as substance (drasya) (2) the predi-
cate as quality (guna) (3) the relation (serbandha) between the two,
(4) action (karma) when the verb is some kind of gerundial infinitive
having ing. The category of universal (samanya)is based on the
usage of abstract nouns while @bhaza (absence) is the negation of
these. These six categories therefore seem to be based on some
analysis of language or usage but the category of visesa has nothing
to do with language or even experience and is a wholly speculative
or dogmatic device. The Nyaya has no a priori way of showing that
the list of categories is exhaustive. All that is said is that nothing
can be pointed out which does not fall under one of the categories.
In fact it has nowhere been shown as to how these categories are
arrived at or which of the pramanas gives us this list though it is held
that the knowledge of the knowable depends on a pramana manadhi-
nam meyart). Some other systems of Indian philosophy give a diffe-
rent list of categories but they too fail like the Nyaya to tell us how
they are known.

The Kantian approach is wholly different. For one thing, Kant
does not just enumerate the categories as the Nyaya does; he tries
to derive them by analysing the different kinds of judgments that
embody our knowledge. His acceptance of Aristotelian scheme of
judgments may be questioned but his method of deriving categories
from the different types of judgments seems to be sound. For
another, Kantian categories seem to be all of one uniform type and
seem to be exhaustive as the division is based on some principle.
This is not so in the Nyaya ; the division is not on any principle.
Thirdly for Nyaya, nothing is a priori while for Kant the categories
are a priori though empirically they are as good as real. In other
words, substance, relation etc., are not empirically known. Particu-
lar substances like clay and gold are known empirically but the idea
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of substance as such is a priori. Fourthly, time and space for Kant
do not come under any category ; like categories they are also forms
but they are forms of perception and not of thought. Finally, the
categories of Kant are categories of thought and not of things : they
are a prior; presuppositions of thought as space and time are a
priort  presuppositions of perception. For the Nyaya the categories
are categories of things. There is no attempt in the Nyaya to classify
thought or to distinguish its different types.

It is thus obvious that Nyaya and Kant represent two extreme
views. The former is not only a direct realist accepting no mediation
between knowledge and reality, but also holds that not only substance
but even relations are perceived. The latter holds not only that
relations are incapable of being perceived but that even substance is

not perceived ; also that reality is not directly known but through
the mediation of a priori categories. The categories of Nyaya are
wholly objective ; even knowledge is perceived by another knowledge
like an object.  The categories of Kant are universal but subjective,
being a priori. Their being universal does not make them objective,
because subjectivity can be individual as well as universal.
The Nyaya would accept individual subjectivity but would not
regard any perception as subjective and certainly would not
accept universal subjectivity.

- It seems to us that the Nyaya view that perceptions are never
subjective and that there is no universal subjectivity is wrong. With-
out accepting the possibility of subjectively conditioned perceptions,
cases of illusion cannot be explained. But leaving that aside, the
Nyaya has to accept universal subjectivity also. The size of the
moon and stars is never what it appears and it is 2 universal pheno-
menon. Even in the case of substance, the Nyaya tries to define
substance in terms of qualities but is never able to tell us what the
substance is in itself independently of qualities ; nor does the Nyaya
make a distinction between primary and secondary qualities. When
the Buddhists point out that we do not see any such thing as wholes
or substances or universals, the Nyaya answer is nothing but a
dogmatic assertion that we do see them. Not that the Buddhist view
that only. the svalaksena is perceived is more satisfactory. The
wholes and the universals also have a role to play in perception.
But the question is whether the perception of the wholes and parts is
of the same level. It is obvious what perceptions are of spatially and
temporally localised objects and therefore it is not proper to hold
that universals also can be perceived in the same manner as parti-

_culars. They must be taken to be from some other source and that
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source must be universal. This is what argues for the acceptance of
universal subjectivity, Specially in the case of relations and
universals if they are said to be perceived, they should come under
either substance or qualities but the Nyaya takes care to put them
separately as neither. This shows that the Nyaya is aware of the
peculiar nature of relations and universals but dogmatically asserts
that they also are perceived and more dogmatically stipulates various
kinds of sannikarsas to explain their perception. One wonders how
the sannikarsas are known at all.

Apart from getting over the above difficulties the Kantian
position has other advantages too. Of course, it explains the univer-
sality and the necessity of the categories. The categories forming the
very constitution of the human mind, one cannot but see things in
terms of them. If the categories were objective, it would not be
possible to extend their use beyond the realm of perception or pheno-
menon. But the fact is that we do extend such use. What is more,
this extended use involves us in all kinds of antinomies. In other
words Nyaya is not able to explain the dialectical nature of a prior:
speculation. This is possible only if a deeper subjectivity or univer-
sal subjectivity is admitted. The natural disposition of the mind to
try to go beyond phenomena coupled with its habit of using catego-
ries alone can explain the antinomial nature of a priori speculation.

But while the Kantian acceptance of universal subjectivity in
the form of categories and forms of perception solves the above
problems, it also gives rise to the problem concerning the knowledge
of the unconditioned. The Vedanta also admits a deeper subjecti-
vity called avidya giving rise to all kinds of nama and rapa, i.e.,
appearance. It is called avidya because it causes the ignorance of
the thing-in-itself. But the peculiarity of Vedanta is that it admits
not only the possibility of knowing the unconditioned but also shows
a way of knowing it. Once the deeper subjectivity is taken to be
avidya, it is necessary to show how this avidya is removed. Even as
empirical ignorance is removed by knowledge the transcendental
subjectivity or ignorance must be removable by knowledge.



REALITY OF THE SELF AND

THE TATEGORIES OF
THOUGHT

N. 8. S. Raman

The problem of reality and its relation to categories of thought is
an old problem, which can be traced to Aristotle himself, though the
name of Immanuel Kant is associated with it, as the philosopher who
highlighted this problem most. Hence it is quite appropriate that this
seminar should take up the problem as the subject during the 250th
anniversary of the great philosopher’s birth. Kant himself clearly
acknowledges the debt he owes to Aristotle’ and regards the whole
categorical scheme of the latter as ¢ an enterprise worthy of an acute
thinker like Aristotle to make search for these fundamental concepts,
.The epistemological bias in dealing with metaphysical problems is
typically Aristotelian ; for Plato before Aristotle did not realize the
magnitude of the significance of probing into some of the fundamental

assumptions of empirical knowledge; he had simply and without
satisfactory explanation relegated the realm of experience to a

secondary place in his world-view.® The tendency to ignore the
epistemological in favour of the ontological is typically Platonic; on
the other hand, the tendency to explain metaphysical problems in
terms of the epistemological is typically Aristotelian.

Kant, like Aristotle was a product of science. Kant’s problem
relating to the of ‘concept of pure understanding’ (as he called the
categories) is essentially a scientific problem, and may be regarded asg
the result of the Galilean-Copernican-Newtonian  world-view (as
E. A.Burtt would happily put it), and the immediate problem was
whether what we observe out there in the world constitutes reality or
not. Kant’s account of the categories therefore was born out of a
desire to discover the conditions of the possibility of such knowledge,
and to set limits, if necessary, on the validity of such knowledge. One

5 -
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o” the many abiding contributions of Kant’s philosophy was to replace
the psychological method employed by his illustrious predecessors, by
the critical method to formulate and examine philosophical issues.
The method of philosophizing was what may be called ‘scientific’ in as
much as they were interested in examining all matters of observation
and experience. British philosophy till the eighteenth century was a
development of the Baconian world-view, and resulted in total sensa-
tionalism in David Hume. They did not talk of categories as Kant
later did, because they never thought of questioning the validity of
empirical knowledge, till Hume roused not only Kant but all the
empiricists themselves from dogmatic slumber.

Take the “self’ for example. The British empiricists treated the
¢self’ as though it were just another fact like any other object of
experience, to be minutely analysed from the sensationalist angle. No
woncer Hume could not discover any impression of the self ; nor could
he find an identity in a series of sensations—neither on the subjective
side leading to an identity of the self, nor on the objective side leading
to an identity of the object. In recent years Hume’s ultra-empiricism
has been revived by Russell (who talked of the ®self’ being a logical
fiction) and A. J. Ayer. Kant’s contributions to philosophy lies in his
clear-cut view that one must rise above narrow empiricism, and seek to
discover the conditions of the possibility of knowledge. This meant
treating phenomena not as such in their isolated sense, but in relation
to self-consciousness, in which they have their origin (as forms of
intuition, as categories, as ideas etc.) and outside which their existence
is irrelevant. Whatever be the sources of our sensations (the ‘thing-in-
itself” being necessary for purposes of a theoretical analysis of the
epistemological situation) do not matter, as what conditions objective

existence is self-consciousness. Existence, for Kant, meant existence
for self-consciousness. The self has a synthetic role to fulfil, and

without this creative synthetic activity, the world is as goods as
nothing at all for us. But the other side of the epistemological
picture asstated by Kant is equally true: Without this creative
activity of the self, the self too is as good as nothing at all. Among
Kant’s idealist successors however, the effect was just the opposite.
Kant’s philosophy thould have demonstrated the utter futility of
metaphysics. Kant’s distinction between appearances and reality and
 restriction of knowledge to appearances only, should have stopped
metaphysical speculation once for all; but Kant’ idealist successors
went ahead to build a metaphysical superstructure with the very
weapons which Kant had forged.

One may safely assert in this context that the most important effect
of Kantian speculations in the Critigue of Pure Reason and the Critique
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of Practical Reason concerns the nature and status of the self. Dualism is
the distinctive feature of this philosophy, and all forms of dualism in
Kant may be said to arise from that fundamental division between the
subjective and objective realms of enquiry ; the former is governed by
the moral law, the distinguishing character of which isfreedom as oppo-
sed to the law of physical nature, which exhibits, in Kant’s own phrase,
a ‘mechanical necessity.” The law governing man’s internal nature
(Kant unfortunately restricted it to the realm of the ethical only, though
one may find expressions of it also in the spheres of the logical and the
aesthetic) as well as the law of physical nature are both self-created by
the activity of the self, even if thereare qualitative differences between
these two laws. From the pre-Kantian conception of the self as a
passive something that receives impressions from an unknown beyond,
there is in Kant a significant transition to the position that the self is
an active entity. This activity is not merely synthetic or selective (as
the Critique of Pure Reason would have us believe), but also creative.
Apart from this activity of the self, there is in fact nothing at all to say
about this self. Kant’s analysis of the self in its various aspects, as
the inner sense, as the ¢I°, the ego, the ¢bare form without content,’
as a unity of consciousness, as consciousness in general, as a substance,
as a moral agent etc., do not touch at all even the fringe of the problem
as to what this self really is. It isonly in the Critique of Practical Reason
that Kant is led to positive assumption about the noumenal self.

It is true that I, as the self, am in some sense, a part of the pheno-
menal world governed by the same causal laws that govern the objects
of the external world, but the phenomenal object is not all that consti-
tutes it. As Edward Caird in that forgotten classic on Hegel putsit: ® I
am not merely one object among the many other objects in the world
of which I am conscious ; I am the conscious self without which there
would be no objects at all. That is to say, not only does the self exist
as an object and becomes subject to the categories in the same way as
other objects, but other objects exist because of it, the subject of all exis-
tence. The self then must occupy a unique position in reality, what
is not-self being just a creation by the former.

From thisit is clear that categories in the philosophy of Kant do
not play a restrictive role as they do in the philosophy of Aristotle.
They are the very basis of an epistemological enquiry. In the VaiSesika
system too, the categories (padarthas) play a limited role in knowledge,
the knowledge of the subjective sphere being totally ignored by it. For
it is not only the nature of our knowledge of the external world that is
the main object of a philosophical enquiry, but also the nature of the
knowing subject. This is not dealt with at all by the Vaidegika think-
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ers. Any account of reality which ignores the subject or fails to rea-
lise the uniqueness of the subjective in the system of reality could not
be called adequate. In that sense, both Aristotle, the medieval logi-
cians (e.g., Duas Scotus) and the Vaisesika philosophy are inadequate
as world-views. In that sense, Kantin Western thought and Mahayana
metaphysics and the Advaita Vedanta restore the balance in favour of
a more comprehensive world-view.

1I

But is it necessary at all to accept the Kantian position without
question? It is admitted that Kantian criticism is a possible solution to
the contradictions involved in an extreme rationalist or an extreme
empiricist position ; it takes the wind out of the sail both the types of
dogmatism. But is such a detailed analysis of the process of knowledge
necessary 2 Bertrand Russell called Kant a mere misfortune’ because
Kant’s working out an elaborate explanation of the process of know-
ledge is too artificial, and revolts against common-sense. If one tells
me that my knowledge of the table before me arises because there are
a priori forms of space and time in me, and that there are categories to
be found a priori in me, I would only laugh at it, and would be satisfied
in knowing that the object before me is called the table, no matter how
I know it. The epistemological puzzles are created by philosophers’
fancies, The a priori categories are just fictions, constructions of my
speculative mind, which could just be ignored. After all the experi-
mental physicist does not have to know what these categories are in
order to study the external universe, It appears in the modern contextt
therefore, that the importance of categories, and in fact of the whole
of the Kantian epistemological analysis, have been over-rated. It is not
just the categories. but also other conceptual constructions of Kant's
epistemology that are called into question : the categories, the thing-in-
itself, the noumenal self, and the so-called transcendental synthesis

are all part of a grandiose intellectual construction that could easily be
dispensed with,

It appears therefore that the importance of the categories has
been over-rated in our knowledge of reality. And even with reference
to Kant, in the interpretation of his philosophy, it is necessary not to
over-emphasize it. I think that theemphasis that we now give to the
problem comes out of studying only the epistemological or the meta-
physical aspect of Kant’s philosophy—the result of concentrating on the
study of Kant’s first critique only. The tendency to consider the first
critique at the expense of Kant’s other critical works is typical of the
English-speaking philosophical circles, and this trend is deplorable
Even in the Critigue of Pure Reason, the portions dealing with the categor-
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ries form a part of the transcendental analytic only. There are
portions in that work concerning the problem of reality that are equally
valuable, which are unfortunately neglected. One may blame this on
Hegelians, but are categories so indispensable as constructions of reality
that they must occupy a central place in philosophical speculation ?
One is here reminded of the definition given of philosophy as a
criticism of categories. W. H. Walsh puts the problem thus:

“The danger can be expressed as a two-fold one: the cate-
gories may turn out to be so pure that we do not succeed in saying
anything by means of them, or so general in their application
that we cannot use them to characterise anything in particular.
Kant thinks he can guard against both possibilities by tracing a
close connection between categories as they actually operate in
human thinking and time, which is in his view the form of ‘inner
sense’ and therefore applies to everything we experience. The
connection with time at once restricts the scope of the categories
by making them specific as opposed to entirely general...and in
Kant’s own phrase ‘realises them by giving them reference to
features of concrete experience.”*

The chief shortcoming of the whole of Kant’s thesis is that he
does rot anywhere define adequately what a categoryis and perhaps
and deliberately refrains from doing so, Perhaps he had good reason
for doing so; we agree with N. Kemp Smith® that his views were not
ripe enough to be presented and would have surely landed him in
difficulties. If he had been content to give a classification of judgs
ments as he does (in A 70—B 93) it would have been enough for hi-
purposes. But he seeks to discover the categories or ‘pure concepts of
understanding’ as he calls them, and in this attempt he finds himself in

difficulties.

Further, as Gottfried Martin has remarked,® it must remain
doubtful whether Kant succeeded in proving the completeness of the
table of categories. Kant seems to base his conclusion on the assump-
tion that his table of judgments (to which the categories correspond)
is exhaustive.” In fact his complaint against Aristotle had been that his
list of categories was incomplete. Little did he realize that his own
list was as incomplete as Aristotle’s. Nor does Kant offer any proof
for thinking that it would be impossible to add to his list of judgments-

1981

One of the remarkable attempts by Kant in metaphysics is his
attempt to map out, as it were, the entire field of experience., Pardon
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me for using the metaphor of mapping etc., which is not mine, but
Bosanquet’s. Self-consciousness in Kant is a totality, and is reciprocal
with the consciousness of the objective world. The realist (especially
the British realist) would look down upon all attempts to ¢ transcend-
entalize ° simple ‘objective’ entities.He would reject all the distinction
which Kant laboriously makes between a priori and a posteriore. °
But there is another class of realists—the Platonic realists in general
and phenomenologists in particular, who would accept that there is some
sense in referring to a neutral content, which connects the self with the
external world. ® If we leave out the thing-in-itself (or ‘bracket®
it as the phenomenologist would say) along with self-in-itself, then
we are left with a ¢field of consciousness,’ to borrow a phrase from
William James, in a similar context. It is this field of consciousness
which the phenomenologist is interested in. Chisholm has clearly traced
in this contexts the meeting point between Realism and Phenomenology.
It does not consist of sensory elements alone, it would include above
all the various logical forms which can be classified, and stratified into
a structure. The conception of a stratified structure is typically pheno-
menological. Kant does not go so far as that, but he does indeed provide
the starting-point. It is on this point also that some forms of neo-
Hegelianism (e.g., as that of Bosanquet) might fruitfully reconcile thems=
selves with Kant on the one hand and phenomenology on the other.* °

We would then eliminate the Kantian dichotomy between ¢ pheno-
menon ’ and the ‘noumenon’ and between ¢ appearance ’ and ¢ reality
in certain forms of idealism. Whatever is given in knowledge should
be regarded as indisputable. The ontological problem posed by Kant
and his idealist successors is redundant. The I°, the transcendental
ego, would not be placed outside consciousness, but would be regarded
as an essential element in the field of consciousness. Consciousness
would itself represent not a broken series of sensations, as the empiri-
cists mistakenly thought, but a synthetic unity. It would be the busi-
ness of logic to explore this unity, this structure (if we use the phenome-
nologist terminology) and discover the logical forms that are the con-
stituents of the structure. This would be a significant advance over
the naive enquiry into a hypostatised mind or self. This is important
in the Indian context because we have been used to talking about the
self in this context. = This would provide a new dimension to the study
of categories, butin that case the sharp division which Kant makes
between the table of judgments and the table of categories would have.
to be broken down.'®' They have to be identified with each other:
One would not then ask the questions ¢ Where are the categories ?”’ and
“ How do we discover them ? >
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Indeed the meeting-points between transcendental philosophy and
phenomenology need to be explored further. But first the sharp division
which Kant makes between phenomenon and noumenon, and the
duality of selves (self as an object and self as a subject) would have to
be eliminated. The whole of the subject-object cleavage in Kant is
one of his fatal weaknesses.

IV

It should be recognised as one of the achievements of post-Kantian
transcendental philosophy and phenomenology to have turned away
from the excessive importance given to categories in the Kantian system,
to the subject itself. The shifting of emphasis from the merely objective
to the subjective, to a ‘descriptive study of consciousness’, as Husserl
called it, is a remarkable transition, which at one stroke removes the
inconsistencies of the Kantian metaphysical speculations. So also  the
inconsistencies of the psychologist’s or biologist’s study of conscious-
ness could be remedied. The starting point, in Husserl’s own words,
would be

«“a phenomenology of consciousnessas opposed to a natural
science about consciousness '’ '?

In other words,
<¢ Philosophy lies in a wholly new dimension, Itneeds an en=
tirely new method of departure and an entirely new method
of distinguishing it in principle from any €natural’ science”"®.

Kantian criticism of science is inadequate. He introduces elements
which are inexplicable—like his conception of categories and noumena.
The real nature of the a priori eludes him. He misses the true value of
a conception of essences, or of eidetic truths : this is perhaps because
he is too committed to a kind of Aristotelianism and anti-Platonism.
Hence Kant’s transcendental reduction is not rigorous; of a
¢ thing-in-itself > is an example of this inadequacy. Moreover Kant
falls into the error of psychologism, in his doctrine of space and time;
his doctrine of understanding shows the obvious influence of

empiricism,* ¢

One achievement of the Kantian critique of metaphysics and of
science is the turning of attention away from the world outside to the
subjective. Of course, Kant is too one-sided when he expounds a cri-
tique only of objective knowledge. As a critique of self-knowledge and
of the spiritual conditions of being, Kant is inadequate. In other
words, Kantianism fails as a critique of a theory of knowledge of the
inner world of consciousness : It is necessary therefore to go a step
beyond Kant, and probe into the world of inner meanings. This
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amounts to saying that the illusory search for a reality beyond shoull
be abandoned. Perhaps the search for a ‘reality’ itself should be
abandoned in our endeavour to look for inner conmections. This
means that in the development of a comprehensive world-view, the
complex network of symbols at various levels plays a leading role-
Perhaps the categories, and the things are a part though a very small
part of this inner symbolism.

.
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REALITY AND THE
Margaret Chatterjee CATEGORIES OF
THOUGHT
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The theme for our discussion, I must confess, thanks to the
conjunction ‘and’, suggests a dichotomy. a lighthouse conception of
our relation to reality which I would call a philosopher’s myth.
It puts me in mind of a man in wading-boots casting out nets of
varying meshes and catching fish of various sizes; including giant
monsters of the deep, and sometimes only tiddlers. = Fortunately
there have.been many philosophers in . the modern era who: have
protested against this picture. Kant from one point of view is.a
thinker who advocates par excellence the one-mesh net approach.
His treatment of regulative concepts, however, is immensely important
as a pinpointing of concepts which do not have a ‘netting’ function at
all, but a beckoning one. There has'been no dearth of philosophers
to stress the inadequacy of thought in the lowest and highest reaches
of experience, ie., organic sensations at one pole and the ineffable
_at the other. Their assumption has usually been to invoke;the intui-
tive as the only alternative to the discursive. Then there have been
those who have stressed the incapacity of thought from: a rather
different angle. Nietzsche, for example, anticipates Merleau-Ponty’s
_protest against the subject-object dichotomy which most pbilosophers
since Descartes have taken as gospel truth. = Nietzsche sees reality as
the product of the commerce between the powers in man and the
powers in things, with the body as the general due to each. Of the
body he says ¢ It:is by far the richer phenomenon ; and allows of
much more accurate observation ’ (Wiil to Power, p.532). As a
philologist and psychologist Nietzsche saw both percept and concept
as refinements of something far more basic and primitive. We are
able to calculate and control nature, but, he gogs. on,  this explams

A6 3
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nothing.” The world is capable of infinite interpretation, ‘it may be
interpreted differently, it has not one sense behind it, but hundreds
of senses—perspectivity,” (Ibid., p. 481). One does not have to be
an apostle of unreason to deny that conceptual thought has the run
of the cosmos. But a preference for the categorial dies hard. The
polymorphists among the linguistic analysts are conceptualists in
disguise. They carve up the same territory with implements of
a different order—a sentence-typology. Is there any alternative ?
What I shall try to suggest is that reality is not an undigested
residuum recalcitrant to thought, nor shimmering fish caught in the
net of a thought-system. In fact it is not something to which philo-
sophers have any particular claim at all. Once the philosophical
dust settles we can look once more and examine our experiznce afresh
and I suggest we do just this. And then we find, I think, that our
cognitive equipment, including what we have learnt, by no means
exhausts what we bring to bear upon the situations we have to face.
But before embarking on the more subversive part of what I have to
say let us admit the relevance of categories of thought in their proper
sphere. :

I'take it that categories of thought arc tools used in the quest for
knowledge. Those concerned with the various sciences use models,
theories, hypotheses and so forth which the philosopher may like to
describe as categories of thought used for investigating a particular
aspect of reality. The concepts used by a cardiologist writing a
paper on the cholesterol content of the blood in hypertensive patients
in a certain age-group will be quite distinct from those used by a
scientist working in the field of space research. To say that both are
dealing with causes and effects (or sets of conditions) is not to say
much. But metaphysicians have somehow hankered after a set of
categories of thought which would be true of ‘reality” as such, at
which point they invoke a sense of the term * reality > which is obscure
both to the ordinary man and to the scientist. The ordinary man,
and the philosopher too in his ‘ ordinary moments’, always finds him-
self in"some particular situation or other which for him is reality,
The question arises whether there may not perhaps be something
general that can be said about all such situations, for if so then we
would have the general human orientations of man in-the-world.
Because these have been neglected I shall refer to those which perhaps
fall outside the rubric ‘ categories of thought’. I am interested, that
is, in the reality that concerns man, be it what he may find in space-
time in the course of his work, or what he ‘may have an inkling
of, through its mediumship. But first there is a respectable precedent

for considering reality outside the context of thought categories‘and
to this we will briefly turn first. ==
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Kierkegaard was a thinker who, I should think, takes one of the
most extreme positions possible on this question. - In the Concluding
Unscientific Postscript he makes it clear that by ‘reality’ he means the
reality ‘man’. More specifically: ““The only reality that exists for an
existing individual is his own ethical reality” (p. 280). His® animus
against Hegel appears in the following passage which occurs a little
earlier in the same text: “Because abstract thought is sub specie aeterni
it ignores the concrete and the temporal, the existential process, the
predicament of the existing individual arising from his being a synthesis
of the temporal and the eternal situated in existence.” (p. 267). I am
inclined to agree with Kierkegaard that there is no such thing as an
“abstract problem of reality”’, but this does not of course mean that
abstract thought is not itself legitimate (as in the ‘symbolic’ sciences
of logic and pure mathematics), nor that the natural world cannot be
pondered over. From Kierkegaard’s point of view in so far as science
and history deal with generalities and are embarked on from a
disinterested point of view, they fail to be informative about reality.
When he says that ““All knowledge about reality is a possibility”” we
can cash this in terms of our contemporary jargon, putting it like this
scientific laws are cast in the hypothetical mode. But the case of
human reality, he wants us to see, is very different. With Tago in
Othello, each man cansay ‘“Iam not whatlam.” The gap between
thought and existence is inherent in man’s condition. = Jaspers was to
express it later like this: ‘‘Existence is not a concept but an index
which points to what is beyond all objectivity.” We here come up
against the modern form of the older metaphysical "problem: the limi-
tations of the subject and the transcendence of the object. This now
becomes the problem of the nature of man himself in so far as he is a

self-transcending creature.

Kierkegaard traces this self-transcending in its various forms—the
ways in which posse can give way to esse. The assumption is that

when man’s consciousness in crisis becomes sicklied o’er with the pale
cast of thought, everything goes awry. Human reality in all its

existential pathos is not to be found in rational reflection but in
turning-point crucial decisions. This amounts, I think, not so much
to a devaluation of thought as to an insight into its irrelevance in
certain situations. The answers to some of life’s profoundest crises
well up from we know not whence. They do not fall under the
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classificatory rubric of concepts but are the hard-won fruit of inward-
ness. We would now stress today that such crises take place in a
context in which the natural world and other people are very much
involved (take, say, the example of family crises over property). As
far as the abstractness of the historian’s task is concerned, the
historian would be the first to admit that his approach to historical
fact (human reality in the mode of time) is intrinsically approximative.
But however much his work may involve an imaginative steeping in
the period, a hypothetical charting of policy and intention, he will
need in his excursions to make use of concepts like that of ‘cause’,
‘intention” and the like, and to do this is part of his craft.

The context in which human decisions are made has been
developed much further by Heidegger. In Sein und Zeit he states:
“the domain of Being is ontologically far more difficult than that
which confronted the Greeks” (p. 38-39). Since this is so, he advises,
we need a “‘circumstantiality of concept formation”. The traditional
categories of metaphysics were designed to deal with objects. Even
Kant’s subject-centred categories deal with objectivity. Traditional
grammatical forms have kept us locked in the subject/object distinc-
tion. Instead, Heidegger puts forward a distinction between ‘cate-
gories’ (dealing with the ‘what’) and what he calls ‘existenzials’.
This has the advantage of introducing a relational terminology which
brings out the nature of man-in-the-world with all his cares and
preoccupations. It can be noted here that in contrast to those who
in‘recent years have argued for alternative conceptual systems on the
basis of diverse forms of language and/or diverse cultures. Heidegger
plots a general phenomenological ontology claimed to be true of the
human condition as such. Even this, though, may not be enough.
What we are in search of are the determining conditions of man’s
orientation to his ‘world’, for this ‘world’ is what he means by

reality, i.e., what reality is for him, and this may well include what
some refer to as Reality with a capital ‘R’.

Common parlance often encourages two extreme uses of the
word ‘reality’, that of the extremely unpleasant and that of the
transcendentally blissful. = The sense of the imminence of death in a
period of bombardment would be an illustration of the first and,
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certain types of mystic experience would illustrate the second. What-
ever we say when we philosophize about reality in all our preten-
tiousness, there should be a certain ‘seemliness’ as Heidegger would
say, an attempt to be true to the varieties of experience as we find it.
These varieties do include occasions when all thought categories seem
blotted out and these occasions seem to the philosopher and non-
philosopher alike revelatory in a way that the trivial round and the
common task may not. But the intermediate territory of the every-
day must also be taken into account. Let us therefore start again a
little further back.

Man has vital needs, which include his need for health, work and
love. To believe, to express and to know are ways in which he
reaches out beyond himself. But in none of these is he cut off from
his fellows. ~His peculiarly human traits such as speech, tool-using
behaviour, his capacity to learn and imitate, involve him from day to
day with others. We are moreover constantly brought into touch
with a vision of how those who are no longer with us in the flesh
experienced reality. The literate man may have this experience
through the printed word. But the illiterate peasant also knows it
through the shape and lie of the land tilled by his ancestors, the
inscrutable smile of a deity gazing from a temple that he passes on
his way to work. Social systems themselves reflect all these factors
which the philosopher will easily note are not categorially all of a
piece. We are washed by full tides which buoy us up and lift us off
the ground. We are also left high and dry, scorched by the searing
sun of circumstance. Thought categories alone cannot encompass the
richness of vicissitude to which we are heir. Needs, beliefs, attitudes
and aspirations are the core around which practices, activities and
institutions cluster. An ‘observance’ (whether of food, dress or habit)
as much indicates a man’s orientation to reality as a ‘thought cate-
gory’. Traits such as a sense of humour also play their part in
shaping a man’s life-world.

Or let us take a different kind of example. Imagine the state of
primitive man before the discovery of fire. The reality of cold was
something to be endured. After the discovery of fire the lighting of fires
becomes part of the reality which is winter. What has happened is a
change in practice. The anthropologist may find that specific tribes
are disposed to think in terms of process. This characteristic about
them, however, may need to be set alongside a disposition to obey
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elders and a resistance to social change. What we have at hand is a
number of factors which go to make up men’s view of reality and
which seem to be related in an organic manner. What is meant by
reference to the ‘organic’ ? To revert to the philosophers’ jargon, it
would mean that a change in one factor would modify the nature
of the others. For example the introduction of a school in a
particular area i.e., a new institution, may gradually erode the
authority of the elders. Or a man for whom acquisitive living
loses its meaning may dress in a weird way, travel on foot from
country to country and live off alms given by others. Here the instru-
mental factor has been a change in world-view which effects a trans-
formation in behaviour.

The above examples illustrate clusters of factors which may make
up a man’s life-world. Imagine by contrast a man whose life is
ebbing away as he lies in a hospital ward. Reality for him shrinks
to the intense difficulty he has in breathing. ~Or it may expand to a
whole vision of the past and hope of the life to come. For Ivan
Tlych in Tolstoy’s tale, reality consisted of an acute awareness of the
reactions and expectations of those around him. All this suggests
that reality for any man can be dominated by any factor, be it the
desire to bayonet an enemy before he is himself bayonetted, the fact
of hunger in time of famine, the reality of the locked door in the
prison cell. The life-world of man who is not in any crisis in parti-
cular will include his relationships to things especially things involved
in his work and the economic relations therein involved, his relation-
ship with people (with special weightage on kinship relations) and the
framework of beliefs and other dispositions mentioned earlier which
in turn have repercussions on all his relationships. It is especially
these dispositional factors which come into play in determining
what view a man may have of Reality. So much of this is non-con-
c:eptualised, even unconscious, that this is why many people are quite
honestly unable to say what they believe. This is particularly the
case in cultures where the religious component cannot (or can rarely)
be voiced doctrinally. To explore this further would take us into
the discussion of religion.

The approach sketched above introduces preliminary analysis of
some of the determining factors of culture and of Lebenswelt. I have
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not gone into the difference between the two except that one obvious
difference will be the individual character of a man’s Lebenswelt and
the social character of culture. A Lebenswelt may of course signify a
deliberate opting out from a particular cultural pattern. But
then the fact that such opting out is possible is itself a feature of
that particular culture. The material and behavioural aspects of
cultural complexes may seem to be of more importance to the
anthropologist than the philosopher, but the dispositional factor
seem to me very much his concern. A belief, I hazard to say, (and
here I am thinking of the sort of beliefs a field worker may uncover)
seems constitutive and regulative in a way which the philosopher
may well find a scandalon. Itis their very non-heuristic character
that makes them diagnosable as constitutive. And yet they have a
directive function which seems to put them in the regulative basket.
They even seem to have the flavour of Kantian intuitions, that is,
they seem to be ‘wholes’, boundless and ‘given’. Such a language
does not strike one as inappropriate in the context of belief-patterns
in traditional societies. Such is the framework of ‘reality’ as a man

is familiar with it.

One of the advantages of the sort of approach indicated (and it
is no more than an indication) is that it might get us over the philo-
sopher’s dichotomy between ‘real’ and €unreal’. A culture-pattern
or Lebenswelt may well contain elements which those ‘ outside’ it
will deem to be illusions. This does not at all affect the potency of
of those elements. I think that we can also find a way of breaking
down another distinction beloved of many philosophers, that between
reality and Reality. Let me explain. We are surrounded by aspects
of material culture which transcend the level of biological existence.
One can call to mind the beautiful way the Santhalis decorate their
huts and the care which goes into the preparation of food in the
simplest village home. The material is transformed by aristic con-
sciousness, the serving of food by love and care, and behaviour
transformed by felicity of gesture and grace of expression. The
humblest activities become transformed by what can be seen as both
influx and interior accretion. There is a profound sense in which we
are in a homogeneous world. Shafts of light are already about us,
fragmentary as they are. To close with a final image, instead of
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SOURCE OF THE CLASSICAL
Fr. William Ruddy . CATEGORY OF RELATION
IN WESTERN THOUGHT

Relations, according to classical Western ontology, are bothmen-
tal and real. Mental relations are found in the mind and are opera-
tive through all the ten categories listed by Aristotle. Real relations
are found in the real world and are placed thus in one of the cate-
gories only. Real relations only will be treated in this paper. We
will try to find out what the ancients meant by their formal divisions,
and childlike procedures of seeing the same identity from two diffe-
rent views. . Accordingly we shall attempt first to describe the cate-
gory of real relation and the two kinds of relation it contained, not
from a modern view but as much as possible from within the tradition-
al, ontological framework. By raising some critical questions and
listening to how the ancients answered them we shall then try to show
pcrhaps'\'/vh'ere the system failed. Finally we shall suggest some lines
of thought which may help to reveal the actual source of real rela-
tions within ordinary human experience. But before describing the
category of real relation itself, it would be helpful to review some
general concepts which the ancient system professed in regard to
categorical unity, act and potency and the general doctrine of rela-

tion.

In regard to the unity of the categorics, the classical thinkers, on
the realist side with which we are here concerned, would reject the
Kantian idea that the unity of the categories comes from the -mind
only. Aristotle argues against Plato’s pure, ideal forms by saying
that if the unity of the category of relation were a .mental: uhity
only, then that which is’relative would be greater than the substance
of that which is absolutely real, and thus the relative would be
greater than the absolute, which is absurd. Thus the unity of the

AT
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Aristotelean categories comes a lot less from the mind knowing
reality and a lot more from that within reality itself which is most
real.

In regard to the notion of act and potency, it must be understood
that the childlike procedure of simply holding close to a reality, that
was nevertheless able to be viewed from two sides, pervaded all of
ancient reasoning up to the very highest of realities possible to
conceive. Thus, act and potency were not two things, but closer to
what Richardson calls ‘“two disparate components in the unity of a
single process.” Thus even when we say that, for the ancients, act
and potency were simply two ways of seeing the single, united reality
of Being itself, this concept eventually was applied throughout the
whole spectrum of experience. The action of burning, in regard to
the active fire and the potential wood, was equally charged with this
sheer procedural form, as were the highest acts of human reason.
From the act side, mental actions were sourced in real persons in the
real world. They were more real than the burning power of fire.
But from the potency side, these self-same actions were not in the
world at all and were even more mental than the ideal forms which
they posited. The categories, therefore, simply cannot be placed
correctly in the ancient system, unless we realize that all entities
found in them were able to be viewed by this dual retention, in the
mind, of the unity of a single process that passed beyond the mind
entirely.

Finally in regard to the doctrine of real relation, which seems so
much an oddity to the modern mind, it was held that the act-side of
the united process of Being could take the form of a pure, retentive
character of a grounding act of reference for all relations able to be
thought about or found in the real world. In terms analogous to
motion, this grounding act was able to pass through both mental and
real situations on its way to ground the relation itself within the
extremes in which it was thereby grounded. It was due to this
remarkable grounding act of reference that real relations were not in
any thing so much as they were foward something else. For relation
did not inhere directly in a real thing but only indirectly in the
qualities and accidents of a real thing. And because the reality of
an accident was proportioned to inherence, relation was thus the least
real, and, by that fact, the most obscure of all the categories. Thus
arose an array of midway qualities of the formal nature of relation.
They posed paradoxes from the start, for the relation was a riddle of
absolute particularity that could not be generalized, because it had
no direct inherence from which to abstract. Thus a relation was

3

more ‘‘toward ” than “in”, it did not move or change except if
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one left it alone and saw instead its own base of inherent accident
altering. And finally, and most remarkable of all, relation was the
one case where the mind could enter no farther into the exterior
mystery of Being. More strictly speaking, the mind could sustain no
more of its own relations outward to bring to a better focus the real
relation it saw, because, in the ancient view, to relate a relation to
anything higher than itself, either mental or real, was to fall into the
utter abyss of an infinite regress. It was thus at this ultimate edge of
the real relation itself where mental relations were at last exactly
distingnished from real relations, because the ancients held that
mental relations were able to be endlessly formed off to infinity by
the mind sustaining them.

Having thus provided ourselves with a brief glance at the
general framework within which the category of real relation was
placed, let us now proceed to inquire about the two kinds of real
relations found in this category. One of them was real from both
sides of the extremes, and the extremes were two real things in the
world. The other was real from one extreme and mental from the
other extreme, and the extremes themselves consisted of an act of the
mind as really out toward the thing, and a real thing as only
mentally related back toward the mind. Thus these two relations
could be called mutually real and non-mutually real respectively.
This whole complex state of affairs, which sounds so strange to our
Kantian-influenced ears, was derived by the ancients from the act-
potency character of the grounding act and occurred as follows. If the
crounding act referred a real thing outward to something else by
passing through an actual situation in the real world, the relation
which it thereby grounded was doubly inherent in its extremes and
was thus mutually real from both sides. On the other hand, if the
grounding act referred something mental back toward the real thing
by passing through a mental situation only, the act of the mind
replaced one of the extremes, and the relation thus grounded was
real as coming out from this real person to this real thing, but as
coming back from the real thing the relation was finally recognized
as including a general aspect not included in the thing at all. The
real aspect of this self-same relation was simply and absolutely lost
from view, and the relation was accordingly rediscovered in the mind
as mental only. It was thus non-mutually real, and before we our-
selves become equally lost in this ancient obscurity which the classical
thinker feared, let us hasten to add that this second kind of real
relation was relegated to the category along with the first only insofar
as it was real ; as mental it was viewed as a non-mutual mental
relation and to that desree used freely, throughout all the categories
as was any other purely mental relation. Now, we have at least
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i
acquired a general idea of the two kinds of real relations, and it would
be worthwhile to see more of the complex factors working in each
case by taking them one after the other according to the classical
examples usually given to explain them.

Mutually real relalions: Let us suppose that an ancient philo-
sopher is walking through a forest during a storm, and he sees a flash
of lightning strike a tree in front of him and start a fire. However
an after thougt of the mind may come to view what occurs, it seems
beyond doubt that a new relationship has now come into being, stem-
ming forth like a flower from the lightning and the tree, and center-
ing itself between thatwhich has now arisen between the fire and the
wood itself. Recalling the pervasion of childlike wonder for the way
the mind retains the same unity of process from two different views,
and how the ancients saw this as a reflection of how similar events in
the world actually took place, we can then imagine how our man in
the forest sees the same burning as both that which is burning in the
fire and that which is being burnt in the wood. He then according
to his own expression sees a mutually real relation between fire and
wood. In other words whether he looks at the fire being related
toward the wood or the wood being related toward the fire, he in both
cases views an absolutely non-generalizable towardness of fire and
wood to each other. And though he would tell us that it is minimally
real, because it is directly speaking neither in the fire nor in the wood
but an unchanging feature of the burning process itself, he would
remain convinced that he has not merely formed this relation in his
mind, but actually found it as mutually real in reality. If we ask
where it came from he would give us the traditional formula as
follows: A grounding act of reference working by means of the real
situation of burning has now referred the fire and the wood beyond
themselves to each other and thereby grounded a mutually real rela-
tion doubly inherent in both fire and wood. Furthermore, this
grounding act is net the burning itself, because, in the ancient system
no act can use itself as a means for action. If we follow his reason-
ing thusfar, we would then askif it were the lightning. We are closer
to what the ancient thinker would say, and have but one final step to
take. As we retained the identity of burning in the seen duality of
the struck tree, so we must pass infinitely beyond and retain the entire
identity of the real situation itself. The classical thinker would put
it in the following formula: The grounding act is the pure act of
Being upon the relative potency of finite reality itself. More infor-
mally put: the grounding act is not only the lightning, but the tree,
the lightning, the man, the storm, and even the forest itself. This
solution to the problem seems so thoroughly formal to our modern
mind as to be beyond our usual sense of constructed proof. In the
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ancient mind all real things in the world were already there only as
moved and ordered endlessly outward to the highest real of that
which was wholly knowable from one view and wholly realfrom
another. Let it be noted that the paper is not concerned with such
entire ontologies, but simply with the question of whether such
systems are able to explain the primal source of real relations them-
selves. Let us therefore withhold all final critical questions for the
present and turn to the other kind of relation, the non-mutually real
relation. .

Non-mutually real relations: In order that the second example may
register its full effect, let us imagine that we have been transported
back in time to the ancient city of Athens. As we are walking down
a street, we turn and, without becoming unduly conscious of it, simply
notice that there is a large pillar of stone situated over to our right.
Even the commonest use of terms permits us to say that our direct
act of awareness has entered into some sort of relation with the pillar
itself. We get the feeling that we are involved in some sort of ‘real”
state of affairs. Let us assume that the farthést thing from our
intention is to propound a perceptual theory there in the street; we
are simply here and the pillar is over there to our right. It suddenly
occurs to us that we may be able to see the same situation from two
points of view and we forthwith begin a more general closer look at
the pillar, and ask ourselves if we are then standing on the pillar’s left.
We then become aware not only that the pillar has no aspect left in
it at all, but also that our previous act of awareness has not in the
slightest, affected the reality of the pillar itself. The relation thus
involved, that is, the unified relation spanning both our mental aware-
ness and the pillar in the manner just indicated is real from our side
but merely mental from the pillar’s side, and is what the traditional
school would call a non-mutually real relation. Where, then, did it
come from? The ancient system gives us the following formula: a
grounding act of reference has passed through the mental situation of
our turning to the pillar, referred our mental act of awareness toward
the pillar in such a way that our mental act becomes one of the
extremes of a relation of which the other extreme is the real pillar.
Insofar as the grounding act is thereby passing through this real person
and this real pillar, the relation thus grounded is real. Insofar as the
self-same mental act involved also possessed the aspect of a purely
general act not inhering in the world at all, the grounding act is thus
also passing through a general act only and the self-same relation is
thus also being grounded as mental, as occurring in the mind alone.
The asymmetrical form of this relation wherein it really joins us and
the pillar in unreflective awareness, and mentally distinguishes us
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from the pillar in reflective awareness, was considered to be one single
relation by the ancients. Its unity comes only indirectly from our-
selves and the pillar and first and primarily from the grounding act
of reference. We may then legitimately ask, what then is this
grounding act? As in the case of the burning tree, the ancients would
reply the grounding act works only by means of the mental situation
of our turning to the pillar. The grounding act is not ourselves but
that which passed through our act of awareness of the pillar, or,
more strictly speaking, passed through the entire mental situation
from which the awareness arose. Thus the grounding act involves not
only our own mind and the pillar, but also the whole lived-through
experience of here and now turning toward the pillar, together with
all of the mental by real and personal factors left precisely and exactly
as they actually are. Incredible as it may seem to our own subject
and object way of thinking, the ancients would hold that the ground-
ing act is that which has actualised, originated and sustained the
whole dual-sided state of affairs. Stated in the traditional, ontologi-
cal form, this means that the grounding act of reference is so much
a pure act of Being Itself, that even the highest acts of the human
mind are a lower correlative potency to such a higher act, atleast up
until the point when we become aware that such is the case. After
that we more or less assume the character of this grounding act and
thus no longer see the real aspect of the relation but rather its mental
aspect only. In other words, in all that we have so far described,
the towardness or, if you wish, the betweenness of the relation
involving ourselves and the pillar was all the time being sustained by
the grounding act and thus was not in the slightest, altered or changed,
Purely and simply we are actually seeing the pillar which is actually
over there to our right. Without this changing, we may, if we wish,
suspend ourselves from this underlying grounding act, assume our
own position as the extreme of the relation, the real aspect of it
vanishes, all we have left is the pillar, we find no actual inherence of
our mental act in the pillar, the same relation is now being seen from
the mental side only. We see the pillar over there to our right, we
have found the relation here within our mind alone.

Critical questions: As briefly as possible we have tried to show
what the ancients meant by the category of real relation. Still
remaining in this ancient frame of reason, let us pose two questions
only and see if the classical system can answer them. First, how is
it possible that the category of relation can include such diverse
elementsin a single unity? To this the ancients would answer: The
unity of the categories stems first from things and from the ultimate
reality of that which is most real outside our mind. Both mutual



¢ RELATION ° IN CLASSICAL WESTERN THOUGHT 55

and non-mutual relations at least involve things whether they be fire
and wood or simply man and pillar. Because it makes all things to
be real, the grounding act of reference can also make relations to be
real, and it is only insofar as this comes to pass that we are permit-
ted to include them both in a single category. - Thus, far the ancient
answer. But a second question still bothers us. How can a non-
mutual relation be said from the mind’s side to inhere in a real thing,
if from the thing’s side there is no real inherence? To this the
ancient would give a surprisingly direct answer; a relation is nota
relation because it inheres but because the grounding act of reference
has already referred it outward toward its extremes, such that to ask
about inherence in such a case would be meaningless.

Now since both of the above solutions base themselves, it is here
alone where we must look for a final answer and it is precisely here
where the traditional system fails. For it is not made clear wether the
grounding act is a mental or a real act. It seems to be neither, since
it passes through both mental and real situations; but even the
ancients would admit that an act is either real or mental or it is
nothing. At this point the classical clincher has always been that
that which is mental and that which is real are identifiable within
the pure act of Being Itself. But this cannot be used for the special
argument we have raised here because such a concept involves a
mental relation of identity. To explain real relations in terms of
mental relations involves, as the ancients themselves pointed out, the
fallacy of infinite regress. Multiplying mental relation in our mind
can tell us nothing about where real relations themselves come from.
It would be better to simply put in suspension all these higher modes
of thought and attempt to return to the roots of the real relations
within the realm of primary human experience. By doing so, we do
not leave ourselves entirely in the dark. We have already found out
some essential characteristics of the grounding act itself. We know, for
example that it seems to involve two distinct levels of dynamie, refe-
rence a relative level of determining a relation as real, and a higher
level of the absolute presence of the relation itselfias such, wherein the
relation cannot be further determined as cither mental or real. In the
given instance of seeing a fire or a pillar, these two levels were not
directly available within experience, but they certainly were being
lived through as two components of a dynamic union of referred
extremes. Following thus this more immediate line of approach, we
may ask, ¢Is there any deeply lived-through experience in ordinary
life wherein this profound continuity of referred forms can be found
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in such a way that the real relations sustained can be openly and
finally seen from the deep root of their source in the grounding act
of reference? Can there actually be any daily lived-through events
of human iife that possess the unfolding power to originate from thc
double-levelled ground all possible real relations able to be
experienced? Recent research in existential phenomenology seems to
have discovered something akin to such a profound force in the
phenomenon of what they call Being-face-to-face. At least in regard
to the quality which a human face has of presiding over the most
intricate relational configurations of grounded form in the world, the
face can surely be said to perform a function of absolute presence of
not yet determind ordering out to a corresponding extreme. Let it
be noted here that when I use the phrase, being-face-to-face I'm not
referring to objective spatial position as when we say that one wall
faces another or that a house is face-to-face with another house
across the street. Nor am I speaking of the abstracted form of the
face as if it were now included among many other pure forms of
experience in a vast system of personalism which I now wish to
expound. It is exactly mental wandering that obscures what we are
most looking for in regard to the source of real relations themselves,

And finally I am not speaking of some new anthropological theory of
kinship relations based on empirical research, for during the whole
course of our life we rarely if ever offer our daily experience of being
face-to-face as an isolated object for science to study. It is rather
the deeply lived-through phenomenon of being face-to-face itself
which has now caught our attention and we wish now to describe as
it actually passes through and sustains all relative forms of experience.

We wish to uncover this phenomenon now as the sole source of the
grounding act of reference. Hints toward such a philosophical truth

can only be given here in an outline fashion, and it should be under-

stood that much painstaking work needs to be done in this direction

before such a truth can be made firm with adequate philosophical

clarity. The following statements are a sketch toward such an

attempt.

First of all, Being-face-to-face seems to bring forth and sustain
the continuity of real relations to such a degree that their solitary
experience appears to be of an altogether lower order. Ome need
only refer to the example of a father talking to his son to see this
with trenchent clarity. The real and lived-through relation involved
as a decisive continuity of physical generation and social affinity
manifests itself as even more real than the burning power of fire.
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A mother’s power in a family often is less felt as an interior force and
resides more in the lived-through way in which her face cherishes the
faces of her children. Face-to-face speaking and listening bears per-
fect witness both to the paradox of absolute persences that cannot be
further determined as either mental or real, as well as to the bringing
forth of real relations of the most complex imaginable kind which
are nevertheless immediately understood. The problem of mutually
real and non-mutual real relations thus seems to be held and solved
in a single look. Even the sometimes solitary actions of working and
eating, which as real relations seem less bound to the phenomenon in
question, are, while yet being done alone, still reside in a lower
modal form of being face to face, within what might be called being
absent from a face which is most loved. A very good case can be
made for eating, for example, for there is something in the solitary
experience which awaits the being taken up and held close, the way
in which the face-to-face phenomenon seems to be able to sustain
the towardness involved. And even when we set aside the relative
level of the grounding act of reference, and consider the more
philosophical problem involved at the higher level of an absolute
presence where the relation sustained can no longer be determined as
either mental or real, there seems to be something in the actual way
in which face-to-face encounters unfold themselves that presides
from the realm of a height before it comes down to speak, and what-
ever it is, and prescinding from whether it can ever be made philoso-
phically clear, it at least appears to correspond with that which has
not yet determined itself further as either mental or real. A some-
what direct proof for this can be given as follows: What is involved
in Being-face-to-face is the object “I” that is looking and the
object “ This person,” * He who is looking at me.” What actually
takes place can never be accurately described as if there were two
isolated mental systems unfolding their mental relations outward into
a third and higher level of relations that can never be further
described. Rather, the pure opposite is the case. We always enter
into a relationship of being face to face with the notion that if I do
not let him speak, then what he says will be absolutely lost once and
for all. There can be no third final spectator to this experience as it
is actually lived through. Whenever I try to view myself and the
other person as objects of a hig}’ler system of clarity, then the entire
A—8
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i SUPREME SOUND
5y shankar Rajy N THE ULTIMATE REALITY:

“Sound has created three worlds and the entire universe, From
sound has emanated the endless illusion. Glory of sound cannot be
adeguately described ...Realise that sound is the beginning and
end of all.” So proclaims Soamiji Maharaj, the Great nineteenth
century mystic saint of India (Sar Bachan IX—2,3). This view is
further explained by his successor as follows :—

“Sound has spread the Light everywhere. Itis the creation
and the Creator’” (Prem Bawi—Part III : IV—21-1). Bible under
the Gospel according to St. John in the New Testament begins with
this very significant statement : “In the beginning was the word and
the word was with God, and the Word was God.”

According to Sanatana-Dharma, Sabda-Brahma or Nada-Brahma
i.e., the Supreme Sound, is said to be the beginning, the middle and
the end of all that exists and is said to be the ultimate Reality.

This introduction is just a pointer towards the title of my paper
‘Supreme Sound : the Ultimate Reality’.

I

One of the gems of human thought categorising the various levels
of the manifestation of the Supreme Reality glitters as follows :

“God sleeps in stones, wakes in plant, walks in animals and thinks
in man.” It may well be stated in explanation of the same that God
manifests Himself as sleeping stones or inorganic entities, walking
plants or organic entities, walking animals or living entities and think-
ing men or conscious and selt-conscious entities. It may be inferred
that the subtlest faculty of God-manifestation is ¢ thought’, with
which one can realise, to a certain extent, the Reality—Reality being
¢ what is unvagryin in and constant in the midst of what are varying
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and inconstant.”? It is this ¢ thought * which has given us a scientific
or intellectual ratiocination called epistemology to understand the theo-
ries of knowledge. One may take to °Authoritarianism ’ and accept
the great classical statements of ancient personages and works, trusting
them to be the ‘voice of God’ due to continued faith of people. Another
may adopt the theory of ¢ Empiricism * depending on experiences and
observation of a series of sensations either internal or external. Yet
another may turn to ©Scepticism’ entirely denying or doubting the
credibility of knowledge taking this too earnestly as a reliable method
to realise the truth. Some may regard Pure Reason’ as the only
source of knowledge and adhere to ¢ Rationalism ’ stipulating a formula
< Cogito, ergo sum’ i.e., ‘I think therefore I am’ and holding that senses
not only are incapable of positive efficacy but have a negative value
in the determination of the validity of knowledge. These and various
other theories have quenched the thrist for knowledge only to a certain
extent. There is, however, yet another way of getting the knowledge of
the real—a direct and a secret method. It is said to be mysterious, and
hence called ‘mysticism’. Here occultism plays an important role
not excluding the former modes of epistemology, as they too largely
depend upon direct awareness or experience, the only aim being the
realisation of the Sself, God or substance, viz., that supernatural
entity which transcends the phenomenal world’. The mystic endea-
vours to approach the ultimate Reality through proper understanding,
persistent concentration, pointed contemplation nd unadulterated
conviction with internal meditation as the chief means,

It is termed asperSa yoga in Vedanta, bhavana marga in
Buddhism, Sufi Cult in Islam, ‘gjapa jap’ in Sikhism and sabda-yoga
in the religion of saints. With mysticism, “a sympathetic contact
with things for an understanding of their real nature is also adopted,
which is the basis for ‘Intutionism’, because Reality is “essentially a
process, and everywhere manifesting unique wholeness which eannot
be understood in t